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Abbreviations and symbols

This appendix contains a list of abbreviations and symbols that are used in this volume. Sometimes conventions are adopted that differ from the ones given in this list, but if this is the case, this is always explicitly mentioned in the text.


	A+section # A3.2 refers to Section 3.2. in Huba Bartos ed. (to appear). Adjectival Phrases.

	C+section # C3.2 refers to Section 3.2. in Zoltán Bánréti ed. (2022). Coordination and Ellipsis.

	E+section # E3.2 refers to Section 3.2. in Zsuzsanna Gécseg ed. (to appear). Finite Embedding.

	M+section # M3.2 refers to Section 3.2. in Balázs Surányi ed. (to appear). The Structure of the Main Clause.

	N+section # N3.2 refers to Section 3.2. in Gábor Alberti & Tibor Laczkó eds. (2018). Nouns and Noun Phrases.

	P+section # P3.2 refers to Section 3.2. in Katalin É. Kiss ed. (2021). Postpositions and Postpositional Phrases.

	V+section # V3.2 refers to Section 3.2. in Károly Bibok ed. (to appear). Verb Phrases in General and Finite Verb Phrases.




Abbreviations used in both the main text and the examples


	AP

	Adjectival Phrase

	AdvP

	Adverbial Phrase

	AttrP

	Attributive Phrase

	CP

	Complementizer Phrase

	ConvP

	Converbial Phrase

	DP

	Phrase of the (definite) article

	DetP

	Phrase of certain determiners

	InfP

	Infinitival Phrase

	N PN

	Proper name

	NegPrt

	Negative Particle

	NP

	Noun Phrase*

	NumP

	Numeral Phrase

	PP

	Postpositional Phrase

	PartP

	Participial Phrase

	QPrt

	Question Particle

	VP

	Verb Phrase

	VMod

	Verbal Modifier

	VPrt

	Verbal Particle


* Noun phrase is written in full when the NP-DP distinction is not relevant.



Symbols, abbreviations and conventions (primarily) used in the examples


	'

	stressed word

	''

	focus-stressed word

	°

	unstressed word

	Ref

	Referent argument (external thematic role of nouns/adjectives)

	Rel

	Related argument (internal thematic role of relational nouns)

	XXX

	small caps indicate that XXX is assigned focus accent

	^

	the special fall-rise intonation typical of contrastive topics





Abbreviations used as subscripts in the examples


	1/2/3

	1st, 2nd, 3rd person

	2Obj

	Object in 2nd person

	Abl

	Ablative

	Acc

	Accusative

	Ade

	Adessive

	Adjr

	Adjectivalizer

	Adv

	Adverbial suffix

	Advr

	Adverbializer

	All APl

	Allative Associative plural suffix (-ék)

	APl

	Associative plural suffix (-ék)

	Attr

	Attributivizer

	Cau

	Causalis

	Caus

	Causative derivational suffix

	Coll

	Collective suffix

	Comp

	Comparative

	Cond

	Conditional

	Conv

	Converb

	Dat

	Dative

	DefObj

	Definite object

	Del

	Delative

	Dim

	Diminutive

	Dist

	Distributive suffix

	Ela

	Elative

	FoE

	Formalis/Essive

	Fract

	Fractionalizer

	Freq

	Frequentative derivational suffix

	Ill

	Illative

	IndefObj

	Indefinite object

	Ine

	Inessive

	Ins

	Instrumental

	Mod

	Modality (‘is permitted’ / ‘may’ -hAt)

	Mult

	Multiplicative suffix

	Nmn

	Nominalizer

	Nom

	Nominative

	Ord

	Ordinalizer

	Part

	Participle

	Past

	Past Tense (-t)

	perf

	perfectivizing verbal particle meg

	Pl

	Plural

	Poss

	Possessed

	Posr

	Possessor

	Pred

	Predicate

	Ptv

	Partitive-like suffix (suffix -ik)

	Refl

	Reflexive (verb)

	Sg

	Singular

	Sub

	Sublative

	Subj

	Subjunctive

	Sup

	Superessive

	Ter

	Terminative

	Tmp

	Temporal (-kor)

	TrE

	Translative/Essive

	Vrb

	Verbalizer




Diacritics used for indicating acceptability judgments


	*

	Unacceptable

	*?

	Relatively acceptable compared to *

	??

	Intermediate or unclear status

	?

	Marked: not completely acceptable or disfavored form

	(?)

	Slightly marked, but probably acceptable

	no marking

	Fully acceptable

	ü

	Fully acceptable (after unacceptable or marked variants)

	%

	Not (fully) acceptable due to non-syntactic factors or varying judgments among speakers

	#

	Unacceptable under intended reading

	$

	Special status: old-fashioned, archaic, very formal, incoherent, etc.

	†

	Extinct





Other conventions


	xx/yy

	Acceptable both with xx and with yy

	*xx/yy

	Unacceptable with xx, but acceptable with yy

	xx/*yy

	Acceptable with xx, but unacceptable with yy

	[y ... z]

	A unit (but not necessarily a constituent) consisting of more than one word

	xx / [y ... z]

	Acceptable both with xx, which is a word, and with [y ... z], which is a unit (but not necessarily a constituent) consisting of more than one word

	(xx)

	Acceptable both with and without xx

	*(xx)

	Acceptable with, but unacceptable without, xx

	(*xx)

	Acceptable without, but unacceptable with, xx

	.. <xx>

	Alternative placement of xx in an example

	XXi ... YYi

	Coindexing indicates coreference

	XXi ... YYj

	Counter-indexing indicates disjoint reference

	XX*i/j

	Unacceptable with index i, acceptable with index j

	XXi/*j

	Unacceptable with index j, acceptable with index i

	[XP ... ]

	Constituent brackets of a constituent XP
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1. The series

This is the fourth volume of the second series of books in what we hope will become a monumental international project, which began sometime in 1992 as a modest attempt at launching The Syntax of Dutch at Tilburg University under the sponsorship of Henk van Riemsdijk. Originally, the plan was only meant to include Dutch, but as that project, after a long period of gestation, finally lifted off the ground, Henk van Riemsdijk approached István Kenesei early 2008 with a proposal that was to include a number of other languages. The enterprise was named Comprehensive Grammar Resources, and a detailed plan was submitted by the two co-editors to Mouton de Gruyter, where Ursula Kleinheinz adopted and supported the series.

Its objectives were outlined in our conspectus in 2009 as follows. “With the rapid development of linguistic theory, the art of grammar writing has changed. Modern research on grammatical structures has tended to uncover many constructions, many in depth properties, many insights that are generally not found in the type of grammar books that are used in schools and in fields related to linguistics. The new factual and analytical body of knowledge that is being built up for many languages is, unfortunately, often buried in articles and books that concentrate on theoretical issues and are, therefore, not available in a systematized way. The CGR series intends to make up for this lacuna by publishing extensive grammars that are solidly based on recent theoretical and empirical advances. They intend to present the facts as completely as possible and in a way that will ‘speak’ to modern linguists but will also, and increasingly, become a new type of grammatical resource for the semi- and non-specialist.”

The fate of the series hung by a thread when Ursula Kleinheinz unexpectedly fell ill and to our great sorrow subsequently passed away. After intensive negotiations with Mouton de Gruyter the editors approached Amsterdam University Press, which not only welcomed the plan but offered an advantageous online publication scheme, deemed necessary from its inception for such gigantic work. The final agreement was signed in 2011, just in time for the first instalments of The Syntax of Dutch to come out with AUP in 2012. The CGR series was excellently taken care of by AUP’s Senior Commissioning Editor, Saskia Gieling, for whose conscientious work we express our gratitude, acknowledging the next Managing Editor, Louise Visser’s job, and now welcoming Ilse Lazaroms to this volume as our current Commissioning Editor of the Syntax of Hungarian series.

The Dutch project was concluded in 2019 after having produced eight volumes, between c. 400 and 800 pages each, all available also online, and as the Dutch project was nearing its last stage, the first two volumes of The Syntax of Hungarian were published, thus inaugurating the second series of books under the general heading Comprehensive Grammar Resources. We continue to regret that the founding co-editor of the series, Henk van Riemsdijk decided to resign in 2020, but we will cherish his memory and continue to appreciate his indispensable judgement and wisdom in setting up this project and advising us throughout. Hans Broekhuis joined the board at the final phase of the Dutch project, and following Henk van Riemsdijk’s resignation Norbert Corver was willing to accept our invitation.

____________________________
Alberti, G., and P. Siptár, eds. Syntax of Hungarian: Non-Finite Verb Phrases. Amsterdam: Amsterdam University Press, 2025.


2. Previous research into the grammar of Hungarian

Research into Hungarian in a generative framework started in the 1960’s after a number of linguists had returned to Hungary from study trips in the USA. Modern linguistics began to be taught first in Budapest then at other universities in the country, early results got published soon (Telegdi 1969), and by the mid-1970’s there arose a community whose systematic work has been continuous ever since. By the end of the next decade the tangled issues of Hungarian word order were given a fresh start (É. Kiss 1978) and concurrently a research team was set up at the Research Institute for Linguistics (RIL) of the Hungarian Academy of Sciences with the aim of producing extensive studies of the grammar within a generative framework. In the 1980’s Hungarian had become the topic of international publications (É. Kiss 1981, 1987, Horvath 1986), the only international linguistics journal in Hungary, Acta Linguistica Hungarica (the predecessor of the current Acta Linguistica Academica), began publishing more and more articles in modern frameworks, a new series of collections of papers in English on Hungarian, Approaches to Hungarian, was started at the University of Szeged (subsequently moved to Akadémiai Kiadó, Budapest, and until recently published by John Benjamins, Amsterdam, where it has been morphed into the new Journal of Uralic Linguistics), individual conferences were organized with particular attention to Hungarian in the Netherlands, Germany, and Austria (cf., e.g., Abraham and de Meij 1986), and a biennial conference series on “The Structure of Hungarian” was conceived, following the first of its kind at Indiana University, Bloomington, in 1992, now regularly held at alternate venues in Hungary and abroad.

The first concerted effort of the ‘middle generation’ of generative linguists resulted in a voluminous book on the syntax of Hungarian (Kiefer 1992), soon to be published in a modified and somewhat abridged English version (Kiefer and É. Kiss 1994). By the 1990’s, issues, analyses and properties of the Hungarian language in general had become household items in linguistics journals, and the language had appeared as one of the best described and analyzed non-Indo-European languages, often making a substantial presence in arguments and illustrations even in textbooks in syntax or linguistics at large (e.g., Haegeman and Guéron 1999). In the meantime, a number of students graduated in Hungary and abroad, due to grants primarily in the Netherlands and the USA and have either come back or remained in close contact with the linguistic scene in Hungary.

The ‘hot’ topics in Hungarian that have long attracted the attention of linguists at large include some of the basic features of this language. Early on, as was mentioned above, problems of the word order were of paramount significance, since it was extremely difficult to render in a rigid NP – Aux – VP framework. É. Kiss’s work from the late 1970’s on threw new light on the configurationality issue, and while she offered a ‘flat’ VP, a controversial issue ever since, her assumptions relating to the left periphery have radically changed our thinking of the constituency, order, and functions of the syntactic material below and above the Complementizer, inducing work opening new perspectives, such as Brody (1990) or Rizzi (1997).

Another highly popular and frequently cited chapter of the grammar has been the DP, and in particular possessive constructions. Since Szabolcsi (1981, 1987) laid down the foundations of the analysis on the pattern of the clause and drew the analogy that, among other things, contributed to introducing the Spec-Head division in the X-bar system and adding more structure to the Comp layer, it has challenged many an acute mind offering various solutions to problems like the ‘nominative– dative alternation’ on the possessor DP, the movement of the possessor out of the possessive DP, and discovered new traits in the constructions, such as antiagreement phenomena, or the problem of genitive case (Den Dikken 1999, É. Kiss 2002, Dékány 2015).

The order and relative scopes of quantifiers and operators in the left periphery as well as postverbally have also been of central importance. Ever since Anna Szabolcsi, and following her, Ed Williams, quipped that “Hungarian wore its Logical Form on its sleeve”, it has been in the foreground. Hungarian is a language exhibiting well-defined properties of contrastive topics (Szabolcsi 1983, Molnár 1998, Gyuris 2009), interesting ambiguous properties of only (É. Kiss 1998), the interaction of focus, quantifiers, and negation (Puskás 2006), or in general, the properties of the left periphery (Kenesei and Lipták 2009). The study of adverbs and adverbial adjuncts in Hungarian has also produced a collection of papers (É. Kiss 2009).

Another result of the concerted efforts of generative grammarians has been the research into the historical syntax of Hungarian, owing to projects devised and managed, roughly concurrently and with a partially overlapping personnel with this project, by Katalin É. Kiss (2014a, 2014b). The large number of conference presentations, articles in journals, and the two collections of research papers serve as evidence that this non-Indo-European language has quite a few surprises in store in tracking down syntactic changes.

Let us conclude at this point that the linguistic community studying the properties of Hungarian in and outside Hungary is particularly well motivated to embark on a project producing a generative-based, but in effect theory-neutral, descriptive survey of the language. Kenesei (2020) gives an overview of the development of generative syntax in Hungary since the 1960’s.

Incidentally, although traditional descriptive grammars have been in currency in Hungary, the latest of which is a 583-page (text)book, their approaches have been unprincipled, nonexhaustive, and on the whole unsystematic (cf. Tompa 1961, Bencédy et al. 1968, Keszler 2000). Of the two English-language grammars in print, Rounds (2001) is intended for the language-learner, while Kenesei et al. (1998) was written on the pattern of the so-called “Lingua questionnaire”, which had a pre-defined structure so that all languages would be described in an identical fashion. As a result of this, and because of scope limitations, they could not address a number of issues at all or in sufficient depth. On the other hand, the promise of generative grammars to provide exhaustive surveys, descriptions, and analyses has never been fulfilled, primarily because the discovery of problems and exploring the principles have always taken precedence over exhaustive descriptions. This promise can now be realized, that is, at least in the field of syntax, or in other words, in ‘grammar proper’, an extensive treatise of the results available can be summed up. It was with this objective in mind that the team behind this project set to work.



3. The project

When the grant proposal was ultimately approved in 2011 and the project was ready to start early 2012, it had 38 participants with senior and junior staff members roughly in equal numbers. They formed eight teams in view of the main themes of the volumes to be compiled.

Although we were aware of the structure of our Dutch forerunner, based on the distinction between the internal and external syntax of the four major lexical categories (nouns, verbs, adjectives, and adpositions, i.e., N, V, A, P) and their phrases (NP, VP, AP, PP), we followed a somewhat different pattern owing mainly to the nature of the problems discussed in the literature on Hungarian. The Dutch project included the complementation and modification of each lexical category in the respective chapters, then proceeded to discuss the functional categories associated with the lexical category under review and concluded with the broader syntactic environment of the phrase in question.

The Hungarian project also covers the four major lexical categories noun, verb, adjective and adposition in separate volumes, discussing their characteristics, complementation, and modification much like the Syntax of Dutch, but retains a more traditional division of labor by devoting individual volumes to clausal phenomena. The structure of the project, that is, the eight areas in which the teams were organized, and titles (as well as the currently foreseeable order) of publications are as follows: Nouns and Noun Phrases (Vols. 1 and 2), Postpositions and Postpositional Phrases, Coordination and Ellipsis, Non-Finite Verb Phrases, Verbs and Verb Phrases, Finite Embedding, Adjectival Phrases, Sentence Structure.

The four volumes that deal with lexical categories and their phrases (NP, VP, PP, AP) need no special justification. Let us, however, argue now for the four remaining topics. It is well-known that perhaps the most distinctive feature of the syntax of Hungarian is the order of the constituents arranged not with respect to grammatical functions but according to their logical or communicative properties. Rather than extending the number of volumes discussing the VP, we have decided to devote a separate volume to the constituent order and related problems, such as negation, questions, or modality. It is also in this volume that the characteristics of the intonational patterns are presented. Since finite embedded clauses, whether that-clauses complementing nouns, verbs, or adjectives, or relative clauses adjoined to APs, NPs, or PPs, show a remarkable similarity, it was also reasonable to compile a volume specifically for them. There are several subtypes of nonfinite clauses in this language, and although some of them could easily have been treated as complements to or modifiers of major lexical categories, due to properties overarching several of them it was again more economical to put them in a single volume. Finally, the description of and the problems relating to ellipsis and coordination are again difficult to envision as belonging to any one of the lexical categories, so they again are assembled in a separate volume. While all of these four sets of topics could have been divided and thus added to the volumes on the NP, the AP, the PP, and the VP, this solution would have resulted in more repetitions, as well as a more imbalanced structure regarding the sizes and contents of the individual volumes. Let us hope that the proof of our pudding is in the eating and our prospective readership will not turn away from the dish served to them.

Again, in distinction to the Dutch project, we had decided on a different structure of the team producing the grammar. First of all, since we were intent on funding the project with grant money and grants, as a rule, last for four years, with a possible one-year extension (but without extra funding), it was clear that the ‘small team’ approach was not viable: no panel of three to five people could have put aside the time on top of their usual chores to write the grammar or work on the project full time by giving up their main occupations as professors or researchers. Moreover, in the unlikely case of their being financed full time by the grant, it would still have been dubious whether the project could come to conclusion in four (or five) years.

The alternative was to set up a relatively large group comprised of eight teams led by senior researchers, each having considerable expertise in the subjects of the volumes to be written. This option has had several advantages. First of all, it called on all syntacticians who were capable and ready to contribute, thus forming a nationwide enterprise unparalleled before. Moreover, it offered salaried positions to unemployed young linguists so they could write up chapters that had not been covered by independent research before. And the teams could work according to their own schedules. Among the difficulties of this type of organization are the inevitable differences in approaching similar issues. Although we had planned regular meetings of, and consultations with, the team leaders as well as two all-project conferences each year, the end result will show some divergence in particular analyses, mostly due to the convictions of team leaders regarding lesser issues, which we hope will not hinder the general intelligibility or decrease the value of the work.

The research personnel encompassed three generations of researchers, from internationally acknowledged professors to the middle generation to post-docs or promising graduate (PhD/MA) students. The team leaders, who have all ‘grown’ into becoming volume editors, were of course from the first two age groups and their responsibilities are listed as follows.

Nouns and Noun Phrases – Gábor Alberti and Tibor Laczkó

Postpositions and Postpositional Phrases – Katalin É. Kiss and Veronika Hegedűs

Coordination and Ellipsis – Zoltán Bánréti

Non-Finite Verb Phrases – Gábor Alberti and Péter Siptár

Verbs and Verb Phrases – Károly Bibok

Finite Embedding – Zsuzsa Gécseg

Adjectival Phrases – Huba Bartos

Sentence Structure – Balázs Surányi

Collaborators came from the Universities of Debrecen, Pécs, and Szeged, Eötvös Loránd University (Budapest), Pázmány Péter Catholic University (Budapest), that is, from all major universities in Hungary with linguistics curricula, as well as from the Research Institute for Linguistics (of the Academy of Sciences until 2019, and since then in the newly formed Eötvös Loránd Research Network, renamed again last year as Hungarian Research Network, with the Institute reorganized and renamed as HUN-REN Research Centre for Linguistics). Altogether exactly 50 researchers worked for some time for the project, with almost exclusively junior team members entering and leaving midterm, due to their changing job situations, maternity leaves, or, exceptionally, for reasons of quality of the work they submitted. All told, 17 of them were employed by the project for at least a period of six months. Apart from these junior researchers, all senior and junior staff worked unpaid, compensated for their contribution only by receiving occasional international travel grants to conferences as part of the project.

The project had an international aspect as well, and not only because the principal collaborator of the Dutch project, Prof. Hans Broekhuis, provided help in the first year by coming to our all-project conference to give an overview of their work and offering, as it were, advice online throughout, for which we express our thanks to him, but, more significantly, by inviting Hungarian syntacticians working outside Hungary, notably (and with current addresses changing) in France, Germany, Italy, The Netherlands, Norway, Romania (Transylvania), Spain, and the USA, which underscores the lively contacts between the local and the ‘expat’ communities and their active collaboration.



4. The language

The choice of Hungarian as the subject of the second series of books in the project Comprehensive Grammar Resources followed not only from the fact that the junior series editor was a Hungarian at the beginning, but also from this language having been elevated in the past 40-odd years to the rank of one of the most thoroughly investigated non-Indo-European languages in the generative framework (together with perhaps Basque, Chinese, and Japanese, to list a few others), as was mentioned above. So the time was ripe to embark on an enterprise that would bring all the knowledge previously published in various monographs, dissertations, articles, etc., into a single set of books accessible to the linguistic community at large.

Hungarian belongs to the Ugric branch of Finno-Ugric languages within the Uralic family (see Bakró-Nagy et al. 2022). Its closest relatives are Mansi and Khanty, with c. 30,000 and 10,000 speakers respectively, while Hungarian has c. 13-14 million speakers, of which somewhat less than 10 million are in Hungary; most of the rest are in the neighboring countries of Romania, Slovakia, Serbia, and Ukraine (in decreasing numbers from 1.5 million to 140,000) and a few tens of thousands in Croatia, Slovenia, and Austria, living mostly in the areas along their borders with Hungary, except for the Székelys and Csángós in Transylvania and beyond. In addition, several hundred thousand Hungarian speakers are themselves recent immigrants or descendants of earlier waves in (Western) Europe, the Americas, Israel, Australia and New Zealand.

The first charters written in part in Hungarian came down from the mid-11th century, while the first text, the Funeral Sermon and Prayer dates from c. 1195. Grammars were written as early as the 17th century, and following the foundation of the Academy of Sciences in 1828 historical and later descriptive studies of the language were published in large numbers. It was the Hungarian astronomer Johannis Sajnovics who discovered the relationship between Finno-Ugric languages in 1770, well before Sir William Jones’ famous lecture on Sanskrit in 1786. Antal Reguly, Bernát Munkácsi, and Joseph Budenz carried out research into the historical origins of the language, while Sámuel Brassai, János Fogarasi, József Szinnyei and Zsigmond Simonyi published extensive grammars and studies of the nature of the grammatical system of Hungarian during the second half of the 19th century.

Hungarian is a remarkably uniform language as far as its dialects are concerned: with the exception of the Eastern dialect of the Csángós, there are practically no dialects that are not mutually intelligible to any of the others, although there are differences mostly in phonology, morphology and vocabulary. The standard language exists in regional varieties, and since this project has a membership drawn from various regions, these varieties are not excluded from the sources. The main dialects are shown in the map below.

[image: A map outlines Hungary with dialect regions labeled, bordered by state and dialect boundaries. Major regions include Transdanubia, Tisza-Körös, Palóc, Székely, and Moldavian. ]
Figure 1: Main Hungarian dialects

The most conspicuous differences are in pronunciation and vocabulary. For example, speakers in the Palóc region have an unrounded short /a/instead of the majority dialects’ round /ɔ/, as in alma ‘apple’. Common Hungarian egres ‘gooseberry’ has regional varieties like piszke, büszke, köszméte. Morphological distinctions between dialects are also frequent; one set has come to signal and/or serve social differentiation between educated or standard versus non-standard or ‘low’ varieties as corroborated by ‘purists’ and due to indoctrination at schools. One characteristic example is that of the use of subjunctive for indicative conjugation in some verb-forms like dialectal ért-sük [e:rʧyk] ‘understand-Ind/Subj.1Pl’ as against ért-jük [e:rcyk] ‘understand-Ind.1Pl’, both meaning ‘we understand (it)’ in the case in question, but only the latter is acceptable as the indicative form in educated speech, whereas the former is strongly stigmatized. Since in the case of other verbs the subjunctive and indicative verb-forms coincide on the one hand, and on the other the [c] à [ʧ] change in inflections is a natural phenomenon in the phonology of Hungarian, the distinction is, from a descriptive point of view, quite unfounded.

Syntactic differences are harder to put one’s finger on except if they are used to indicate social distinctions. The position of the question clitic -e illustrates the point. In educated Hungarian it attaches to the finite verb, as in (1a,c). In dialectal varieties it can land on any other head as well, including any verbal particle, e.g., le ‘down’ (1b) or the negative word nem ‘not’ (1d). Note that the movable adverbial items often prefixed to verbs and frequently called preverbs in the literature are referred to as (verbal) particles here.


	

	


	




	Anna le szaladt -e?
	[Standard]



	Anna down run.Past.3Sg QPrt
	 



	‘Did Anna run down?’
	 






	


	




	Anna le-e szaladt?
	[Dialectal]



	‘idem.’
	 






	


	




	Anna nem szaladt -e le?
	[Standard]



	Anna not run.Past.3Sg QPrt down
	 



	‘Didn’t Anna run down?
	 






	


	




	Anna nem-e szaladt le?
	[Dialectal]



	‘idem.’
	 











Other syntactic variations are not accompanied by value judgements, i.e. stigmatization, like the occurrence of the complementizer hogy ‘that’ adjacent to a number of initial sentence adverbials, cf. (2a-b) as contrasted with standard versions without the complementizer in parentheses.


	

	a Valószínű-leg (hogy) Anna leszaladt.

probable-Adv that Anna down run.Past.3Sg

‘Probably Anna ran down.’ (2)



	b Természetes-en (hogy) Anna leszaladt.

natural-Adv that Anna down run.Past.3Sg

‘Naturally Anna ran down.’








While this phenomenon was first noticed by purists, and then analysed both by sociolinguists and generative/descriptive grammarians as was reviewed by Nemesi (2000), curiously it has not been adopted as a ‘shibboleth’ for social stigmatization, unlike the examples above. Moreover, it has never been studied as to its geographical distribution either.

Colloquial Hungarian, much like some South German dialects, tolerates the use of definite articles with proper names when referring to people, except in the North-Eastern dialect as was discussed by Szabolcsi (1994:200f). She demonstrated that in that dialect the definite article can only occur if it is part of the possessive construction, cf. (3a-b).


	

	az Anna kalap-ja

the Anna hat-Poss

‘Anna’s hat’



	(*Az) Anna isz-ik.

the Anna drink-3Sg

‘Anna drinks.’








In the clause in (3b) the proper name can only be used without the definite article in this dialect, while in the colloquial idiom in other dialects the use of the article is quite frequent. However, in these dialects the possessive construction is acceptable also without the definite article.

There are also distinctions that have passed below the radar range of purists or sociolinguists, as for example the use of multiple negation with negative quantifiers, cf. (4), in which the negation word can be omitted in some dialects while it is obligatory in others, cf. Surányi (2007), Kenesei (2009, 2012).


	Nem a déli vonattal (nem) érkezett senki.

not the noon train.Ins not arrive.Past.3Sg nobody

‘It is not the noon train that nobody arrived by.’





Unlike the phonological, morphological or lexical differences illustrated, these or similar syntactic properties have not been charted onto territorial dialects or sociolects as yet, but the Syntax of Hungarian makes an effort to register them as far as possible.

Since there has not been any systematic survey of syntactic variation in the dialects and/or sociolects of Hungarian, notwithstanding the reliable statistics of predominantly morphological variation in Kontra (2003), we do not venture to identify the variations presented in these volumes in terms of geographical or social coordinates. We will apply a fairly loose definition of Standard Hungarian, which includes all major regional varieties, especially since several of our authors come from or are located in dialectal areas. These observations are represented also in the grammaticality judgments, a moot issue in all works of generative intent. Members of the project have decided to rely on the individual team’s decision as to marking the forms by means of the intricate system of notation.

Since the grammars in this series steer clear of technicalities, there are no principles, conditions, filters, barriers, phases, etc., listed or discussed, let alone introduced, no tree diagrams, no movement operations and/or constraints on them illustrated, although their consequences are demonstrated in simple language.

As was argued in the Preface to the Syntax of Dutch, we are concerned with how words are put together to form larger units, and how clauses and ultimately sentences are constructed out of these larger units. We do not discuss the structure of words, i.e., (derivational) morphology, except when it is relevant to the discussion of argument structure, nor do we pay attention to phonological processes, such as vowel harmony or assimilation. However, for our purposes inflectional morphology is part and parcel of syntax, especially since Hungarian is an agglutinative language.

We are intent on representing the native Hungarian speaker’s knowledge of the grammar of the language as understood in this more restricted sense, but with a ‘descriptive twist’ as it were, that is concentrating on the results of several decades of generative research that can be summarized by giving systematic overviews of the phenomena to any practitioner of the field notwithstanding their allegiances to grammatical theories (or the lack thereof).
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Introduction to Non-Finite Verb Phrases
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This book deals with the following non-finite phrases: infinitives, participles and converbs. What is common in these phrase types is that they all have verbal basis. As this property also holds for deverbal nominals, the description of non-finite phrases will largely rest upon the protocol developed for that of deverbal nominals in the two volumes on Hungarian Nouns and Noun Phrases (edited by Gábor Alberti and Tibor Laczkó) as part of the Comprehensive Grammar Resources series (edited by Henk van Riemsdijk, Hans Broekhuis, and István Kenesei).

The book consists of three chapters, devoted to infinitives, participles and converbs, respectively. The description of each non-finite category will be divided into three main parts. The first part deals with the “innermost circle” (see the onionlayer model on Figure 1), that is, the given head itself. It provides a survey of the most distinctive syntactic, semantic and morphological characteristics of the particular non-finite category, with special emphasis on their formation from their verbal basis.

[image: Four nested ovals labeled 1 to 4 represent syntactic structure: Head, Internal syntax with complementation and modification, External syntax, and Category-specific topics overlapping the top. ]
Figure 1: The onion-layer model
⏎
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Alberti, G., and P. Siptár, eds. Syntax of Hungarian: Non-Finite Verb Phrases. Amsterdam: Amsterdam University Press, 2025.
The topic of the second part is the internal syntax of the given non-finite phrase type while the third part focuses on its external syntax, that is, the syntactic uses and the sentence-internal distribution of the non-finite category in question.

The fourth part is devoted to the discussion of (further) category-specific topics, but only in the chapter on infinitives. Due to space limitations, the other two chapters do not contain corresponding “fourth” sections on category-specific topics, nor do they offer the same depth of description as the chapter on infinitives does. Nevertheless, we follow the same section and subsection structure throughout the entire volume, providing answers to the analogous questions from topic to topic, insisting on the spirit of the CGR series.

We invite the reader to explore the miraculous realm of possible Hungarian non-finite phrases, with particular attention to its frontiers, that is, the fine-grained contours of the acceptability of various constructions drawn based on varied and subtle judgments about the grammaticality of potential sentences (see the “frontiers” model on Figure 2). As regards the judgment on acceptability of sentences, we follow the traditional generative “introspective” method upon which there is a consensus in the Comprehensive Grammar Resources series: “one reason for doing this is that, so far, the authors who have contributed to SoD [and SoH] are all native speakers [of the corresponding languages] and can therefore simply appeal to their own intuitions” (SoD-NP: xiv). We offer our systematized sets of data to serve as “input” to the experimental studies towards which the world recently seems to move (see, for instance, Surányi and Turi (2017), Tóth and Csatár (2017), Káldi et al. (2017), Prohászka et al. (2022), and the references therein). The authors and the editors, based on their decades’ linguistic experience (and sometimes—statistically still not verified—pilot studies), intend to help this experimental and/or corpus work with short comments on the particular data sets which can be qualified as highly speaker-dependent along dialect-/sociolect-/generation-based or other parameters and microvariations. Another general comment has to be made concerning the categories of phrases

[image: Six contour-like layers represent levels of sentence acceptability, ranging from unacceptable to unmarked (fully acceptable), with varying degrees of markedness in between. ]
Figure 2: The “frontiers” of a language
⏎


Another general comment has to be made concerning the categories of phrases shown in (1a-b’) and of the phrase in italics in (1c). Although these are all considered to be PPs in the volume on Postpositions and Postpositional Phrases, in this volume we use the label ‘PP’ only in cases presented in (1a): when a separate postposition (like alá / alatt / alól ‘(to) under’ / ‘under’ / ‘from under’) appears explicitly in the given constructions. By this we follow the practice applied in the volume on Nouns and Noun Phrases: phrases of nouns bearing case suffixes are simply regarded as NPs (1b) or DPs (1b’) (if the noun occurs with a definite article, for instance), focusing on the fact that the stems of the given words are nouns. As for the type of the phrase in italics in (1c), in this volume, it will be labelled as an AP, that is, an adjectival phrase, for the same morphological reason, while such phrases may be labelled as PPs in other volumes, or referred to as PredPs or ResultPs, based on their small-clause character.


	

	[a pad alatt] / [a pad alá] / [a pad alól]

the bench under / the bench to_under / the bench from_under

‘under / (to) under / [from under] the bench’

pad-on / pad-ra / pad-ról

bench-Sup / bench-Sub / bench-Del

‘on / onto / from bench’

b’ a pad-on / pad-ra / pad-ról

the bench-Sup / bench-Sub / bench-Del

‘on / onto / from the bench’

befesteni a hintát piros-ra

into.paint.Inf the swing.Acc red-Sub

‘to paint the swing red’








Table 1 presents the main non-finite types to investigate in this book. Our discussion is chiefly based on the morphology volume (Kiefer 2000c) of the series Strukturális magyar nyelvtan [Structural grammar of Hungarian].


Table 1: Types of non-finite phrases⏎


	
	TYPE
	EXAMPLE
	CH.





	infinitivalization
	 
	Hiba volt [beavat-ni(-a) Ilinek Edét a tervbe].

mistake be.Past.3Sg into.initiate-Inf(-3Sg) Ili.Dat Ede.Acc the plan.Ill

‘It was a mistake for Ili to let Ede in on the plan.’

Hiba volt [beavat-n-od engem a tervbe].

mistake be.Past.3Sg into.initiate-Inf-2Sg I.Acc the plan.Ill

‘It was a mistake for you to let me in on the plan.’

	 1



	participialization
	Ó-participialization
	Az [Edét a tervbe beavat-ó] lány okos.

the Ede.Acc the plan.Ill into.initiate-Ó girl smart

‘The girl having let Ede in on the plan is smart.’

	 2



	T-participialization
	[A tervbe beavat-ott] fiú szerencsés.

the plan.Ill into.initiate-T boy lucky

‘The boy let in on the plan is lucky.’




	andó-participialization
	[A tervbe beavat-andó] fiú szerencsés.

the plan.Ill into.initiate-ANDÓ boy lucky

‘The boy to be let in on the plan is lucky.’




	ható-participialization
	[A tervbe beavat-ható] fiú szerencsés. the plan.Ill into.initiate-HATÓ boy lucky ‘The boy who can be let in on the plan is lucky.’



	converbializationn
	vaAct- converbialization
	[Beavat-va Edét a tervbe] Ili megnyugodott.

into.initiate-VA Ede.Acc the plan.Ill Ili calm_down.Past.3Sg

‘Having let Ede in on the plan, Ili has calmed down.’

	 3



	vaPass- converbialization
	Ede be volt avat-va a tervbe.

Ede into be.Past.3Sg initiate-VA the plan.Ill

‘Ede was let in on the plan.’






Note that in the course of discussing the formation of the various kinds of non-finite constructions, we often provide the verbal basis of the particular process (2). This practice serves the purpose of enabling the reader to identify the denotatum, that is, the precise (pragmatico-)semantics, of the complex event used as the input of the process.


	

	Ili be-avatta Edé-t a terv-be.

Ili into-initiate.Past.DefObj.3Sg Ede-Acc the plan-Ill

‘Ili let Ede in on the plan.’



	Hirtelen be-esteledett.

suddenly into-evening_fall.Past.3Sg

‘Evening fell suddenly.’








The identification of a complex event requires the comprehensive provision of not only a verb (stem), but also its arguments and certain particle-like satellites (2a-b) as well as freer dependents (2b), together with their semantically significant input positions. It is exactly for these tiny semantic factors that we provide the verbal basis and we “monitor” each dependent in the course of the formation process, without committing ourselves to some transformational approach (or any other particular approach). That is, in harmony with our theory-neutral perspective, we precisely specify (primarily the semantic content of) the input verbal construction and (all relevant features of) the output non-finite construction while intending to claim nothing about the technical details of the process that realizes the relationship between them in some way.

It is also important to clarify at this point that while the formation process of non-finite phrases is regarded as a derivational process in the Hungarian linguistics tradition (Keszler 2000a: 317), the standard stance in Hungarian generative linguistics, published in the volume on morphology of the Strukturális series (Kiefer 2000c), is radically different from this (Kenesei 2000: 116–128). According to this generative stance, infinitival, participial and converbial phrases are all verb phrases which differ from [+finite] verb phrases in containing a [–finite] feature in their Tense heads. The crucial arguments for this construal are that these non-finite constructions can contain accusative case marked objects (in contrast to the deverbal nominal ÁS-constructions, see N1.3.1.2, for instance), and that there are no absolute stems in the category of “non-finites” (only morphologically complex words). It is a terminological consequence of this stance that infinitivalizers, participializers and converbializers—the morphemes responsible for the formation of the corresponding non-finite phrases—should be construed as inflectional suffixes with a syntactic status similar to that of időjel ‘Tense marker’ in Hungarian morphology, and hence they cannot be called ‘derivational suffixes’ anymore. Referring to them in this way and to the formation process of the corresponding non-finite phrases as infinitivalization, participialization, and converbialization will be the practice followed in this volume, which stands in an ideal harmony with the theory-neutral stance of the CGR series. Such markings as InfP, PartP and ConvP are also used only as a shorthand, with no theoretical commitment to the traditional derivational approach.

All in all, by the expressions ‘input’ and ‘output’, we never mean the two ends of syntactic transformations (in the sense used in the sixties’ generative linguistics). Nevertheless, we often consider it useful to have recourse to such metaphors as ‘the input subject appears in the output nominal construction as a dative case marked noun phrase’ or ‘the verbal modifier left-adjacent to the verb stem retains its pre-head status in the course of the infinitivalization.’ There is another term to make a comment on here. We follow the practice of the volume on Nouns and Noun Phrases in using satellite as an umbrella term for syntactic units that can plausibly be regarded as belonging to a certain predicate/head as its (obligatory or optional) argument, free adjunct or particle.

In what follows, we are going to outline the recurrent patterns of the structure of the book on the basis of the onion-layered model presented in Figure 1 above. This is of great importance considering that this book is primarily devoted to a comprehensive presentation of highly systematically arranged sets of linguistic data in the form of doubly hierarchized series of example sentences of six degrees of acceptability,


A. The structure of subsections on the non-finite heads

We are going to briefly introduce the four aspects that will systematically be discussed from subtype to subtype of non-finite constructions.


I. The form of the non-finite construction

The subsections devoted to the morphological properties of non-finite heads briefly discuss the suffixes used and the distribution and productivity of the morphological processes by which they are formed.



II. The relation of the non-finite construction to the verbal basis

The subsections on the relation between the non-finite construction and the verbal basis are mainly concerned with the effects of the formation process, particularly concerning the inheritance of arguments (with the same or with different case marking) and the semantic roles and information-structural functions of these arguments. The discussion in these subsections will be continued in the corresponding (sub)sections on complementation and modification.

In (3) below we provide the smallest inventory of verb types which are typically investigated as potential inputs to forming non-finite categories. For a more detailed classification of verbs, see V2.


	 3 ● Basic verb types as inputs to formation of non-finite constructions


	Verbs without arguments


	Havazik.

snow.3Sg

‘It is snowing.’






	Intransitive verbs


	unergative verbs

IliAgent kirándul.

Ili hike

‘Ili is hiking.’



	unaccusative verbs Hullanak a levelek Theme. fall.3Pl the leaf.Pl ‘Leaves are falling.’
b” “in-between” verbs

EdéékAgent/Theme éppen borotválkoznak / veszekednek / tüsszentenek.

Ede.APl just shave_oneself.3Pl / quarrel.3Pl / sneeze.3Pl

‘Ede and the others are [shaving themselves] / quarreling / sneezing.’






	Transitive verbs


	Ili Agent épített egy ház-at Theme.

Ili build.Past.3Sg a house-Acc

‘Ili built a house.’






	verbs with oblique arguments


	Péter beszélgetett Ili-vel Juli-ról.

Péter talk.Past.3Sg Ili-Ins Juli-Del

‘Péter has talked with Ili about Juli.’

d’ Péter örökösen zaklatja Ili-t a házasság-gal.

Péter eternally harass.DefObj.3Sg Ili-Acc the marriage-Ins

‘Péter eternally harasses Ili with marriage proposals.’






	verbs with verbal modifiers


	El-tűnt a kulcsom.

away-appear.Past.3Sg the key.Poss.1Sg

‘My key has disappeared.’

e’ A boszorkány át-változtatja a herceg-et béká-vá.

the witch through-transform.DefObj.3Sg the prince-Acc frog-TrE

‘The witch will turn the prince into a frog.’

e” A boszorkány béká-vá változtatja a herceg-et.

the witch frog-TrE transform.DefObj.3Sg the prince-Acc

‘The witch will turn the prince into a frog.’













III. Restrictions on the formation of non-finite constructions

None of the processes inTable 1 is fully productive in the sense that it can take any (type of) verb as input. Restrictions on the process relate to the type of input verb and, in some cases, to the thematic role(s) of the argument(s). It will be shown that the different types of non-finite constructions impose different restrictions on the types of the input verbs they allow. For instance, whereas infinitivalization and Ó-participialization are almost fully productive, the other types of forming non-finite constructions are more restricted, in terms of types of input verbs, the thematic role of the subject of the input verb and telicity.

There also exist (cross-linguistically) a number of general restrictions on the input verbs that are common to all types of forming non-finite constructions. These deviant types (see, e.g., Kenesei 2000: 108–111) are summarized here in (4).


	 4 ● Deviant verb types as inputs to infinitivalization, participialization, and converbialization


	a Types of Van ‘be’


	Copular use

Péter [bűnös (volt)] / [iskolá-ban van / volt].

Péter guilty be.Past.3Sg / school-Ine be.3Sg / be.Past.3Sg

‘Péter is/was guilty.’ / ‘Péter is/was at school.’

a’ Existential use

Van sör a hűtő-ben.

be.3Sg beer the fridge-Ine

‘There is some beer in the fridge.’

a” Possessive use

Péter-nek van kutyá-ja.

Péter-Dat be.3Sg dog-Poss.3Sg

‘Péter has a dog (or more dogs).’






	Auxiliary verbs


	Péter kirándulni fog.

Péter hike.Inf will.3Sg

‘Péter will hike.’






	Modal verbs


	Péter tud főzni.

Péter can.3Sg cook.Inf

‘Péter can cook.’

c’ Péter-nek főzni(e) kell.

Péter-Dat cook.Inf(3Sg) must

‘Péter must cook.’






	Raising verbs


	Péter beteg-nek tűnik.

Péter ill-Dat seem.3Sg

‘Péter seems to be ill.’






	e Psych-verbs


	PéterExperiencer szereti ez-t a zené-tTheme.

Péter like.DefObj.3Sg this-Acc the music-Acc

‘Péter likes this music.’

e’ PéterExperiencer rajong ez-ért a zené-értTheme.

Péter be_keen_on.3Sg this-Cau the music-Cau

‘Péter is keen on this music.’

e” Péter-tExperiencer zavarja ez a zeneTheme.

Péter-Acc disturb.DefObj.3Sg this the music

‘This music disturbs Péter.’

e’#x201D; Péter-nekExperiencer tetszik ez a zeneTheme.

Péter-Dat please.3Sg this the music

‘This music pleases Péter.’













IV. The degree of verbalness versus nominalness/adjectivalness/adverbialness

Infinitivalization results in forms that are traditionally held to have the syntactic distribution of nouns (cf. the Hungarian term főnévi igenév ‘nominal non-finite’; on the Hungarian terms used for non-finite categories, see Kenesei (2000: 116–128)). Infinitives, however, practically do not show nominal properties but retain a number of the syntactic and semantic characteristics of the corresponding finite verb. We will discuss the degree of verbalness/nominalness partly on the basis of the universal (and not Dutch-specific) features listed in SoD-NP (see Table 8 on page 53) and partly on the basis of Hungarian-specific (in italics) and further relevant universal features (where ‘verbal’ means what can be regarded as typical of verbs in their prototypical finite function). They seem to be in a sense a hybrid category, similar to participles and converbs (cf. the terms melléknévi igenév ‘adjectival non-finite’ and határozói igenév ‘adverbial non-finite’, respectively), in the case of which the investigation of verbal properties should be completed with that of adjectival/adverbial properties (Table 2), given that participles and converbs are traditionally held to have a distribution highly similar to that of adjectives/adverbs and phrases headed by them.


Table 2: Verbal and nominal/adjectival/adverbial characteristics of non-finite constructions⏎


	





	verbal properties
	tense and mood



	several person/number paradigms of conjugation



	separability of verbal particle / verbal modifier



	presence / obligatoriness of arguments



	accusative case marked argument



	adverbial modification



	information structure (internal scopes)



	nominal properties
	pluralization



	possessive argument



	case marking



	adjectival modification



	definiteness and other degrees of referentiality



	quantification (and determination)



	adjectival properties
	presence of arguments



	degrees of comparison expressed



	modification by adverbs



	modification by intensifiers



	inflection of the adjectival stem



	serves as a prenominal modifier



	forms complex predicates



	adverbial properties
	degrees of comparison expressed



	modification by adverbs



	modification by intensifiers



	serves as a verbal complement or an adjunct



	adverbial stem not inflected





In the course of investigating the verbal property “information structure (internal scopes)”, we follow N2.1.1.4 in using the operator types listed in (5); we also discuss topic types.


	● Operators to be investigated


	mind-quantifier

Mindkét kollégát el-küldtük a berni konferenciára.

both colleague.Acc away-send.Past.DefObj.1Pl the Bern.Adj conference.Sub

‘We sent both colleagues to the conference in Bern.’



	is-quantifier

Petit is el-küldtük a berni konferenciára.

Peti.Acc also away-send.Past.DefObj.1Pl the Bern.Adj conference.Sub

‘We also sent Peti to the conference in Bern.’



	Focus

Csak Petit küldtük el a berni konferenciára.

only Peti.Acc send.Past.DefObj.1Pl away the Bern.Adj conference.Sub

‘We sent only Peti to the conference in Bern.’



	Negative focus

Nem Petit küldtük el a berni konferenciára.

not Peti.Acc send.Past.DefObj.1Pl away the Bern.Adj conference.Sub

‘We sent not Peti but someone else to the conference in Bern.’



	Negative quantifier

Senkit sem / nem küldtünk el a berni konferenciára.

noone.Acc not / not send.Past.1Pl away the Bern.Adj conference.Sub

‘We did not send anyone to the conference in Bern.’



	Wh-phrases

Kit küldtünk el a berni konferenciára?

who.Acc send.Past.1Pl away the Bern.Adj conference.Sub

‘Who did we send to the conference in Bern?’








It is also an important question concerning operators (with a major terminological concern) throughout the whole volume on non-finite constructions that certain strings of words containing operators can be associated with two (or more) meanings. The source of the different meanings can be either that the scope of a post-head operator is somewhat underspecified (6a’), even in the case of the finite counterparts of non-finite constructions (6a), or that an operator belonging to a non-finite construction can interact with the finite/matrix predicate in different ways (6b’). On the basis of the identity of the written strings of words, these kinds of sentences may be called ambiguous. As, however, the different associated meanings are realized by more or less significantly distinguishable stress patterns, this ambiguity holds only in a loose sense. Nevertheless, following the practice applied in the volume on noun phrases (see N1.3), we continue to use the term ambiguous (in the loose sense in question). We do this in part for the sake of simplicity, and in part because the formal description of intonational differences of scopally different sentences is still in its infancy and there is no general consensus on it (see, for instance, Hunyadi (2002), Surányi and Turi (2016, 2017), Gyuris and Jackson (2018); also see M4 and M9).


	● Scope ambiguity


	due to the post-head position of a scope taker (cf. É. Kiss 1992: 167–171)


	Többször is meg-hívtam mindkét barátomat.

several_times also invite-Past.DefObj.1Sg both friend.Poss.1Sg.Acc

Meaning1: [several_times > both_friends > invite]

‘There were several occasions when I invited both of my friends (together).’

Meaning2: [both_friends > several_times > invite]

‘In the case of both of my friends, I invited each of them several times.’

a’ Na például többször is meg-hív-ni mindkét barátomat,

well for_instance several_times also perf-invite-Inf both friend.Poss.1Sg.Acc

az túlzás volt.

that exaggeration be.Past.3Sg

Meaning1: [exaggeration > several_times > both_friends > invite]

‘Well for instance, it was excessive to invite both of my friends (together) on several occasions.’

Meaning2: [exaggeration > both_friends > several_times > invite]

‘Well for instance, it was excessive in the case of both of my friends to invite each of them

(separately) on several occasions.’






	due to the interaction with a matrix predicate


	Mindkét infóst el-bocsátották.

both IT_guy.Acc away-allow.Past.DefObj.3Pl

‘Both IT guys were sent away.’

b’ Hiba volt mindkét infóst el-bocsát-ani.

mistake be.Past.3Sg both IT_guy.Acc away-allow-Inf

internal reading: [MISTAKE > BOTH_IT_GUYS > SEND_AWAY]

‘It was a mistake to send away both IT guys (together).’

external reading: [BOTH_IT_GUYS > MISTAKE > SEND_AWAY]

‘In the case of both IT guys, it was a mistake to send them away.’













B. The structure of subsections on the internal syntax of non-finite constructions

In the sections on internal syntax, we follow (the essentially universal semantic method of) SoD-NP and N2.1-2.2 in dividing its discussion into two parts: (i) complementation, that is, the inner core of the given non-finite phrase, and (ii) modification, that is, the outer layer of the non-finite category in question.



I. Complementation

These sections discuss arguments of different non-finite categories. Note, first of all, that sections on arguments typically begin with the topic of their differentiation from adjuncts (e.g., N2.1.2). In this volume, however, we consider it to be a point of departure to accept as a common property of non-finite constructions that the argument/adjunct distinction (and the distinction between arguments with respect to thematic roles) are determined at the level of the finite verbal construction which the given non-finite construction corresponds to. That is why we declare concerning the chapters on different non-finite types that no tests for distinguishing different subtypes of arguments from each other and from adjuncts are discussed. Therefore, what is discussed in these sections is what is determined on the level of the syntax of the given non-finite construction are only factors such as the expressibility of the given satellite (and its exact form) and the position of the argument. Hence, as for sophisticated details of distinguishing arguments from adjuncts, including tests, the interested reader is referred to V2.



II. Modification

In the corresponding sections on modification, we consider the kinds of satellites, presented in (7) with finite verbs, as modifiers of the non-finite categories discussed in a theory-neutral sense. First, free adjuncts are considered, both as post-modifiers (7a) and as pre-modifiers (7a’). As the left periphery of (de)verbal phrases serves as an operator zone in Hungarian, scope taking arguments (7b) and scope taking adjuncts (7c) are also to be discussed in the sections in question, as pre-modifiers. Scope taking adjuncts are also to be investigated as post-modifiers (7c’). Arguments before the complement zone with no (obvious, logically definable) scope-taking character are also considered in these sections (7d); they can be regarded as topicalized elements.


	● Types of satellites discussed in the sections on modification


	a [VP [VP El-küld-öm Pétert a boltba] csütörtökön].

away-send-DefObj.1Sg Péter.Acc the shop.Ill Thursday.Sup

‘I will send Péter to the shop on Thursday.’

a’ [VP Csütörtökön [VP el-küld-öm Pétert a boltba]].

Thursday.Sup away-send-DefObj.1Sg Péter.Acc the shop.Ill

‘I will send Péter to the shop on Thursday.’

b [VP A boltba is [VP el-küld-öm Pétert]].

the shop.Ill also away-send-DefObj.1Sg Péter.Acc

‘I will send Péter also to the shop.’

c [VP Csütörtökön is [VP el-küld-öm Pétert a boltba]].

Thursday.Sup also away-send-DefObj.1Sg Péter.Acc the shop.Ill

‘I will send Péter to the shop also on Thursday.’

c’ [VP [VP El-küld-öm Pétert a boltba] csütörtökön is].

away-send-DefObj.1Sg Péter.Acc the shop.Ill Thursday.Sup also

‘I will send Péter to the shop also on Thursday.’

d [VP A boltba [VP el-küld-öm Pétert]].

the shop.Ill away-send-DefObj.1Sg Péter.Acc

‘I will send Péter to the shop.’










C. The structure of subsections on the external syntax of non-finite constructions

The relevant sections discuss the distribution of non-finite constructions within the clause, and the differences across infinitives, participles and converbs with respect to their distributional properties. In the case of each type, there is a first subsection that deals with the syntactic functions of the given non-finite category, while a second subsection discusses their syntactic positions. We have organized the discussion on the basis of two factors: the category of the matrix element that subcategorizes for the non-finite construction in question, and its function: whether it is an argument, an adjunct, or a predicate.



D. Category-specific topics

The fourth part is devoted to the discussion of (further) category-specific topics, but only in the chapter on infinitives. Modal existential wh-constructions and long-distance object agreement are discussed in 1.4.



E. Bibliographical notes

Chapters conclude with short bibliographical notes on the seminal publications on Hungarian non-finite verb phrases. Nevertheless, all relevant references are also included “locally” in the main text of the corresponding subsections.
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Introduction

This chapter deals with infinitives. Section 1.1 provides a survey of the most distinctive syntactic, semantic and morphological characteristics of infinitives, with special emphasis on their formation from their verbal basis. This will help readers to identify infinitives and infinitival phrases in Hungarian on the basis of their form, function and position in the sentence. Section 1.2 focuses on the internal syntax, 1.3 on the external syntax of infinitival constructions, that is, the syntactic uses and sentence-internal distribution of infinitives. These three sections, which are standard parts of our protocol to describe all the three non-finite categories, are followed by the discussion of certain special problems peculiar to infinitives, see section 1.4.


1.1 Formation of infinitives


Judit Farkas

This section will give a general characterization of Hungarian infinitives and infinitival phrases through some of their more conspicuous properties.

Subsection 1.1.1 is devoted to the morphological properties of infinitives; it discusses the suffix variants they take and the productivity of the morphological process they are formed by.

Subsection 1.1.2 investigates the relationship between the infinitive and the verbal basis. It is mainly concerned with the effects of the process, with special emphasis on the inheritance of arguments (with the same or with different case marking) and the semantic roles and information-structural functions of these arguments.

Although infinitivalization is almost fully productive, even this type of formation has restrictions on the process depending on the type of the input verb. This topic is discussed in 1.1.3.

Infinitivalization results in forms that are traditionally considered to have the syntactic distribution of nouns. Infinitives, however, practically do not show nominal properties but retain a number of the syntactic and semantic characteristics of the input verb. Subsection 1.1.4 will inspect what kind of verbal and nominal properties Hungarian infinitives have, and to what extent.


1.1.1 Form of the infinitive

The data in (1) below exhibit the productivity of infinitivalization, which is proven by the fact that even neologisms (1a) and nonce words (1b) can readily serve as input.


	
(1) • Is infinitivalization a productive formation process?


	
Szeretnék facebookoz-ni.

like.Cond.1Sg facebook-Inf

‘I would like to Facebook.’


	
Péter szeret gorpol-ni ebben a hőségben.

Péter like.3Sg gorp-Inf this.Ine the heat.Ine

‘Péter likes gorping in this heat.’





The Hungarian infinitive marker is traditionally referred to as a derivational suffix (Keszler 2000a: 317). In this volume, however, we essentially follow Kenesei’s alternative stance, who argues for its status as a non-finite clause type marking inflectional suffix (Kenesei 2000: 116–128); in harmony with this change in approach, the marking ‘InfP’ is used only as a shorthand, with no theoretical commitment to the traditional derivational approach. The suffix of infinitivalization is typically referred to as -n(i), with no blocking forms, that is, there is no infinitive without the appearance of this -n- element. Nevertheless, it has several allomorphs (2), depending on the morphological and phonological environment (Siptár 2009: 197–198/(1)). The rich variety is partly due to the fact that, in Hungarian, infinitives bear person and number agreement markers in certain constructions, see, for instance, (3e) and (4a) below. Note that the -i- element in the suffix, if there is one, is vowel-harmony-neutral; in this respect, there is no alternation.


	
(2) • Allomorphs of the Hungarian infinitival suffix


	
a. -ni-: vár-ni / vár-ni-a / vár-ni-uk

wait-Inf / wait-Inf-3Sg / wait-Inf-3Pl

‘[to wait] / [for him/her to wait] / [for them to wait]’


	
a’. -n-: vár-n-om / vár-n-od / vár-n-unk / vár-n-otok

wait-Inf-1Sg / wait-Inf-2Sg / wait-Inf-1Pl / wait-Inf-2Pl

‘[for me to wait] / [for you Sg to wait] / [for us to wait] / [for you Pl to wait]’


	
b. -ani-: tart-ani / tart-ani-a / tart-ani-uk

hold-Inf / hold-Inf-3Sg / hold-Inf-3Pl

‘[to hold] / [for him/her to hold] / [for them to hold]’


	
b’. -an-: tart-an-om / tart-an-od / tart-an-unk / tart-an-otok

hold-Inf-1Sg / hold-Inf-2Sg / hold-Inf-1Pl / hold-Inf-2Pl

‘[for me to hold] / [for you Sg to hold] / [for us to hold] / [for you Pl to hold]’


	
c. -eni-: kezd-eni / kezd-eni-e / kezd-eni-ük

begin-Inf / begin-Inf-3Sg / begin-Inf-3Pl

‘[to begin] / [for him/her to begin] / [for them to begin]’


	
c’. -en-: kezd-en-em / kezd-en-ed / kezd-en-ünk / kezd-en-etek

begin-Inf-1Sg / begin-Inf-2Sg / begin-Inf-1Pl / begin-Inf-2Pl

‘[for me to begin] / [for you Sg to begin] / [for us to begin] / [for you Pl to begin]’


	
d. -nni-: ve-nni / ve-nni-e / ve-nni-ük

take-Inf / take-Inf-3Sg / take-Inf-3Pl

‘[to take] / [for him/her to take] / [for them to take]’


	
d’. -nn-: ve-nn-em / ve-nn-ed / ve-nn-ünk / ve-nn-etek

take-Inf-1Sg / take-Inf-2Sg / take-Inf-1Pl / take-Inf-2Pl

‘[for me to take] / [for you Sg to take] / [for us to take] / [for you Pl to take]’





Siptár (2009: 213) systematizes and explains the data in (2) as follows. “In third-person forms [see the primeless examples], the reason for selecting the allomorph -ni- (-ani-, -eni-, -nni-) is that the two personal suffixes involved are consonant-initial (-ja, -juk)” (and not vowel-initial (-a, -uk), suggested by the orthographical conventions of Hungarian based on the presumably erroneous assumption (e.g., Rákosi and Laczkó 2008) that the -j- is a hiatus breaker). “In first and second person forms [see the primed examples], on the other hand, the reason why it is the -i- of the infinitive suffix and not the linking vowel that fails to surface is exactly the fact that we have to do with the selection of one of the i-less allomorphs [-n-, -an-, -en-, -nn-] rather than with deletion of the vowel of -ni.”

The basic infinitive types (3-4) are appointed in the generative literature on the basis of control relations (cf. Tóth’s (2011: 249–250) six-class system based upon Károly’s (1956) influential traditional classification and É. Kiss’ (2001) theoretical analysis). In (3a-a’), subject control is exemplified: the subject of the control verb is understood as the subject of the InfP. Tóth (2011: 249–250) distinguishes the (3a) and the (3a’) types on the basis of the fact that the infinitival phrase is an obligatory argument in (3a), while it is a freer expression of purpose in (3a’). Particularly, someone is claimed [to have some kind of capacity] or [to have run home], and the same person is claimed [to know how to cook] or [to be cooking in a certain period of time]. Similarly, in (3b-b”), the object of the control verb is understood as the subject of the InfP, with the infinitival phrase being an obligatory argument in (3b) and an optional expression of purpose in (3b’-b”): someone is claimed to have been taught / [sent away] / lent, and the same person is claimed [to know how to cook] / [to be cooking] / [to write a letter] in a certain period of time. Thus, these are instances of object control.


	
(3) • Basic types of infinitives primarily according to control relations I:

subject, object and oblique control


	
a. Ili tud főz-ni(*-e).

Ili can.3Sg cook-Inf(-3Sg)

‘Ili can cook.’


	
a’. Ili haza-rohant (főz-ni(*-e)).

Ili home-run.Past.3Sg cook-Inf(-3Sg)

‘Ili ran home (to cook).’


	
b. Ili meg-tanította Edé-t főz-ni(*-e).

Ili perf-teach.Past.DefObj.3Sg Ede-Acc cook-Inf(-3Sg)

‘Ili taught Ede how to cook.’


	
b’. Ili el-küldte Edé-t (főz-ni(*-e)).

Ili away-send.Past.DefObj.3Sg Ede-Acc cook-Inf(-3Sg)

‘Ili sent Ede (to cook).’


	
b”. Ili kölcsön-adta Edé-nek a titkárnőjé-t

Ili loan-give.Past.DefObj.3Sg Ede-Dat the secretary.Poss-Acc

(meg-ír-ni(*-a) az-t a fontos level-et).

perf-write-Inf(-3Sg) that-Acc the important letter-Acc

‘Ili lent Ede her secretary (to write that important letter).’


	
c. Ili-nek nehezére esett főz-ni(*-e).

Ili-Dat difficult.Poss.Sub fall.Past.3Sg cook-Inf(-3Sg)

‘Ili felt uneasy cooking.’


	
c’. Ili segített Edének főz-ni(*-e).

Ili help.Past.3Sg Ede.Dat cook-Inf

‘Ili helped Ede cook.’


	
c”. Ili kölcsön-adta Edé-nek a telefonjá-t (fel-hív-ni(*-a) Juli-t).

Ili loan-give.Past.DefObj.3Sg Ede-Dat the phone.Poss-Acc up-call-Inf(-3Sg) Juli-Acc

‘Ili lent Ede her phone (to call Juli).’


	
d. Ili hozott egy újság-ot Juli számára olvasgat-ni(?) (*-a) az autóban.

Ili bring.Past.3Sg a newspaper-Acc Juli for browse-Inf(-3Sg) the car.Ine

‘Ili brought a newspaper for Juli to browse in the car.’


	
e. Ili-nek főz-ni(-e) kellett.

Ili-Dat cook-Inf(-3Sg) must.Past.3Sg

‘Ili had to cook.’





In (3c-c”), an oblique case marked argument, particularly a dative case marked one (i.e., a nak-argument) of the control verb is understood as the subject of the InfP in each case. The following instances of identification are conducted in the control relations: the one who is claimed [to cook] / [to call someone] is identified as the person who [feels uneasy about something] / [is helped by another person] / [is given a phone].

Note that the same control verb appears in (3b”) as in (3c”), but in different control relations. What makes this possible is the fact that the verb kölcsönad ‘lend’ has both an accusative and a dative case marked argument, in addition to the subject. As for the choice of controller, it is the object that is identified as the subject of the infinitive if both arguments in question are potential controllers (i.e., [+human] in the given case), as shown in (3b”). If the object is not a potential controller, however, the dative argument will be identified as the infinitival subject (3c”).

Example (3d) shows that even a postposition-phrase-like expression can sometimes quite readily serve as a controller, as an alternative to a dative case marked expression of a Beneficiary (cf. (3c”)). Note in passing that the particular postposition-like element Juli / [Julinak a] számára ‘for Juli’ is originally a possessive construction with the following morphological build-up: ‘Juli / [Juli.Dat the] number.Poss.Sub’. However, as in present-day Hungarian neither type of possessor can be extracted from the construction any longer, it is better to regard the phrase as a postpositional one in the synchronic system.

Example (3e) presents a case in which the dative case marked argument (referring to someone who is claimed to have received an order) is referentially identified as the subject of the infinitive (the person cooking). This is the first, and only, case in the given series of examples in which infinitival agreement emerges as an option. Thus, this controller is worth referring to as a NAK Agr -argument, and that is why this type is distinguished from the types with a non-agreeing dative case marked controller in (3c-c”), where infinitival agreement is not possible.

The examples in (4) are representatives of a case with a “new type of controller” in the following abstract sense: there is no controller. That is, the matrix verb offers no argument that would serve as a referent to an entity referred to by the subject, or a designated other argument, of the infinitive. Controllerless constructions typically appear with the following matrix predicates: (another variant of) kell ‘must’ (4a), the future auxiliary fog ‘will’ (4b), permissive verbs (4c), and an “evaluative” complex predicative construction (4d).


	
(4) • Basic types of infinitives primarily according to control relations II: controllerless constructions


	
a. Süt-ni*(-e) kellett a napnak, mivel ki van égve a fű.

shine-Inf(-3Sg) must.Past.3Sg the sun.Dat since out be.3Sg burn.Conv the grass

‘The sun must have been shining since the grass is burned.’


	
b. Süt-ni(*-e) fog a nap.

Süt-ni(*-e) fog a nap.

shine-Inf(-3Sg) will.3Sg the sun

‘The sun will be shining.’


	
c. Engedtem János-t rámenős-nek le-nni(*-e). [É. Kiss 2002: 217/(ii)]

allow.Past.1Sg János-Acc pushy-Dat be-Inf(-3Sg)

‘I allowed John to be pushy.’


	
d. Illetlenség volt Ili-nek tárgyal-ni(-a) Marival.

disrespectful be.Past.3Sg Ili-Dat negotiate-Inf(-3Sg) Mari.Ins

‘It was disrespectful for Ili to negotiate with Mari.’





Before discussing these controllerless subtypes, it is worth summarizing the different types of control predicate; see Table 1. The choice of controller among the potential competing arguments basically rests upon the following hierarchy (an extension of the proposal made by Komlósy (1992: 469), in which obliques are not considered): Accusative > Oblique (or Postposition) > Nominative. The hierarchy should be interpreted as follows: the strongest argument (in respect of its case marking) present in the argument structure of the matrix predicate will be the controller if it is suitable for this role, primarily on the basis of its selectional restrictional properties (cf. (3b”,c”)). The question will be further discussed in 1.3 because the concept of a ‘suitable argument’ in the generalization is somewhat obscure (both argumenthood and suitability raise questions) and hence prevents it from serving as a clear-cut criterion for controller selection.



Table 1 Control relations in the basic types of InfP subcategorized for by predicates with different argument structures⏎


	EXAMPLE
	CASE OF THE CONTROLLER
	CASE OF THE SUBJECT BELONGING TO THE INFP
	CASE OF FURTHER ARGUMENTS
	INFINITIVAL AGREEMENT



	(3a)
	Nom
	no explicit subject
	—
	no


	(3a’)


	(3b)
	Acc
	Nom Nom, Obl


	(3b’)


	(3b”)


	(3c)
	Obl
	—


	(3c’)
	Nom


	(3c”)
	Nom, Acc


	(3d)
	Postposition (-like)
	Nom, Acc


	(3e)
	NAKAgr
	—
	optional (?)


	(4a), (5a)
	—
	(NAK Agr)
	—
	obligatory


	(4b)
	Nom
	—
	no


	(4c)
	Acc
	—
	no


	(4d)
	NAKAgr
	—
	optional (?)


Let us now return to the controllerless subtypes presented in (4).

As mentioned above, the verb kell in (4a) is another lexical item with the same phonetic form as the deontic one presented in (3e). The (4a) type is an epistemic modal verb describing the fact that the world in a certain period of time must necessarily be (or have been) such that p holds (where p is a proposition). This verb does not subcategorize for a (noun-phrase-like) argument, as (5a) clearly shows (Tóth 2000a: 133). The difference in meaning between (5b) and (5b’) is also an excellent demonstration of the fact that the epistemic modal kell in (5b) has no subject; instead, a predication is made about the relevant part of the world in that it must be such that the machine has been left on by Ili. The other kell, the deontic one, provides a predication about someone’s obligation, in this particular case, about Ili’s (5b’): she is claimed by means of the given version of kell to have received an order. In (5b), nobody is claimed to have given any kind of order to anybody. Note that there is a formal difference between the constructions with the two versions of kell: the epistemic modal one requires the appearance of person suffixes on the infinitive (5a-b), which is only an option in the case of the deontic kell (5b’). The appearing suffixes serve as agreement markers if there is a subject present at all (5b); while in lack of any subject (5a) it is a puzzle whether the person suffixes should be regarded as indication of an abstract mode of agreement. Anyway, a fully unacceptable non-inflected form competes with a somewhat marked inflected one in the case in question.


	
(5) • The question of controllers in certain predicate types subcategorizing for infinitival phrases I: kell ‘must’


	
a. *Havaz-ni /? Havaz-ni-a kellett, hiszen minden fehér. snow-Inf / snow-Inf-3Sg must.Past.3Sg since everything white

‘It must have snowed since everything is white.’


	
b. Ilinek bekapcsolva kellett *hagy-ni /✓hagy-ni-a a gépet.

Ili.Dat switch_on.Conv must.Past.3Sg leave-Inf / leave-Inf-3Sg the machine.Acc

‘Ili must have left the machine on.’ (epistemic meaning)


	
b’. Ilinek bekapcsolva kellett hagy-ni / hagy-ni-a a gépet.

Ili.Dat switch_on.Conv must.Past.3Sg leave-Inf / leave-Inf-3Sg the machine.Acc

‘Ili had to leave the machine on.’ (deontic meaning)





The auxiliary of future tense (4b) is associated with a defective argument structure, which contains no potential controller, as illustrated by the construction in (6a), which even lacks a subject. The auxiliary in question only expresses the fact that the world in a certain period of time is such that p holds (where p is a proposition). The sentence in (4b) is not a claim about the “future” state of the sun but it is claimed that there will be sunshine. Thus, a fog-sentence predicates about a state of affairs, and not particular participants. There is, however, a misleading discrepancy between this lexical-semantic nature of fog ‘will’ and its morphosyntactic behavior, exemplified in (6b-b”), obscuring this fact: fog shows agreement in number and person with the subject of the clause as well as in definiteness (6b-b’) and person (6b”) with the object of the clause, independent of their subcategorizers (which can never be the auxiliary itself).


	
(6) • The question of controllers in certain predicate types subcategorizing for infinitival phrases II: fog ‘will’ and permissive verbs


	
a. Havaz-ni(*-a) fog.

snow-Inf(-3Sg) will.3Sg

‘It will snow.’


	
b. Szeret-ni fog-ok valaki-t.

love-Inf will-1Sg someone-Acc

‘I will love someone.’


	
b’. Szeret-ni fog-om ő-t.

love-Inf will-DefObj.1Sg (s)he-Acc

‘I will love him/her.’


	
b”. Szeret-ni fog-lak (téged).

love-Inf will-2Obj.1Sg you.Acc

‘I will love you.’


	
c. Hagy-ok valaki-t alud-ni.

let-1Sg someone-Acc sleep-Inf

‘I let someone sleep.’


	
c’. Hagy-om ő-t alud-ni.

let-DefObj.1Sg (s)he-Acc sleep-Inf

‘I let him/her sleep.’


	
c”. Hagy-lak (téged) alud-ni.

let-2Obj.1Sg you.Acc sleep-Inf

‘I let you sleep.’





Let us turn to the type presented in (4c), often referred to as the type of permissive predicates (Tóth 2000a: 217–280, É. Kiss 2002: 215–218). Their constructions with infinitives pattern with fog-constructions both semantically and morpho-syntactically. The semantic similarity is that a permissive predicate also pertains to a state of affairs as a whole: it allows a state of affairs to happen (or to be carried out). In (4c), for instance, ‘János is allowed’ is not a genuine semantic component of the meaning of the given sentence, but what is allowed is János’s pushy behavior. As for the morphosyntax of the permissive construction, there is a clear analogy between (6c-c”) and (6b-b”) in agreement in person, number and definiteness. Thus, the same misleading discrepancy between the lexical-semantic nature and the morphosyntactic behavior of the construction emerges as in the case of the fog- construction but now it only pertains to the affiliation of the object (NB: in the permissive construction the subject undoubtedly belongs to the matrix verb, in contrast to the fog-construction with no nominal argument).

Another discrepancy concerning the permissive construction is that what is plausibly to be regarded as the lexical-semantic subject of the infinitive appears as an accusative case marked constituent. The matrix verb has an accusative case assigning potential, while the nominal element must bear a case to be licensed by having a case assigned to it. Moreover the infinitive has no case to assign to its ‘subject’. Consequently, the accusative ends up on the nominal element. This argumentation is of relevance because, at first glance, the permissive construction seems to belong to the object-control type (3b-b”), and not to a controllerless type.

Example (4d) above is the representative of a type with a matrix predicative construction that consists of the copula and a contentful nominal element providing some evaluation of the state of affairs described by the InfP it subcategorizes for. In this “evaluative” type, the nominal element can be replaced with an adjectival one (7).


	
(7) • Controllerless complex predicates: [adjective + copula] constructions

Lehetetlen volt Ili-nek tárgyal-ni(-a) Marival.

impossible be.Past.3Sg Ili-Dat negotiate-Inf(-3Sg) Mari.Ins

‘It was impossible for Ili to negotiate with Mari.’



We consider it the common semantic content of the “nominal” and “adjectival” subtypes that a state of affairs as a whole is claimed impossible, or disrespectful, or evaluated in any other way. As long as one accepts that the dative case marked constituent syntactically belongs to the infinitive, the (4d) type is different from the two dative-control types presented in (3c-c”,e), as a controllerless type. Nevertheless, the lexical-semantic background behind the syntactic surface is far from clear. There seems to be no theory-neutral means to decide whether the dative case marked noun phrase (also) serves as an Experiencer argument of the matrix predicate (cf. É. Kiss 2002: 215). Our final remark on this type pertains to infinitival agreement: as shown in (4d) and (7), its appearance is optional.

Having reviewed the basic types of control relation (3-4), it is worth at this point making generalizations concerning the connection between control type and the appearance of infinitival agreement. As a point of departure, consider the rightmost column of Table 1 above. It is a good first approximation that the absence or presence of a controller correlates with whether or not infinitival agreement appears, respectively (cf. É. Kiss 2001: 52, 2002: 216). Thus, if there is any kind of controller, infinitival agreement is unacceptable. The types in (3a-d) do indeed not license infinitival agreement; the only exception is the (3e) type, which we will soon return to. We also intend to retain the opposite direction of the generalization, according to which infinitival agreement is obligatory in controllerless constructions, in spite of the fact that this claim is immediately verified only by the (4a) type, in which there is infinitival agreement even if the Inf head subcategorizes for no subject (5a).

Let us now consider cases (3e) and (4b-d), which are problematic to different degrees.

As for the types presented in (4b-c), they can be regarded as actually satisfying the “infinitival-agreement criterion”, in the following indirect way. Our argumentation starts from the fact that the given matrix (raising) verbs can be characterized by an obligation to show agreement with a noun phrase with a designated grammatical function which they themselves do not select but their infinitival arguments do. Hence, they take the right for agreement from the infinitive, which will then lose its genuine right for agreement (in order to avoid the double representation of agreement features). In particular, the auxiliary fog ‘will’ in (4b), which does not at all have nominal arguments on its own, deprives the infinitive of the right for agreeing with its subject, which will appear as a nominative (and not dative) case marked constituent. The (4c) type, in which the matrix verb has its own subject, is even more intricate. The permissive verb in question establishes an object-agreement relation with the semantic subject of the infinitive by making it accusative case marked.

Let us now scrutinize the optionality of infinitival agreement in the (4d) type (see also (7)). Remember that the lack of a controller attributed to this type is expected to imply the obligatory status of infinitival agreement on the basis of the generalization proposed. The series of examples in (8) is devoted to the elucidation of this question.

In order to broaden the picture, let us first consider such variants of the relevant examples in which the dative case marked noun phrase (with an uncertain syntactic status) is replaced with expressions which unquestionably belong to the matrix predicate (É. Kiss 2002: 215–217, 2009a: 221/(23)). This change in the argument structure of the matrix predicate results in oblique-/PP-control constructions (3c-d), which entails the exclusion of infinitival agreement, as shown in (8a-a’) and (8b) in the case of the “adjectival”, as well as the “nominal”, subtype of the evaluative predicate. As the translations show, the corresponding constructions with different internal syntactic build-ups in (8a-b’) and (7)/(4d) are essentially considered to have the same meanings. Nevertheless, one might assume that the status of the matrix predicates, either having or lacking a controller, may yield some semantic differences in connection with whether a state of affairs or the relation between a participant and a state of affairs is evaluated. It seems to be impossible to formulate the potential differences without any reference exactly to the difference in arity between the matrix-predicate variants. With this question left open, what we can assert is that the particular semantic content of the matrix predicate and that of the proposition expressed by the InfP seem to have some influence on the choice between the competing matrix-predicate variants. Comparisons between (8a) and (7), on the one hand, and (8a) and (8a’), on the other, illustrate the point: lehetetlen ‘impossible’ is somewhat preferred in its variant with lesser arguments (it prefers predicating about states of affairs to relations between participants and states of affairs), whilst the számára-construction itself can be fully acceptable with certain evaluative matrix predicates.


	
(8) • The question of controllers and infinitival agreement in evaluative complex predicate constructions


	
a. Lehetetlen volt Ili számára tárgyal-ni(?)(*-a) Marival.

impossible be.Past.3Sg Ili for negotiate-Inf(-3Sg) Mari.Ins

‘It was impossible for Ili to negotiate with Mari.’


	
a’. Kellemetlen volt Ili számára tárgyal-ni(*-a) Marival.

unpleasant be.Past.3Sg Ili for negotiate-Inf(-3Sg) Mari.Ins

‘It was unpleasant for Ili to negotiate with Mari.’


	
b. Illetlenség volt Ili-től kiabál-ni(*-a) Marival.

disrespectful be.Past.3Sg Ili-Abl shout-Inf(-3Sg) Mari.Ins

‘It was disrespectful of Ili to quarrel with Mari.’


	
c. Illetlenség volt neked is kiabál-ni / kiabál-n-od Marival.

disrespectful be.Past.3Sg Dat.2Sg also shout-Inf / shout-Inf-2Sg Mari.Ins

‘It was disrespectful for you, too, to quarrel with Mari.’


	
c’. Illetlenség volt kiabál-ni / kiabál-n-od Marival.

disrespectful be.Past.3Sg shout-Inf / shout-Inf-2Sg Mari.Ins

Intended meaning (non-arbitrary subject, the speaker is staring at the listener): ‘It was disrespectful for you to quarrel with Mari.’


	
d. Illetlenség kiabál-ni(*-a).

disrespectful shout-Inf(-3Sg)

‘It is disrespectful to shout.’


	
d’. Lehetetlen / Kellemetlen tárgyal-ni(*-a) a főnökkel.

impossible / unpleasant negotiate-Inf(-3Sg) the boss.Ins

‘It is impossible / unpleasant to negotiate with the boss.’





Let us now compare the variants of the evaluative construction presented in (4d), (8c) and (8c’) with each other. The difference is that the dative case marked constituent (with an unclear syntactic status) is expressed in three different ways: as a lexical noun phrase, which is referentially independent (4d), as a pronoun (8c), which is spelled out due to the clitic status of is ‘also’ belonging to it, and as a pronoun pro-dropped (8c’). There is, however, no difference in the optionality of the appearance of infinitival agreement (see also Remark 1 in 1.1.4.1, sub VII). The most interesting thing which can be concluded from this is that the with-a-controller alternative to the evaluative type (which was considered, at first glance, to form an unambiguously controllerless type, see (4d)) can be evoked practically under any syntactic circumstances. This holds even for the extreme (8c’) case, in which the phonetic form of the sentence contains no reference at all to the presence of a potential controller (cf. Tóth 2000a: 72–74), while the available interpretation is an actual one by all means, and not pertaining to an arbitrary Agent (in particular, it is preferred to identify the Agent of the infinitive with the listener).

Nevertheless, it is typical that an evaluative construction pertains to a state of affairs with an arbitrary subject. As illustrated in (8d-d’), infinitival agreement cannot emerge on this kind of interpretation. Note that if the argumentation concerning the implicative relation between obligatory absence of infinitival agreement and the syntactic presence of a controller is on the right track, this observation suggests that the constructions in question contain a phonetically null controller that refers to an arbitrary participant to be identified as the subject of the infinitive (‘it is disrespectful of every arbitrary participant x that x shouts’). Note that this stops making the obligatory inflection (surprising at first glance) of the de facto subjectless epistemic kell-construction in (5a) surprising since this construction is obviously not one with an arbitrary subject but the expression of an actual state of affairs with no subject.

In light of the with-a-controller cases with no infinitival agreement, the optionality observed in (4d), (7) and (8c) suggests that the given dative case marked constituents can be interpreted either as belonging to the matrix predicate, resulting in no infinitival agreement, or as being part of the infinitival phrase as its subject to serve simultaneously as the Experiencer of the matrix predicate (É. Kiss 2002: 215). This argumentation practically means that factually, only the version obligatorily triggering infinitival agreement belongs to the controllerless (4d) type, while the agreementless version belongs to a further oblique-control type presented in (3c-c”). Hence, the optionality of infinitival agreement, which we initially attributed to the evaluative construction in Table 1, is only apparent, at least in light of this somewhat theory-dependent analysis. Nevertheless, due to the poor semantic and syntactic distinguishability of the two variants with and without agreement, it fits the intended theory-neutral approach of the book better to start out from a potentially uniform evaluative construction with an optional behavior concerning infinitival agreement.

Let us turn to the last type that creates a further obstacle to an attractive generalization on a strict positive correlation between the lack of a controller and the obligatory presence of infinitival agreement. This is the type of the deontic kell ‘must’, presented as the (3e)-type in the typology of controllers. It also optionally comes with infinitival agreement, so it qualifies as belonging to the same hybrid type as the variant of the evaluative constructions with the dative argument (see also (5b’)). The predicted semantic difference would be that in the controllerless version it is not (necessarily) decided who is made responsible for the fulfilment of an order, in contrast to the competing variant, where it is the controller who is the carrier of the sole responsibility. Native speakers of Hungarian, however, cannot be unquestionably claimed to exploit the proposed structural difference to make a clear-cut semantic difference in the above sense. This poor readiness for making this difference may have to do with the potential interference of the controllerless epistemic kell ‘must’ (see (4a) and (5a-b), which unquestionably predicates about state of affairs as a whole. All in all, and again, it fits the intended theory-neutral approach of the book better to start out from a potentially uniform deontic kell- construction with optional behavior concerning infinitival agreement, as shown in Table 1.

With the syntactic circumstances triggering (or licensing) infinitival agreement discussed, let us now turn to the precise featural content of this kind of inflection.

The system of infinitival agreement is worth considering within the Hungarian system of agreement between heads and their distinguished arguments. Of the entire system, Table 2 presents, in addition to the infinitival subsystem, two further relevant subsystems. One is the verbal subsystem, since infinitives have a verbal basis, and the other is the possessive nominal one, considering that infinitives can be characterized in Hungarian by a nominal-like distribution.


Table 2 Verbal, nominal and infinitival agreement suffixes⏎


	
	Verbs
	Nouns
	Infinitives
	
	


	
	No Definite Object
	Definite Object
	
	



	
1Sg

	
fog-ok

catch-1Sg

‘I catch’

	
fog-lak

catch-2Obj.1Sg

‘I catch youSg/Pl’

	
fog-om

catch-DefObj.1Sg

‘I catch (it)’

	
lokni-m

curl-Poss.1Sg

‘my curl’

	
fog-n-om

catch-Inf-1Sg

‘for me to catch’



	
2Sg

	
fog-sz

catch-2Sg

‘youSg catch’

	
fog-od

catch-DefObj.2Sg

‘youSg catch (it)’

	
lokni-d

curl-Poss.2Sg

‘yourSg curl’

	
fog-n-od

catch-Inf-2Sg

‘for yousg to catch’



	
3Sg

	
fog

cateh.3Sg

‘(s)he catches’

	
fog-ja

catch-DefObj.3Sg

‘(s)he catches (it)’

	
lokni-ja

curl-Poss

‘his/her curl’

	
fog-ni-a

catch-Inf-3Sg

‘for him/her to catch’



	
3Sg noun

	
Ili fog

Ili catch.3Sg

‘Ili catches

	
Ili fog-ja

Ili catch-DefObj.3Sg

‘(s)he catches (it)’

	
Ili lokm-ja

curl-Poss

‘Ili’s curl’

	
Ili-nek fog-ni-a

Ili-Dat catch-Inf-3Sg

‘for Ili to catch’



	
1Pl

	
fog-unk

catch-1Pl

‘we catch’

	
fog-j-uk

catch-DefObj-1Pl

‘we catch (it)’

	
lokni-nk

curl-Poss.1Pl

‘our curl’

	
fog-n-unk

catch-Inf-1Pl

‘for us to catch’



	
2Pl

	
fog-tok

catch-2Pl

‘youPl catch’

	
fog-já-tok

catch-DefObj-2Pl

‘youPl catch (it)’

	
lokni-tok

curl-Poss.2Pl

‘yourPl curl’

	
fog-n-otok

catch-Inf-2Pl

‘for youPl to catch’



	
3Pl

	
fog-nak

catch-2Pl

‘we catch’

	
fog-já-k

catch-DefObj-3Pl

‘they catch (it)’

	
lokni-juk

curl-Poss.3Pl

‘their curl’

	
fog-ni-uk

catch-Inf-3Pl

‘for them to catch’



	
Noun in plural

	
Iliék fog-nak

Ili.APl catch.3Pl

‘Ili and the others catch’

	
Iliék fog-já-k

Ili.APl catch-DefObj-3Pl

‘Ili and the others catch (it)’

	
Iliék-lokni-ja

Ili.APl curl-Poss ‘the curl of Ili and the others’

	
Iliék-nek fog-ni-uk

Ili.APl-Dat catch-Inf-3Pl

‘for Ili and the others to catch’



The featural content of the three agreement types considered have it in common that the head always shows agreement in number and person with its “subject-like” argument. In particular, the verb agrees with its nominative case marked argument, the possessed noun with its dative case marked or unmarked possessor, and the infinitive with the dative case marked argument that would serve as a subject in the argument structure of the verb which the given infinitive is formed from (see N1.1.1.4.1). As for the relation between the markers that constitute these three subsystems, “the agreement morphemes appearing on the infinitive are identical with the inflection morphemes appearing on the possessed noun” (É. Kiss 2002: 219; see also Tóth 2000a: 27). It can also be observed in Table 2 that the same agreement morphemes also appear in the verbal paradigm but scattered throughout its two subparadigms distinguished according to the definiteness of the object (see the italicized suffixes).

The careful reader might have observed a slight difference between the third person suffixes for inflected infinitives and possessed nominals in Table 2 (e.g., lokni-ja ‘curl-Poss’ versus fogni-a ‘catch.Inf-3Sg’). The difference is in fact about whether or not hiatus resolution by -j- is explicitly indicated, and this can simply be attributed to the somewhat inconsistent orthographic conventions (see Siptár 2009: 202–203; for a tentative alternative opinion, see Rákosi and Laczkó 2008: 165–166).

The following three series of examples form a unit to illustrate the effort in Hungarian to make explicit, in sentences, a highly complex network of agreement (between heads and their distinguished arguments). Infinitival agreement is shown to be less complex than verbal agreement. Also, it has been demonstrated to be compensated for by special distributions of agreement morphemes within special clusters of finite and infinite verbs (on Hungarian verbal clusters, see Szendrői and Tóth 2004, Brody 2004, Szendrői 2004, Csirmaz 2004, Alberti 2004, Olsvay 2004, É. Kiss 2004, Bartos 2004, Tóth 2004, den Dikken 2004; see also 1.4).

The high complexity of verbal agreement in Hungarian is due to the fact that the agreement suffix on the verb does not only show the number and person of the subject but also the definiteness (9a-a’) and/or the (second) person of the object (9a”). Hungarian can thus be characterized as having “more than two” paradigms of verbal conjugation, as can be seen in Table 2. However, the [±definite] feature of the object is sometimes neutralized (9b-b’), in contrast to the [2ND person] feature (9b”).


	
(9) • Finite and non-finite verbal agreement in Hungarian I: Verbal agreement


	
a. Meg-fog-ok egy legy-et.

perf-catch-1Sg a fly-Acc

‘I am going to catch a fly.’


	
a’. Meg-fog-om a legy-et.

perf-catch-DefObj.1Sg the fly-Acc

‘I am going to catch the fly.’


	
a”. Meg-fog-lak (téged).

perf-catch-2Obj.1Sg you Sg.Acc

‘I am going to catch you Sg.’


	
b. Meg-fog-t-am egy legy-et.

perf-catch-Past-1Sg a fly-Acc

‘I caught a fly.’


	
b’. Meg-fog-t-am a legy-et.

perf-catch-Past-1Sg the fly-Acc

‘I caught the fly.’


	
b”. Meg-fog-t-alak (téged).

perf-catch-Past-2Obj.1Sg youSg.Acc

‘I caught youSg.’


	
c. Meg kell(-ett) fog-j-ak egy legy-et.

perf must(-Past).3Sg catch-Subj-1Sg a fly-Acc

Deontic reading: ‘I have/had to catch a fly.’

Epistemic reading in the past tense: ‘I must have caught a fly.’


	
c’. Meg kell(-ett) fog-j-am a legy-et.

perf must(-Past).3Sg catch-Subj-1Sg the fly-Acc

Deontic reading: ‘I have/had to catch the fly.’

Epistemic reading in the past tense: ‘I must have caught the fly.’


	
c”. Meg kell(-ett) fog-j-alak (téged).

perf must(-Past).3Sg catch-Subj-2Obj.1Sg you Sg.Acc

Deontic reading: ‘I have/had to catch you Sg.’

Epistemic reading in the past tense: ‘I must have caught you Sg.’





There is a construction (with a somewhat dialectal flavor) which shows how pervasive in Hungarian the drive is to make agreement features visible (9c-c”). Its uniqueness lies with the fact that its verbal core consists of two somewhat defective finite verb forms, among which the features to appear on finite verbs are distributed as follows. The modal verb kell ‘must’, which is the constant part of the construction, indicates tense and mood, with the variable verbal element, which is to be in the subjunctive, indicating all types of agreement feature. Note in passing that the construction presented in (9c-c”) can provide grammatical sentences with the deontic version of kell, illustrated by the translations above, as well as the epistemic version (cf. (5a-b).

With this non-typical case discussed, let us now turn to the typical division of labor between a finite matrix verb and its infinitival argument in indicating the agreement features of the object of the infinitive. It is illustrated in (10a-a”) that the finite verb typically takes the task of indicating the person and definiteness features of the object from the infinitive. The infinitive will then show no kind of agreement. Remember that in the case of a special subgroup of raising verbs, even the features of the infinitive’s subject appear on the finite verb, also depriving the infinitive of the right to bear agreement features; see (6a-b”).


	
(10) • Finite and non-finite verbal agreement in Hungarian II:

The division of labor between verbs and infinitives


	
a. Meg akar-ok fog-ni / *fog-n-om egy legy-et.

perf want-1Sg catch-Inf / catch-Inf-1Sg a fly-Acc

‘I want to catch a fly.’


	
a’. Meg akar-om fog-ni / *fog-n-om a legy-et.

perf want-DefObj.1Sg catch-Inf / catch-Inf-1Sg the fly-Acc

‘I want to catch the fly.’


	
a”. Meg akar-lak fog-ni / *fog-n-om (téged).

perf want-2Obj.1Sg catch-Inf / catch-Inf-1Sg you Sg.Acc

‘I want to catch youSg.’


	
b. Könnyű volt meg-fog-n-om egy legy-et.

easy be.Past.3Sg perf-catch-Inf-1Sg a fly-Acc

‘It was easy for me to catch a fly.’


	
b’. Könnyű volt meg-fog-n-om a legy-et.

easy be.Past.3Sg perf-catch-Inf-1Sg the fly-Acc

‘It was easy for me to catch the fly.’


	
b”. Könnyű volt meg-fog-n-om *(téged).

easy be.Past.3Sg perf-catch-Inf-1Sg you Sg.Acc

‘It was easy for me to catch you Sg.’


	
c. Meg kell (ett) fog-n-om egy legy-et.

perf must(.Past).3Sg catch-Inf-1Sg a fly-Acc

‘I must / [had to] catch a fly.’


	
c’. Meg kell (ett) fog-n-om a legy-et.

perf must(.Past).3Sg catch-Inf-1Sg the fly-Acc

‘I must / [had to] catch the fly.’


	
c”. Meg kell (ett) fog-n-om *(téged).

perf must(.Past).3Sg catch-Inf-1Sg you Sg.Acc

‘I must / [had to] catch you Sg.’





Another type of division of labor is typical of the evaluative complex predicate, consisting of the copula and a noun or an adjective (10b-b”), and the modal verb kell ‘must’ (10c-c”). In this type, the features of neither the infinitive’s subject nor its object are shown by the finite element. Instead, the features of the subject can appear on the infinitive. The features of the object cannot be expressed in this way, due to the fact that the infinitive has only one paradigm, expressing differences according to subject features. It is an interesting consequence of this defect that, in this type, the object of the infinitive cannot undergo pro-drop (10b”,c”), in contrast to the type presented in (10a”), where the agreement features of the object are visible on the matrix verb.

Another noteworthy property of Hungarian object agreement is that a finite verb can agree not only with its own object (11a) and with the object of its infinitival argument (11a’) (see also (10a-a”), but also with the object of its infinitival argument’s infinitival argument (11a”), in a potentially unbounded recursive manner (at least theoretically). The particular place of appearance of the object-agreement marker within a chain consisting of a finite verb and several non-finite ones depends on the idiosyncratic properties of the given verbs. Subsection 1.4.2 is devoted to the investigation of this question by considering further types of finite verbs (e.g., igyekszik ‘endeavor’). The crucial factor is whether a verb resists or not taking object-agreement marker from its infinitival argument, a question obviously related to its genuine intransitive or transitive character (É. Kiss 2002:204). Leül ‘sit down’ exemplifies the resistant type in (11b-c’). In particular, the definiteness feature of the object is illustrated to appear neither on it (11b), nor on a higher predicate in the chain of finite and infinite verbs (11b’). the verb megpróbál ‘try’ in respect of the indication of the 2nd person feature exemplified in (11c). The latter verb indicates the 2nd person feature of its infinitive’s object; and as a result, the 2nd person pronoun in the accusative can be omitted (11c’). The verb leül, however, does not show the given feature, and hence the pronoun cannot be omitted, either (11c”). Observe that the agreement marker has been “lost” in this case.


	
(11) • Finite and non-finite verbal agreement in Hungarian III:

where will the object-agreement features show in a chain of verbs?


	
a. Meg-néz-ek *a /✓egy film-et.

perf-watch-1Sg the / a film-Acc

‘I will watch the / a film.’


	
a’. Meg fog-ok nézni *a /✓ egy film-et.

perf will-1Sg watch.Inf the / a film-Acc

‘I will watch the / a film.’


	
a”. Meg fog-ok próbálni megnézni *a /✓ egy film-et.

perf will-1Sg try.Inf perf.watch.Inf the / a film-Acc

‘I will try to watch the / a film.’


	
b. Le-ül-ök megnézni a / egy film-et.

down-sit-1Sg perf.watch.Inf the / a film-Acc

‘I sit down to watch the / a film.’


	
b’. Le fog-ok ülni megnézni a / egy film-et.

down will-1Sg sit.Inf perf.watch.Inf the / a film-Acc

‘I will sit down to watch the / a film.’


	
c. Kikérdez-lek (téged).

out.ask-2Obj.1Sg you Sg.Acc

‘I sit down to question you Sg.’


	
c’. Megpróbál-lak / *Leül-lek kikérdezni (téged).

perf.try-2Obj.1Sg / down.sit-2Obj.1Sg out.ask.Inf you Sg.Acc

‘I try / [sit down] to question you Sg.’


	
c”. *Megpróbál-ok /✓ Leül-ök kikérdezni téged.

perf.try-1Sg / down.sit-1Sg out.ask.Inf you Sg.Acc

‘I try / [sit down] to question you Sg.’


	
d. Jö-tt-elek / Jön-né-lek meglátogatni (téged).

come-Past-2Obj.1Sg / come-Cond-2Obj.1Sg perf.visit.Inf you Sg.Acc

‘I came / [would come] to pay you Sg a visit.’


	
d’. *Jö[…]-lek / Jöv-ök meglátogatni téged.

come-2Obj.1Sg / come-1Sg perf.visit.Inf you Sg.Acc

‘I am just coming to pay you Sg a visit.’


	
e. Jö-tt-él meglátogatni valakit.

come-Past-2Sg perf.visit.Inf someone.Acc

‘You came to pay someone a visit.’


	
e’. *Jö-tt-ed meglátogatni őt.

come-Past-DefObj.2Sg perf.visit.Inf (s)he.Acc

Intended meaning: ‘You came to pay him/her a visit.’





As hinted at above (based on É. Kiss 2002: 204), there is a straightforward connection between transitivity and readiness to take object-agreement features from infinitival arguments: a transitive verb is ab ovo prepared (morpho-phonologically and/or syntactically) for expressing object features, which can then serve as a basis for expressing object features which do not directly belong to it. However, there is a very peripheral possibility to express the 2nd person object feature, and only for a highly restricted set of intransitive verbs (e.g., jön ‘come’), and only under restricted circumstances such as past tense and conditional mood (11d) (NB: otherwise, jön-like intransitive verbs behave in the same way as leül ‘sit down’, cf. (11c”,d’)). However, even such special intransitive verbs cannot express definiteness (11e-e’). We call the readers’ attention again to the separate subsection (1.4.2) that provides an even more detailed discussion of the question of object agreement.

All in all, the agreement features of subjects of infinitives sometimes appear on the matrix predicate and sometimes “remain” on the infinitive, while object features can either appear on the matrix predicate or cannot appear at all. This kind of featural distribution unilaterally depends on the matrix predicate. If the subject of the infinitive is identified with an argument of the matrix predicate by a control relation, then what counts in deciding the location of the appearance of the agreement morphemes is only the grammatical function of the controller in the argument structure of the matrix predicate. In particular, if the controller is a subject, then subject-agreement features will appear on the matrix predicate (3a-a’). If it is an object, the matrix predicate will show object agreement with it, independently of the subject status of the controlled argument in the internal structure of the InfP (3b-b”). Otherwise, when the controller is neither a subject nor an object, the matrix predicate will not show any kind of agreement with it (3c-d).

Note that according to this approach, in the presence of a controller, it is simply impossible for the agreement features of the subject of the infinitive to appear on the infinitive itself. However, as hinted at in connection with the last column of Table 1 concerning infinitival agreement and especially the (3e)-type (and the examples in (8c-c’), this generalization can be retained only at the cost of reclassifying certain noun phrases as non-controllers in a somewhat theory-dependent manner. To sum up, the uncertainty towards the control relation in certain constructions practically makes it impossible to provide a complete theory-neutral picture on the question whether the subject-agreement features of a controlled infinitival subject may appear on the infinitive.

Hence, with respect to the distribution of agreement features, it is the non-controlled arguments of infinitives that are worth overviewing and systematizing. Table 3 provides this, specifically as follows. There are three logical possibilities with respect to the source of agreement features whose distribution is under investigation: I. only subject-agreement features ([S-agr]) are expressed (with object-agreement features not appearing), II. only object-agreement features ([O-agr]) are considered (as the subject is controlled), III. both subject- and object-agreement features ([S&O-agr]) appear and are to be considered (as the subject is not controlled). There are four logical possibilities with respect to the question as to which verbal element the agreement features under investigation appear on: A. they appear on the matrix predicate, B. they “remain” on the infinitive, C. both the matrix predicate and the infinitive take part in the expression of the set of agreement features (NB: this case is interpretable only in type III of source of agreement features), D. neither potential feature holder bears the relevant features.


Table 3 How are the agreement features of subjects and objects of infinitives distributed between the infinitives and the verbs that select them?⏎


	ARGUMENT OF INF LOCATION OF MARKER
	[S-AGR]
	[O-AGR]
	[S&O-AGR]



	1. on matrix predicate
	enged ‘allow’ (4c) hagy1 ‘let’ (6c-c”), (12a)
	akar ‘want’ (10a-a”) jön% ‘come’ (11d)
	fog ‘will’ (4b), (6a-b”)


	2. on Inf
	kellepist ‘must’ (5a-b) evaluative (4d), (7)
	kel deo + Vfin (9c-c”)
	kellepist + Vfin (9c-c”)


	3. mixed strategy
	
	
	hagy 2% ‘let’ (12b-d)


	4. on neither
	—
	leül ‘sit down’ (11b-c’) jön% ‘come’ (11d’-e’) kelldeo (3e) (5b’)
	—


Let us now consider which of the 12 cells are filled in. Two have already been said to be automatically uninterpretable in row 3 of mixed expression of agreement features (given that two locations require two sets of agreement features to be considered). Further two cells should remain empty due to the fact that infinitives cannot bear object agreement features. These are the cells with grey background in row 2 of ‘[agreement features] on Inf’. Why are they not empty then? We have placed here the two special kell-constructions presented in (9c-c”) on the basis of the fact that neither set of agreement features appears on the matrix predicate, but the features corresponding to non-controlled arguments are all expressed on the verbal element selected by the matrix predicate. The reason why these two types do not really fit into the table is that the verbal element selected is not an infinitive (but a presumably tenseless verb form in the subjunctive mood).

Let us now continue with the two empty cells in row 4 of the table. Their emptiness expresses the generalization that in Hungarian there is no matrix predicate within whose [matrix predicate + InfP] construction the expression of subject-agreement features would be prohibited (on both heads). Note that this does not mean that it would be prohibited to use impersonal matrix predicates with certain infinitives uninflected, which is with the purpose of obtaining an arbitrary interpretation for the subject of the infinitive (see the discussion on (8d-d’). Otherwise, however, if actual states of affairs are intended to be expressed, there is a persuasive force in Hungarian to make agreement features visible, with the epistemic kell-type illustrated in (5a) as its most extreme manifestation.

As for the two types of the [kell ‘must’ + InfP] construction, the epistemic one (5a-b) with its obligatorily inflected infinitival argument belongs to the cell in Table 3 reserved for structures that show subject-agreement features on the infinitive with potential object-agreement features to be left unexpressed. The uncontrolled type of the evaluative construction, presented in (4d) and (7), also belongs to this cell. The deontic kell, at least its basic variant, with its subject being controlled ((3e), (5b’)), belongs to the cell for those whose subject is not considered due to its controlled status and whose potential object’s features are not expressed. Infinitives are basically incapable of bearing object-agreement features and kell ‘must’ as an auxiliary with a propositional argument is not capable of doing that, either. Having regard to their controlled subject and obligatorily uninflected infinitival part, “very intransitive” matrix predicates such as leül ‘sit down’, illustrated in (11b-c’), also belong to this cell. As presented in (11d-e’), there are exceptional intransitive verbs, such as jön ‘come’, with a conjugation paradigm split in a way that the majority of the paradigm patterns with the leül-type (resulting from the fact that they cannot express the definiteness feature of their infinitive’s object). This paradigm split is referred to by the superscript symbol ‘%’ in Table 3. As these verbs can express 2nd person features of their infinitive’s object (under restricted circumstances), they also belong to the cell of akar ‘want’ (10a-a”). This is the cell for those whose subject is not considered due to their controlled status with an object-agreement feature of the infinitive’s object (obligatorily) expressed on the matrix predicate. To the right of this cell is the cell of (raising) matrix predicates expressing both subject- and object-agreement features (without controlling its infinitive’s subject). An outstanding representative of this type is the future auxiliary fog ‘will’, shown in (4b) and (6a-b”).

There are two cells still left uncommented on. Both are filled in with permissive verbs with different argument-structure variants. One of these variants has already been discussed ((6c-c”); see also (12a) below), this can be characterized by the following agreement relations. The subject of the infinitive is not controlled by the matrix predicate, so its agreement features are considered in Table 3. Of the matrix predicate and the infinitive, it is on the matrix predicate that the features of the subject of the infinitive are expressed. However, as permissive verbs have their own subjects, they are expressed in the form of object-agreement features, due to the fact that the given subject appears as an accusative case marked noun phrase (see the discussion on (4c)). Features of the potential object of the infinitive remain unexpressed. The inflectability of the infinitive thus remains unused, which is not surprising, considering the incapability of infinitives for object agreement. As hinted at above, however, permissive verbs have another argument-structure variant, which exploits the inflectability of infinitives in the licensed way. The subject-agreement feature will appear on the infinitive, with the object-agreement features appearing on the matrix predicate, realizing a real, akar-type long-distance object agreement (É. Kiss 2002: 203), but altogether constituting the only representative of the mixed strategy of agreement marking in Table 3 (which results in a slightly marked status of these constructions, at least for certain speakers). The agreement paradigm, however, is doubly partial. First, it can only be used in the expression of definiteness (12b,c), but not in that of (2nd) person (12d). Second, the construction can only be used if the subject of the infinitive is phonetically null (É. Kiss 2002: 218), compare (12b’) to (12b).


	
(12) • The argument structure variants of hagy ‘let’


	
a. Hagy-lak téged elolvas-ni a / egy cikket.

let-2Obj.1Sg you Sg.Acc away.read-Inf the / a paper.Acc

‘I let you read the / a paper.’


	
b. (?)Hagy-od végre megnéz-n-em azt az izlandi thrillert?

let-DefObj.2Sg at_last perf.watch-Inf-1Sg that.Acc the Icelandic thriller.Acc

‘Will you let me watch that Icelandic thriller at last?’


	
b’. Hagy-od végre Ilinek / neki is

let-DefObj.2Sg at_last Ili.Dat / Dat.3Sg also

megnéz-ni(*-e) azt az izlandi thrillert?

perf.watch-Inf(-3Sg) that.Acc the Icelandic thriller.Acc

Intended meaning: ‘Will you let Ili / him/her, too, watch that Icelandic thriller at last?’


	
c. (?)Hagy-sz végre megnéz-n-em egy igazi romantikus filmet?

let-2Sg at_last perf.watch-Inf-1Sg a real romantic film.Acc

‘Will you let me watch a real romantic movie at last?’


	
d. *? Hagylak végre megnéz-ni-ük téged.

let-2Obj.1Sg at_last perf.see-Inf-3Pl you Sg.Acc

Intended meaning: ‘I let them see you at last.’





The subsection concludes with the discussion of the question as to what kind of syntactic environments infinitives can fill in; see (13-18). The answer suggested by the traditional Hungarian grammar with the denomination főnévi igenév (literally translated as ‘nominal verbal noun; i.e., nominal non-finite’) is that infinitives have a nominal-like distribution. That is, it is suggested that infinitivalization, as a verb-based formation process, practically produces nominal-like elements. Let us then investigate whether infinitives can appear in the grammatical functions and/or syntactic positions in which noun phrases appear. In what follows, it will systematically be inspected across series of examples whether an infinitival construction can, or cannot, appear where a semantically corresponding appropriately case marked deverbal nominal or [pronoun + subordinate clause] construction can(not). It is not trivial what kind of [pronoun + subordinate clause] construction should be accepted as a substitute for a particular InfP or a case marked deverbal nominal expression, since the first construction, due to the finite clause in it, is richer in grammatical features that have to be set than the other two. That is why we will accept the [pronoun + subordinate clause] construction (as a legitimate substitute) with freely set mood values. As the choice between the subordinating conjunctions hogy ‘that’ and ha ‘if’ has to do with the mood parameter of the clause, this choice will also be allowed in the course of the selection of the ideal alternative to an InfP and a deverbal nominal. Inserting additional words, such as wh-words, for instance, will not be accepted. We consider this method to ensure the least theory-dependent approach.

First, let us consider the subject grammatical function (13). The (a)-examples suggest a high degree of interchangeability in this function among the alternatives given in the previous paragraph. The (b)-examples, however, show that there are constructions in which a fully acceptable deverbal nominal or [pronoun + subordinate clause] construction cannot be replaced by a corresponding infinitival construction. As for a potential opposite case, auxiliaries typically accept only infinitives as their arguments with the alternative constructions excluded (13c-c”). Nevertheless, it can only be decided in a highly theory-dependent way whether the argument of the auxiliary, as a single argument, should be considered a subject or a constituent without any grammatical function, in connection with it having no thematic role (Kenesei 2000: 103–104).

To sum up, there is a great variety in the interchangeability of the infinitival construction and the two alternative constructions. Presumably, this can primarily be attributed to the selectional properties of matrix predicates.

Note that the infinitive as a subject, or as a single argument of an auxiliary with an unclear grammatical function, triggers the appearance of 3Sg subject-agreement features on the corresponding matrix predicate, which can be regarded as the default manner of agreement in Hungarian (typically with phonetically empty morphemes).


	
(13) • Nominal-like distribution of infinitives? I. Subject


	
a. Jó olvas-ni.

good read-Inf

‘It is good to read.’


	
a’. Jó az olvas-ás.

good the read-Nmn

‘Reading is good.’


	
a”. Jó az, hogy olvasol.

good that that read.2Sg

‘It is good that you read.’


	
b. *Olvas-ni műveltté tesz.

read-Inf educated.TrE make.3Sg

Intended meaning: ‘Reading makes one educated.’


	
b’. Az olvas-ás műveltté tesz.

the read-Nmn educated.TrE make.3Sg

‘Reading makes one educated.’


	
b”. Az, ha olvasok, műveltté tesz.

that if read.1Sg educated.TrE make.3Sg

‘It makes me educated if I read.’


	
c. Havaz-ni fog.

snow-Inf will.3Sg

‘It is about to snow.’


	
c’. *(A) havaz-ás fog.

the snow-Nmn will.3Sg

Intended meaning: ‘It is about to snow.’


	
c”. *Az fog, hogy havazik.

that will.3Sg that snow.3Sg

Intended meaning: ‘It is about to snow.’


	
d. *[az olvas-ni]

the read-Inf





At this point of the discussion let us make it clear once and for all that there is a significant internal-syntactic difference between infinitives and nouns: an infinitive cannot form a constituent with the definite article (13d), in any kind of syntactic environment.

As for the object grammatical function (14), the same holds for the potential appearance of infinitives as in the case of the subject grammatical function. That is, they are readily interchangeable with accusative case marked deverbal nominals or [pronoun.Acc + subordinate clause] constructions in certain cases (14a-a”), but not in every case (14b-c”). Note that this kind of syntactic interchangeability does not necessarily mean a strict semantic identity; when language offers different forms, they tend to be associated with different meanings. In the case of (14a), for instance, the speaker’s positive feelings pertain to their own swimming activity while what the speaker likes according to the meaning associated with the sentence in (14a’) is not necessarily their own swimming. Note also that non-interchangeability can be a scalar property in certain cases. This is exemplified in (14c’), where the differences in acceptability between the variants with different deverbal nominal constructions presumably depend on the fact that in Hungarian the (sometimes hardly distinguishable) can-type and know-type meaning variants are mixed in the lexical item tud.


	
(14) • Nominal-like distribution of infinitives? II. Object


	
a. Szeretek úsz-ni.

like.1Sg swim-Inf

‘I like swimming.’


	
a’. Szeretem az úsz-ás-t.

like-DefObj.1Sg the swim-Nmn-Acc

‘I like swimming.’


	
a”. Szeretem (az-t), ha úszok.

like-DefObj.1Sg that-Acc if swim.1Sg

‘I like when I am swimming.’


	
b. *Meggyűlöltél úsz-ni.

perf.hate.Past.2Sg swim-Inf

Intended meaning: ‘You have ended up hating swimming.’


	
b’. Meggyűlölted az úsz-ás-t.

perf.hate.Past.DefObj.2Sg the swim-Nmn-Acc

‘I have ended up hating swimming.’


	
b”. ? Meggyűlölted (az-t), hogy ússzál.

perf.hate.Past.DefObj.2Sg that-Acc that swim.Subj.2Sg

‘You have ended up hating that you have to swim.’


	
c. Tudok úsz-ni / [fát vágni] / [gyököt vonni].

can.1Sg swim-Inf / wood.Acc cut.Inf / root.Acc calculate.Inf

‘I can swim / [cut wood] / [calculate roots].’


	
c’. Tudom a(z) *úsz-ás-t /?? fa-vág-ás-t /(?) gyök-von-ás-t.

can.DefObj.1Sg the swim-Nmn-Acc / wood-cut-Nmn-Acc / root-calculate-Nmn-Acc

Intended meaning: ‘I can swim / [cut wood] / [calculate roots].’


	
c”. *Tudom (az-t), hogy úszok / [fát vágok] / [gyököt vonok].

can.DefObj.1Sg that-Acc that swim.1Sg / wood.Acc cut.1Sg / root.Acc calculate.1Sg

Intended meaning: ‘I can swim / [cut wood] / [calculate roots].’


	
d. *olvas-ni-t

read-Inf-Acc





As shown in (14d), infinitives do not pattern with nouns in their morphological build-up: a Hungarian infinitive can never bear accusative case marking. It is also worth mentioning that infinitives count as indefinite objects (14a) while the corresponding alternatives trigger definite conjugation (14a’-a”) (É. Kiss 2001: 56, 2002: 204).

Let us now turn to infinitives appearing as alternatives to oblique case marked noun phrases (15-16). In (15a-c”), interchangeable triplets are exemplified.


	
(15) • Nominal-like distribution of infinitives?

III.A. Oblique, interchangeable cases


	
a. Félek úsz-ni.

be_afraid:of.1Sg swim-Inf

‘I am afraid of swimming.’


	
a’. Félek az úsz-ás-tól.

be_afraid:of.1Sg the swim-Nmn-Abl

‘I am afraid of swimming.’


	
a”. Félek at-tól, hogy ússzak.

be_afraid:of.1Sg that-Abl that swim.Subj.1Sg

‘I am afraid of swimming.’


	
b. Van kedvem úsz-ni.

be.3Sg mood.Poss.1Sg swim-Inf

‘I feel like swimming.’


	
b’. Van kedvem az úsz-ás-hoz.

be.3Sg mood.Poss.1Sg the swim-Nmn-All

‘I feel like swimming.’


	
b”. Van kedvem ah-hoz, hogy ússzak.

be.3Sg mood.Poss.1Sg that-All that swim.Subj.1Sg

‘I feel like swimming.’


	
c. Segítek neked leszok-ni a dohányzásról.

help.1Sg Dat.2Sg quit-Inf the smoking.Del

‘I will help you in quitting smoking.’


	
c’. Segítek neked a dohányzásról való leszok-ás-ban.

help.1Sg Dat.2Sg the smoking.Del való quit-Nmn-Ine

‘I will help you in quitting smoking.’


	
c”. Segítek neked ab-ban, hogy leszokj a dohányzásról.

help.1Sg Dat.2Sg that-Ine that quit.Subj.2Sg the smoking.Del

‘I will help you in quitting smoking.’


	
d. *úsz-ni-tól / *úsz-ni-hoz / *úsz-ni-ból / *úsz-ni-ra

swim-Inf-Abl / swim-Inf-All / swim-Inf-Ela / swim-Inf-Sub





It is illustrated in (15d) that in Hungarian, infinitives never bear any kind of case marking (see also (14d)), as opposed to noun phrases.

The series of examples presented in (16) is devoted to the illustration of cases of partial or non-interchangeability (in the relevant respect). The first triplet exemplifies a case in which the fully acceptable elative case marked constructions (16a’-a”) have no acceptable infinitival alternatives (16a). In the second triplet, an acceptable infinitival construction (16b) cannot be replaced by a case marked deverbal nominal construction (16b’), while a [pronoun + subordinate clause] alternative is acceptable (16b”). In the third triplet, the infinitival construction is also fully acceptable (16c), while its [pronoun + subordinate clause] alternative (16c”) is fully unacceptable, at least in the intended meaning; note, however, that sophistication increases acceptability here, too (16c”’). As for the deverbal nominal alternative (16c’), its acceptability shows a great variety, presumably depending on the particular activity (cf. (14c’)). Returning to (16c”), each variant is acceptable with the following meaning: the teaching is not targeted at a skill (i.e., how to swim, cut wood or calculate roots) but at the fact that – under certain circumstances – swimming, cutting wood or calculating roots is the best thing to do.


	
(16) • Nominal-like distribution of infinitives?

III.B. Oblique, non-interchangeable cases


	
a. *Elegem van olvas-ni.

fed_up-Poss.1Sg be.3Sg read-Inf

Intended meaning: ‘I am fed up with reading.’


	
a’. Elegem van az olvas-ás-ból.

fed_up-Poss.1Sg be.3Sg the read-Nmn-Ela

‘I am fed up with reading.’


	
a”. Elegem van ab-ból, hogy olvassak.

fed_up-Poss.1Sg be.3Sg that-Ela that read.Subj.1Sg

‘I am fed up with reading.’


	
b. Elmegyek olvas-ni.

away.go.1Sg read-Inf

‘I will go and read.’


	
b’. *Elmegyek az olvas-ás-ba / olvas-ás-ra / olvas-ás-hoz.

away.go.1Sg the read-Nmn-Ill / read-Nmn-Sub / read-Nmn-All

Intended meaning: ‘I will go and read.’


	
b”. Elmegyek (az-ért), hogy olvassak.

away.go.1Sg that-Cau that read.Subj.1Sg

‘I will go and read.’


	
c. Megtanítom Ilit úsz-ni / [fát vágni] / [gyököt vonni].

perf.teach.DefObj.1Sg Ili.Acc swim-Inf / wood.Acc cut.Inf / root.Acc calculate.Inf

‘I will teach Ili to swim / [cut wood] / [calculate roots].’


	
c’. Megtanítom Ilit

perf.teach.DefObj.1Sg Ili.Acc

a(z)?? úsz-ás-ra /(?) fa-vág-ás-ra /✓ gyök-von-ás-ra.

the swim-Nmn-Sub / wood-cut-Nmn-Sub / root-calculate-Nmn-Sub

‘I will teach Ili to swim / [cut wood] / [calculate roots].’


	
c”. *Megtanítom Ilit arra, hogy

perf.teach.DefObj.1Sg Ili.Acc that.Sub that

ússzon / [fát vágjon] / [gyököt vonjon].

swim.Subj.3Sg / wood.Acc cut.Subj.3Sg / root.Acc calculate.Subj.3Sg

Intended meaning: ‘I will teach Ili to swim / [cut wood] / [calculate roots].’


	
c”’. ? Megtanítom Ilit arra, hogy [biztosan ússzon] /

perf.teach.DefObj.1Sg Ili.Acc that.Sub that safely swim.Subj.3Sg /

[ügyesen vágjon fát ] / [hiba nélkül vonjon gyököt].

skillfully cut.Subj.3Sg wood.Acc / mistake without calculate.Subj.3Sg root.Acc

‘I will teach Ili to [swim safely] / [cut wood skillfully] / [calculate roots without making mistakes].’





We can observe a great variety in the case markers borne by the noun phrases that are alternatives to infinitival expressions. According to the locative / ablative / lative trichotomy, on the basis of their nominal counterparts, the acceptable infinitival constructions presented in (15-16) can belong to the lative, see (15b) and (16b,c), the ablative, see (15a), and the locative type (15c). We hypothesize that it is true throughout the language that 1. it is the lative background that can be regarded as typical, but 2. there are also sporadic examples for the ablative and locative background.

As in Hungarian a deverbal nominal expression can serve both as an argument of a postposition (17a’), and as either a possessor (17b’) or a possessee (17c’) in a possessive construction, let us investigate whether corresponding infinitival expressions can appear in the same syntactic environments. As illustrated in the primeless examples in (17), infinitives are nominal-like only to a limited extent. Nevertheless, there is a great similarity between inflected infinitival constructions and possessive constructions. As presented in (17d-d’), the inflected infinitival construction, which can form a constituent with a dative case marked subject-like element according to the ‘for instance’-construction (see N2.1.1.1), patterns with the possessive construction (É. Kiss 2001, Tóth 2002) in that both of them have a dative case marked element which agrees with the head in person and number by using the same agreement morphemes (Tóth 2000a: 27, É. Kiss 2001: 53, 2002: 219). It is noteworthy that, in spite of the etymological relationship (Tóth 2011: 251), the “infinitive-as-a-possessee-within-a-possessive-construction” in (17c), produced according to our substitutional protocol, is fully unacceptable. This also pertains to the variants with both types of possessors. This can be explained by what we have established above, namely that the variant with an unmarked possessor is unacceptable because an infinitive head insists on a dative case marked subject; it does not accept an unmarked (or nominative case marked) one. As for the alternative with a dative case marked possessor, it is unacceptable because of the appearance of the definite article, with which infinitives are not compatible (see (13d)). Note in passing, however, that there is an argument for omitting the definite article from the latter possessive construction: an InfP argument triggers indefinite conjugation (cf. (14a)). And this way, by omitting the definite article, we get nothing else but the perfect infinitival construction in (17d)—as an indefinite possessive expression with an infinitive head in the place of the noun head (cf. É. Kiss 2001). Elaborating the exact (synchronic and diachronic) details of the relationship between possessive and infinitive constructions, however, necessarily requires much theory-dependent argumentation.


	
(17) • Nominal-like distribution of infinitives?

IV. Part of a postpositional or a possessive construction


	
a. *Nincs időm semmire tanul-ni (mellett).

not_be.3Sg time.Poss.1Sg nothing.Sub learn-Inf beside

Intended meaning: ‘I do not have any time besides learning.’


	
a’. Nincs időm semmire a tanul-ás mellett.

not_be.3Sg time.Poss.1Sg nothing.Sub the learn-Nmn beside

‘I do not have any time besides learning.’


	
a”. Nincs időm semmire amellett, hogy tanulok.

not_be.3Sg time.Poss.1Sg nothing.Sub besides that learn.1Sg

‘I do not have any time besides learning.’


	
b. *Elveszed tőlem olvas-ni öröm-é-t.

away.take.DefObj.2Sg Abl.1Sg read-Inf joy-Poss-Acc

Intended meaning: ‘You take away from me the joy of reading.’


	
b’. Elveszed tőlem az olvas-ás(nak az) öröm-é-t.

away.take.DefObj.2Sg Abl.1Sg the read-Nmn(.Dat the) joy-Poss-Acc

‘You take away from me the joy of reading.’


	
b”. Elveszed tőlem az öröm-é-t an-nak, hogy olvas(hat)ok.

away.take.DefObj.2Sg Abl.1Sg the joy-Poss-Acc that-Dat that read(.Mod).1Sg

‘You take away from me the joy of reading.’


	
c. *Ili(nek a) megoperál-ni(-a) órákig tartott.

Ili(.Dat the) perf.operate_on-Inf(-3Sg) hour.Pl.Ter last.Past.3Sg

Intended meaning: ‘Operating on Ili took hours.’


	
c’. Ili(nek a) megoperál-ás-a órákig tartott.

Ili(.Dat the) perf.operate_on-Nmn-Poss hour.Pl.Ter last.Past.3Sg

‘Operating on Ili took hours.’


	
c”. *Ili(nek az) az-a, hogy megoperálták, órákig tartott.

Ili(.Dat the ) that-Poss that perf.operate_on.Past.3Pl hour.Pl.Ter last.Past.3Sg

Intended meaning: ‘Operating on Ili took hours.’


	
d. Na például Ilinek (*a) megoperál-ni(-a) Julit, az hiba volt.

well for_instance Ili.Dat the perf.operate_on-Inf(-3Sg) Juli.Acc that mistake be.Past.3Sg

‘Well for instance, it was a mistake for Ili to operate on Juli.’


	
d’. Na például neked is megoperál-ni / megoperál-n-od Julit,

well for_instance Dat.2Sg also perf.operate_on-Inf / perf.operate_on-Inf-2Sg Juli.Acc

az hiba volt.

that mistake be.Past.3Sg

‘Well for instance, it was a mistake for Ili to operate on Juli.’





As for the double primed examples in (17), we follow our protocol in also considering the corresponding [pronoun + subordinate clause] constructions in the same syntactic environments. The given construction can serve as an argument of a postposition (17a”) or as a possessor (17b”), but not as a possessee (17c”) (presumably due to the incompatibility between the pronoun az ‘that’ and the suffix of possessedness).

The final syntactic function typically taken by noun phrases is the function of the predicate (within a copular construction) (18a’), also readily available to the [pronoun + subordinate clause] construction (18a”). Infinitives or InfPs, however, cannot appear in this kind of construction (18a), where the copula is phonetically empty in the present indicative 3rd person forms. Nevertheless, there is a similar predicative construction, with an obligatorily appearing kind of copula, in which infinitives can readily appear (18b) (see also V7.3.3.1). As for its replacement with a corresponding deverbal nominal construction (18b’), its possibility depends on the particular subtype of the deverbal nominal: if the given noun can be interpreted only as a complex-event denoting deverbal nominal, the construction will be unacceptable. If a [pronoun + subordinate clause] construction appears in the environment in question (18b”), we get a fully acceptable sentence, however, its meaning will be radically different from the intended one.


	
(18) • Nominal-like distribution of infinitives? V. Predicate


	
a. *Amit a legjobban imádtam, az olvas-ni (volt).

that.Acc the the_most adore.Past.1Sg that read-Inf be.Past.3Sg

Intended meaning: ‘What I adored the most is/was reading.’


	
a’. Amit a legjobban imádtam, az az olvas-ás (volt).

that.Acc the the_most adore.Past.1Sg that the read-Nmn be.Past.3Sg

‘What I adored the most is/was reading.’


	
a”. Amit a legjobban imádtam, az az (volt), ha olvas(hat)tam.

that.Acc the the_most adore.Past.1Sg that that be.Past.3Sg if read(.Mod).Past.1Sg

‘What I adored the most is/was if I could read.’


	
b. Ili úsz-ni / fociz-ni van / volt.

Ili swim-Inf / play_football-Inf be.3Sg / be.Past.3Sg

‘Ili is/was [off for a swim] / [just playing football].’

Special meaning: ‘Ili is/was participating in a [swimming class] / [football training].’


	
b’. Ili úsz-ás-on / *fociz-ás-on /✓ foci-n van / volt.

Ili swim-Nmn-Sup / play_football-Nmn-Sup / football-Sup be.3Sg / be.Past.3Sg

Non-available general meaning: ‘Ili is/was [off for a swim] / [just playing football].’

Available special meaning: ‘Ili is/was participating in a [swimming class] / [football training].’


	
b”. # Ili az-on van / volt, hogy ússzon / focizzon.

Ili that.Sup be.3Sg / be.Past.3Sg that swim.Subj.3Sg / play_football.Subj.3Sg

Intended meanings (not available): ‘Ili was [off for a swim] / [just playing football].’

‘Ili is/was participating in a [swimming class] / [football training].’

Factual meaning: Ili is/was about to swim / [play football].


	
c. Le-ül-ni / *[Ül-ni le] /?? Fut-ni!

down-sit-Inf / sit-Inf down / run-Inf

‘[Sit down] / [Sit down] / Run!’


	
c’. Le-ül-és*? (*-be) / [Ülés*(✓ -be) le] / Fut-ás(*-ba)!

down-sit-Nmn(-Ill) / sit-Nmn(-Ill) down / run-Nmn(-Ill)

‘[Sit down] / [Sit down] / Run!’


	
c”. *Az, hogy le-ül(sz) / [ül(sz) le] / fut(sz)!

that that down-sit(.2Sg) / sit(.2Sg) down / run(.2Sg)

Intended meaning: ‘[Sit down] / [Sit down] / Run!’


	
d. Nem tud-ni, hol van Ili; mostanában alig lát-ni.

not know-Inf where be.3Sg Ili nowadays scarcely see-Inf

‘It is not known where Ili is; she is scarcely seen nowadays.’


	
d’. *Nem tud-ás, hol van Ili; mostanában alig lát-ás.

not know-Nmn where be.3Sg Ili nowadays scarcely see-Nmn

Intended meaning: ‘It is not known where Ili is; she is scarcely seen nowadays.’


	
d”. *? Nincs az, hogy tudjuk, hol van Ili;

not_be.3Sg that that know.DefObj.1Pl where be.3Sg Ili

mostanában alig van az, hogy látjuk.

nowadays scarcely be.3Sg that that see.DefObj.1Pl

Intended meaning: ‘It is not known where Ili is; she is scarcely seen nowadays.’


	
e. nem halla-ni / érez-ni / tapasztal-ni / kap-ni / talál-ni ilyet

not hear-Inf / smell-Inf / experience-Inf / receive-Inf / find-Inf such.Acc


	
e’. *nem e-nni / gyárta-ni / árul-ni / ve-nni / néz-ni ilyet

not eat-Inf / produce-Inf / sell-Inf / buy-Inf / watch-Inf such.Acc





Taking a first step towards a topic scarcely studied in the Hungarian generative literature (see Bartos (2002) and Halm (2021); but see Gärtner (2013), for instance, on German data), let us consider a special construction: non-finite commands. In non-finite commands, an infinitive can play the role of the matrix predicate instead of a finite verb. Whether an infinitive can or cannot appear as a non-finite command appears to depend on the particular lexical element and (the placement and/or the mere presence of) its potential verbal particle, as illustrated in (18c). As for the potential substitutes, certain deverbal nominals can readily appear in the given construction; in other cases, however, the construction is only acceptable with an otherwise atypical [verb.nominalizer.case + verbal particle] order (18c’). The corresponding [pronoun + subordinate clause] construction cannot be used as an alternative form of command (18c”). The topic requires much future research which could be assisted by the fact that native speakers have a surprisingly clear-cut intuition on these non-finite constructions.

Finally, the (d)-examples in (18) show another non-finite matrix-predicative construction in Hungarian with its potential, but non-existing, alternatives, in which the infinitival form of a group of transitive verbs plays the decisive role. The exploration of this group requires future research; as a point of departure, we give some further acceptable and unacceptable examples, see (18e) and (18e’) respectively.


1.1.2 The relation of the infinitive to its base verb

This subsection discusses the extent to which such verbal properties as argument structure (1.1.2.1) and information structure (1.1.2.2) are inherited in the case of infinitives. It is also reviewed how the type of the input verb affects this inheritance (1.1.2.3).


1.1.2.1 Argument-structure inheritance

Infinitives inherit the argument structure of the input verb (see also 1.1.4.1, sub IV), in harmony with the fact that they express the same events as the corresponding input verbal constructions. This holds not only for spatially and temporally located complex events (19a-a’) but also for such less complex event types as habitual (19b-b’) and generic (19c-c’) constructions.


	
(19) • The inheritance of the meaning (type) of the input verbal construction


	
a. Tegnap meg-operáltam Edét.

yesterday perf-operate.Past.1Sg Ede.Acc

‘Yesterday I operated on Ede.’


	
a’. Hiba volt tegnap meg-operál-n-om Edét.

mistake be.Past.3Sg yesterday perf-operate-Inf-1Sg Ede.Acc

‘It was a mistake for me to operate on Ede yesterday.’


	
b. Bárdos doktor reggel operál.

Bárdos doctor morning operate.3Sg

‘Dr. Bárdos performs operations in the morning.’


	
b’. Bárdos doktor szeret reggel operál-ni.

Bárdos doctor like.3Sg morning operate-Inf

‘Dr. Bárdos likes performing operations in the morning.’


	
c. Szerinted a víziló mindenevő?

according_to.2Sg the hippopotamus omnivorous

‘Do you think that the hippopotamus is omnivorous?’


	
c’. A vízilónak mindenevőnek kell le-nni-e,

the hippopotamus.Dat omnivorous.Dat must.3Sg be-Inf-3Sg

hiszen néha eszik húst is.

since sometimes eat.3Sg meat.Acc also

‘The hippopotamus must be omnivorous since it sometimes eats meat, too.’





The absence/presence of inflection, as illustrated in (20b) and (20c), respectively, is also a factor that does not influence the output expressibility of input arguments (with the matrix-construction-dependent expression of the input subject).


	
(20) • Argument-structure inheritance in case of uninflected and inflected infinitives


	
a. El-loptam Edé-től a vázá-t.

away-steal.Past.1Sg Ede-Abl the vase-Acc

‘I stole the vase from Ede.’


	
b. Szeretném el-lop-ni Edé-től a vázá-t.

like.Cond.DefObj.1Sg away-steal-Inf Ede-Abl the vase-Acc

‘I would like to steal the vase from Ede.’


	
c. Hiba volt el-lop-n-om Edé-től a vázá-t.

mistake be.Past.3Sg away-steal-Inf-1Sg Ede-Abl the vase-Acc

‘It was a mistake for me to steal the vase from Ede.’





Apart from the change in finiteness, the argument structure of the verb remains unaffected by the formation process: the number, the obligatory or optional character, the thematic function and the information-structural function of the arguments remain essentially the same.

Accusative and oblique case marked arguments also retain their case marking (21a-a’); nor do postpositional phrases change in the course of infinitivalization (21b-b’). This also holds for cases where the same arguments serve as verbal modifiers (21c-d’). Verbal modifiers which are verbal particles also remain unaffected in the course of infinitivalization; see el ‘away’ in (21a-a’).

Similarly, a free adjunct that belongs to the input verb phrase as a certain kind of syntactic satellite will appear in the same form and the same satellite function in the corresponding output infinitival construction, see gátlástalanul ‘unashamedly’ in (21e-e’). However, not all types of adjuncts (which readily appear as satellites belonging to finite verbs) can appear in infinitival constructions, as illustrated in (24-29) below.


	
(21) • The inheritance of the argument structure of the input verb I: Basic cases


	
a. Ili el-lopta Gizi-től a könyv-et.

Ili away-steal.Past.DefObj.3Sg Gizi-Abl the book-Acc

‘Ili stole the book from Gizi.’


	
a’. Hiba volt Ili-nek el-lop-ni-a Gizi-től a könyv-et.

mistake be.Past.3Sg Ili-Dat away-steal-Inf-3Sg Gizi-Abl the book-Acc

‘It was a mistake for Ili to steal the book from Gizi.’


	
b. Peti koslat Ili után.

Peti go_after.3Sg Ili after

‘Peti goes after Ili.’


	
b’. Hiba volt Peti-nek koslat-ni-a Ili után.

mistake be.Past.3Sg Peti-Dat go_after-Inf-3Sg Ili after

‘It was a mistake for Peti to go after Ili.’


	
c. Ili tévé-t nézett.

Ili TV-Acc watch.Past.3Sg

‘Ili watched TV.’


	
c’. Hiba volt Ili-nek tévé-t néz-ni-e.

mistake be.Past.3Sg Ili-Dat TV-Acc watch-Inf-3Sg

‘It was a mistake for Ili to watch TV.’


	
d. Ili Bécs-be / [a tenger mellé] utazott.

Ili Vienna-Ill / the sea next_to travel.Past.3Sg

‘Ili traveled to Vienna / [the sea].’


	
d’. Hiba volt Ili-nek Bécs-be / [a tenger mellé] utaz-ni-a.

mistake be.Past.3Sg Ili-Dat Vienna-Acc / the sea next_to travel-Inf-3Sg

‘It was a mistake for Ili to travel to Vienna / [the sea].’


	
e. Ili gátlástalanul hazudott.

Ili unashamedly lie.Past.3Sg

‘Ili unashamedly told a lie.’


	
e’. Hiba volt Ili-nek gátlástalanul hazud-ni-a.

mistake be.Past.3Sg Ili-Dat unashamedly lie-Inf-3Sg

‘It was a mistake for Ili to unashamedly tell a lie.’





Only the constituents with no explicit case marking in the input verbal construction undergo certain changes in the course of infinitivalization, depending on the requirements of the matrix construction.

The subject of the input verb, as the most typical “explicitly unmarked” element, prototypically appears as a dative case marked noun phrase in the output infinitival construction—provided there is no controller; see all the primed examples in (21). As discussed in 1.1.1 (see examples (4c) and (6c-c”) and the corresponding cell

As discussed in 1.1.1 (see examples (4c) and (6c-c”) and the corresponding cell in Table 1), the input subject can also appear in the accusative; this special phenomenon can be observed in the case of controllerless permissive matrix predicates (22a’).

With Hungarian being a pro-drop language, agreement markers make it possible (moreover, preferable) to omit subjects (22b), which also pertains to the corresponding InfP-internal (dative or accusative case marked) counterparts of input subjects in the course of infinitivalization (22b’-b”).


	
(22) • The inheritance of the argument structure of the input verb II:

The case of the subject


	
a. Ili el-lopta a könyv-et.

Ili away-steal.Past.DefObj.3Sg the book-Acc

‘Ili stole the book.’


	
a’. Juli hagyta Ili-t el-lop-ni a könyv-et.

Juli let.Past.DefObj.3Sg Ili-Acc away-steal-Inf the book-Acc

‘Juli let Ili steal the book.’


	
b. El-lopt-ad a könyv-et.

away-steal.Past-DefObj.2Sg the book-Acc

‘You stole the book.’


	
b’. Hiba volt (? neked) el-lop-n-od a könyv-et.

mistake be.Past.3Sg Dat.2Sg away-steal-Inf-2Sg the book-Acc

‘It was a mistake for you to steal the book.’


	
b”. Hagyta-lak ((?) téged) el-lop-ni a könyv-et.

let.Past-2Obj.1Sg you.Acc away-steal-Inf the book-Acc

‘I let you steal the book.’


	
c. Ili utálta el-lop-ni a könyv-et.

Ili hate.Past.DefObj.3Sg away-steal-3Sg the book-Acc

‘Ili hated stealing the book.’


	
d. Illetlenség el-lop-ni egy értékes könyv-et.

disrespectful away-steal-Inf a valuable book-Acc

‘It is disrespectful (for x, an arbitrary person) to steal a valuable book.’





As discussed in connection with the series of examples in (3) in 1.1.1 (see also Table 1), if the matrix predicate has an argument which serves as a controller for the subject of the infinitive, this subject, within the infinitival construction, must be phonetically empty (22c). This also holds for the arbitrary type of controller (22d); see the corresponding translation, which is aimed at evoking the argumentation in connection with examples (8d-d’) in 1.1.1 .

From among the arguments of verbs, besides subjects, verbal modifiers can also be unmarked (23a); nota bene there are verbal modifiers with a subject function (23c). In the corresponding infinitival constructions, such arguments can either pattern with subjects in appearing in the dative (23b,b’,d) or remain unmarked (23b”,d’), depending on the requirements of the matrix construction. The series of examples shows that it does not count whether the verbal modifier in question is predicative (23a-b”), or not (23c-d’).


	
(23) • The inheritance of the argument structure of the input verb III:

The case of unmarked verbal modifiers


	
a. Ili erőszakos volt.

Ili violent be.Past.3Sg

‘Ili was being violent.’


	
b. Hiba volt Ili-nek erőszakos-nak le-nni-e.

mistake be.Past.3Sg Ili-Dat violent-Dat be-Inf-3Sg

‘It was a mistake for Ili to be violent.’


	
b’. Engedtem Ili-t erőszakos-nak le-nni.

allow.Past.1Sg Ili-Acc violent-Dat be-Inf

‘I allowed Ili to be violent.’


	
b”. Ili nem akart erőszakos(*-nak) le-nni.

Ili not want.Past.3Sg violent(-Dat) be-Inf

‘Ili does not want to be violent.’


	
c. Siker koronázta az erőfeszítéseimet.

success coronate.Past.DefObj.3Sg the effort.Poss.Pl.1Sg.Acc

‘My efforts has been crowned by succes.’


	
d. Fontos volt siker-nek koronáz-ni-a az erőfeszítéseimet.

important be.Past.3Sg success-Dat coronate-Inf-3Sg the effort.Poss.Pl.1Sg.Acc

‘It was important that my efforts be crowned by success.’


	
d’. Nem fogja siker(*-nek) koronáz-ni az erőfeszítéseimet.

not will.DefObj.3Sg success(-Dat) coronate-Inf the effort.Poss.Pl.1Sg.Acc

‘My efforts will not be crowned by success.’





We conclude the subsection by reviewing an adverb classification in finite clauses, on the basis of Surányi (2008) (see also P7.4), to see whether the same adverb types can appear in infinitival constructions. As Surányi’s classification for Hungarian adverbs rests upon Cinque’s (1999) universal hierarchy, Cinque’s labels are provided in square brackets next to the corresponding finite verbal constructions.

Adverb types are classified into three subclasses in Surányi (2008) according to their finite-clause internal positions. Let us start with the class whose members are qualified as high adverbs (24).


	
(24) • High adverbs in finite verbal constructions


	
a. Szerintem Ilit a fogadásra is meg-hívták. [Mood.speechact]

according_to.1Sg Ili.Acc the reception.Sub also perf-call.Past.DefObj.3Pl

‘In my opinion, Ili was invited to the reception, too.’


	
b. Szerencsére Ilit a fogadásra is meg-hívták. [Mood.evaluative]

fortunately Ili.Acc the reception.Sub also perf-call.Past.DefObj.3Pl

‘Fortunately, Ili was invited to the reception, too.’


	
c. Állítólag Ilit a fogadásra is meg-hívták. [Mood.evidential]

allegedly Ili.Acc the reception.Sub also perf-call.Past.DefObj.3Pl

‘Allegedly, Ili was invited to the reception, too.’


	
d. Valószínűleg Ilit a fogadásra is meg-hívták. [Mod.epistemic]

probably Ili.Acc the reception.Sub also perf-call.Past.DefObj.3Pl

‘Probably, Ili was invited to the reception, too.’


	e. Egyszer Ilit a fogadásra is meg-hívták. [T(Past)] once Ili.Acc the reception.Sub also perf-call.Past.DefObj.3Pl ‘Once Ili was invited to the reception, too.’

	
f. Ilit talán a fogadásra is meg-hívják. [Mood.irrealis]

Ili.Acc perhaps the reception.Sub also perf-call.DefObj.3Pl

‘Ili is perhaps invited to the reception, too.’


	
g. ?Ilit szükségszerűen a fogadásra is meg-hívják. [Mod.necessity]

Ili.Acc necessarily the reception.Sub also perf-call.DefObj.3Pl

‘Ili is necessarily invited to the reception, too.’


	
h. Ilit esetleg a fogadásra is meg-hívják. [Mod.possibility]

Ili.Acc possibly the reception.Sub also perf-call.DefObj.3Pl

‘Ili is possibly invited to the reception, too.’


	
i. Ilit általában a fogadásra is meg-hívják. [Asp.habitual]

Ili.Acc usually the reception.Sub also perf-call.DefObj.3Pl

‘Ili is usually invited to the reception, too.’





As illustrated in (25a), high adverbs are excluded from infinitival constructions. The translation in (25a) belongs to the fully acceptable sentence variant with no adverb. As for the variants completed with the given high adverbs, they are fully unacceptable; there are even no corresponding sensible intended meanings to provide (presumably due to the fact that there are underlying universal pragmasemantic incompatibilities: high adverbs necessarily pertain to the propositional content that belongs to the tensed matrix sentence due to their epistemic, bouletic, evidential and/or inferential pragmatic contribution).


	
(25) • High adverbs in infinitival constructions, compared to other kinds of constructions


	
a. Na például (*szerintem / *szerencsére / *állítólag/ *valószínűleg /*egyszer)

well for_instance according_to.1Sg / fortunately / allegedly / probably / once

Ilit (*talán / *szükségszerűen /*? általában / *esetleg) a fogadásra is

Ili.Acc perhaps / necessarily / usually / possibly the reception.Sub also

meg-hív-ni, az hiba volt.

perf-call-Inf that mistake be.Past.3Sg

‘Well for instance, as for inviting Ili to the reception, too, that was a mistake.’


	
b. Az, hogy Ilit szerinted a fogadásra is meg-hívták,

that that Ili.Acc according_to.2Sg the reception.Sub also perf-call.Past.DefObj.3Pl

engem még nem győz meg a népszerűségéről.

I.Acc still not persuade.3Sg perf the popularity.Poss.Del

‘The fact that in your opinion Ili is invited to the reception, too, does not persuade me about her popularity.’


	
b’. A [ PartP szerencsére mindenkit ismerő] Ili elintézte az ügyet.

the fortunately everyone.Acc know.Ó Ili handle.Past.DefObj.3Sg the case.Acc

‘Ili, who fortunately knows everyone, has handled the case.’


	
c. Hiba volt szerintem Ilit a fogadásra is meg-hív-ni.

mistake be.Past.3Sg according_to.1Sg Ili.Acc the reception.Sub also perf-call-Inf

‘In my opinion, it was a mistake to invite Ili to the reception, too.’


	
c’. (?)Hiba volt Ilit szerintem a fogadásra is meg-hív-ni.

mistake be.Past.3Sg Ili.Acc according_to.1Sg the reception.Sub also perf-call-Inf

‘In my opinion, it was a mistake to invite Ili to the reception, too.’


	
d. Na például Ilit (?)esetleg / *talán /?egyszer a fogadásra is

well for_instance Ili.Acc possibly / perhaps / once the reception.Sub also

meg-hív-ni, az jó ötlet.

perf-call-Inf that good idea

‘Well for instance, as for inviting Ili to the reception, too, that may be a good idea.’/

‘Well for instance, as for inviting Ili once to the reception, too, that is a good idea.’





It is illustrated in (25b-b’) that the fact itself that a constituent can be found embedded within the syntactic structure of a sentence does not necessarily imply that high adverbs are excluded from it. A subordinate clause (25b) and a participial construction (25b’), for instance, can readily host high adverbs.

The examples in (25c-c’) seem to serve, at first glance, as counterexamples to the generalization that high adverbs cannot appear in infinitival constructions. The exclusively available translation, however, reveals that the high adverb szerintem ‘in my opinion’ belongs to the matrix predicate hiba volt ‘was a mistake’, and not to the infinitive meghívni ‘to invite’. This is true even if the adverb is mixed among the subcategorized arguments of the infinitive (25c’). What can guarantee that a free adverb belongs to a certain infinitival head is the ‘for instance’-construction, which is applied in (25a) exactly for this reason.

The same argumentation cannot be applied to another potential type of counterexample, presented in (25d), since the infinitival construction is now closed in a ‘for instance’-construction. A puzzling factor is that there is a radical difference in acceptability between two high adverbs esetleg and talán with an at-first-glance similar meaning. The surprisingly high acceptability of the variant with esetleg ‘possibly’, compared to the fully unacceptable variant with esetleg given in (25a), is obviously due to the distinct finite matrix constructions, which result in radically different acceptability values in the case of egyszer ‘once’, too (25a,d). This suggests the disadvantageous possibility that the extent of the acceptability of the high adverbs in infinitival constructions depends on the given choice of the matrix finite predicate. That is, the discourse linking of high adverbs might not imply their uniform exclusion from infinitival constructions. The question undoubtedly requires future research. The following observations can now be formulated. The first translation given in (25d) rather suggests that this example is to be regarded as a sporadic exception. The strange factor is that, in spite of its closedness in the infinitival construction, esetleg ‘possibly’ adds its pragmasemantic content to the finite clause, expressing not an evaluation but a proposal, presumably exactly due to the presence of the (24h)-type adverb. Egyszer is perhaps also compatible with the matrix finite predicate in (25d) due to its tentative-proposal character.

All in all, it is worth retaining the pragmasemantically plausible generalization that high adverbs are basically excluded from infinitival constructions.

The series of examples in (26) presents the class of medium-level adverbs according to Surányi’s classification (2008). Note that the complex label given in (26a) partly comes from Surányi’s Hungarian label modális ‘modal’ while the other part Mod.necessity is the one of Cinque’s (1999) labels which we think corresponds to the adverb feltétlenül ‘by all means’ on the basis of its meaning. The adverbs in (24g) and (26a) both express necessity, but the former refers to the speaker’s point of view on the basis of the state of the world (i.e., the speaker considers something necessary) while the latter rests upon the subject’s or other human participant’s opinion.


	
(26) • Medium-level adverbs, finite verbal constructions


	
a. Ilit feltétlenül a fogadásra is meg-hívom. [Modal / Mod.necessity]

Ili.Acc by_all_means the reception.Sub also perf-call.DefObj.1Sg

‘I will invite Ili also to the reception by all means.’


	
b. Ilit megint mindenhova meg-hívták. [Asp.repetitive]

Ili.Acc again to_everywhere perf-call.Past.DefObj.3Pl

‘Ili was invited everywhere again.’


	
c. Ilit gyakran a fogadásra is meg-hívom. [Asp.frequentative]

Ili.Acc often the reception.Sub also perf-call.DefObj.1Sg

‘I will often invite Ili also to the reception.’


	
d. Ilit szándékosan mindenhonnan elüldözték. [Mod.volitional]

Ili.Acc intentionally from_everywhere away_chase.Past.DefObj.3Pl

‘Ili was intentionally driven away from everywhere.’


	
e. Ilit gyorsan a fogadásra is meg-hívom. [Asp.celerative I.]

Ili.Acc quickly the reception.Sub also perf-call.DefObj.1Sg

‘I will quickly invite Ili also to the reception.’


	
f. Ilit már mindenhonnan elüldözték. [T (Anterior)]

Ili.Acc already from_everywhere away_chase.Past.DefObj.3Pl

‘Ili has already been driven away from everywhere.’


	
g. Ilit még mindig mindenhova meg-hívjuk. [Asp.continuative]

Ili.Acc still always to_everywhere perf-call.DefObj.1Pl

‘We still always invite Ili everywhere.’


	
h. Ilit mindjárt a fogadásra is meg-hívom. [Asp.proximative]

Ili.Acc soon the reception.Sub also perf-call.DefObj.1Sg

‘I am soon going to invite Ili also to the reception.’





Medium-level adverbs show a highly complicated picture with respect to their acceptability within infinitival constructions. Certain adverbs are fully acceptable in infinitival constructions (27a,b), others are more or less marked (27c,d), while others are unacceptable (27e). Note that the order that the acceptability of the adverbs in (27a-e) provides does not show any correlation with the positions that these adverbs occupy in Cinque’s (1999) universal hierarchy, presented in (26) in a top-down arrangement.


	
(27) • Medium-level adverbs in infinitival constructions


	
a. Na például Ilit megint mindenhova meg-hív-ni,

well for_instance Ili.Acc again to_everywhere perf-call-Inf

az túlzás volt.

that exaggeration be.Past.3Sg

‘Well for instance, as for inviting Ili everywhere again, that was excessive.’


	
b. Na például Ilit szándékosan mindenhonnan

well for_instance Ili.Acc intentionally from_everywhere

elüldöz-ni, az hiba volt.

away_chase-Inf that mistake be.Past.3Sg

‘Well for instance, as for intentionally driving Ili away, that was a mistake.’


	
c. (?)Na például Ilit még mindig mindenhova meg-hív-ni,

well for_instance Ili.Acc still always to_everywhere perf-call-Inf

az túlzás.

that exaggeration

‘Well for instance, as for still always inviting Ili everywhere, that is excessive.’


	
d. Na például ??feltétlenül /?gyorsan a fogadásra is

well for_instance Ili.Acc by_all_means / quickly the reception.Sub also meg-hív-ni, az túlzás volt.

perf-call-Inf that exaggeration be.Past.3Sg

‘Well for instance, as for inviting Ili also to the reception by all means, that was excessive.’

‘Well for instance, as for quickly inviting Ili also to the reception, that was excessive.’


	
e. *? Na például Ilit már mindenhonnan

well for_instance Ili.Acc already from_everywhere

elüldöz-ni, az hiba volt.

away_chase-Inf that mistake be.Past.3Sg


	
f. ? Na például Ilit mindjárt a fogadásra is meg-hív-ni,

well for_instance Ili.Acc soon the reception.Sub also perf-call-Inf

az túlzás volt.

that exaggeration be.Past.3Sg

‘Well for instance, as for inviting Ili also to the reception with no hesitation, that was excessive.’


	
g. Na például Ilit *?((?) ilyen) gyakran a fogadásra is meg-hív-ni,

well for_instance Ili.Acc so often the reception.Sub also perf-call-Inf

az túlzás volt.

that exaggeration be.Past.3Sg

 ‘Well for instance, as for (so) often inviting Ili also to the reception, that was excessive.’


	
g’. Na például gyakran meglátogat-ni a nagymamát,

well for_instance often visit-Inf the grandmother.Acc

az jólelkűségről árulkodik.

that kindness.Del reveal.3Sg

‘Well for instance, as for often paying a visit to the grandmother’s, that reveals kindness.’





Two medium-level adverbs require further comments. What is special in mindjárt ‘soon’ is that the dominant component in its meaning in finite verbal constructions is the temporal factor with reference to a “short period of time from a given point” (26h). In the infinitival context presented in (27f), however, the prevalent meaning component rather has to do with the subject’s intentions (“with no hesitation”). The adverb gyakran ‘often’ is difficult to characterize as in certain infinitival contexts it inevitably requires a pronominal support, see the habitual sentence in (27g), while in other infinitival contexts, however, it can readily appear (27g’).

Finally, let us consider the class of low adverbs (28).


	
(28) • Low-level adverbs, finite verbal constructions


	
a. Minden kérdést röviden meg-válaszoltak. [Asp.durative]

every question.Acc briefly perf-answer.Past.3Pl

‘Every question was answered briefly.’


	
b. Minden fejezetet teljesen át-írtak. [Asp.completive]

every chapter.Acc completely across-write.DefObj.3Pl

‘Every chapter was completely rewritten.’


	
c. Minden kérdést ügyesen meg-válaszoltak. [Mood.requiring_Agent]/Voice

every question.Acc cleverly perf-answer.Past.3Pl

‘Every question was cleverly answered.’


	
d. Mindenkit korán haza-küldtünk. [Asp.celerative II.]

everyone.Acc early home-send.Past.1Pl

‘We sent everyone home early.’





Low adverbs can uniformly be characterized by full acceptability in infinitival constructions, witnessed by (29).


	
(29) • Low-level adverbs in infinitival constructions


	
a. Na például minden kérdést röviden meg-válaszol-ni,

well for_instance every question.Acc briefly perf-answer-Inf

az jó stratégia.

that good strategy

‘Well for instance, as for answering every question briefly, that is a good strategy.’


	
b. Na például minden fejezetet teljesen át-ír-ni,

well for_instance every chapter.Acc completely across-write-Inf

az túlzás volt.

that exaggeration be.Past.3Sg

‘Well for instance, as for completely rewriting every chapter, that was excessive.’


	
c. Na például minden kérdést ügyesen meg-válaszol-ni,

well for_instance every question.Acc cleverly perf-answer-Inf

az csak Péternek sikerült.

that only Péter.Dat succeed.Past.3Sg

‘Well for instance, as for answering every question cleverly, that was an issue in which only Péter was successful.’


	
d. Na például mindenkit korán haza-küld-eni, az hiba volt

well for_instance everyone.Acc early home-send-Inf that mistake be.Past.3Sg

‘Well for instance, as for sending everyone home early, that was a mistake.’





All in all, high adverbs according to Surányi’s (2008) classification are as a default excluded from infinitival contexts, low adverbs are uniformly readily hosted there, and medium-level adverbs show a highly varied picture with respect to acceptability. This set of observations suggests a global correlation between Cinque’s (1999) universal hierarchy, the pragmasemantic background of which is quite plausible. High adverbs basically have to do with speech acts, which have to do with the finite sentence layer, while low adverbs pertain to the predicative content, independent of its finite or non-finite realization. As for the heterogeneous class of medium-level adverbs, “locally” within this domain, acceptability in infinitival contexts does not seem to immediately depend on Cinque’s hierarchy. The medium-level adverbs concerned require research individually.


1.1.2.2 Information-structure inheritance

Let us now turn to the question of the inheritance of information-structural functions from arguments of input verbs (see also 1.1.4.1, sub VII). On the basis of the data in (30), we claim that infinitives inherit information structure in the course of infinitivalization. The scope of arguments is inherited due to the inherited nature of arguments, so arguments are inherited together with the scope they take within the information structure of the input verb.

The quantifier of the finite verb elbocsát ‘dismiss’ in (30a), for instance, will serve as a quantifier that belongs to the corresponding infinitive elbocsátani ‘to dismiss’ in (30b-c’), resulting in a meaning according to which only the simultaneous dismissal of the two IT guys is regarded as a mistake (NB: this reading is compatible with the dismissal of one of the IT guys). The inherited scope relation between the quantifier and the infinitive head within the information structure that belongs to the infinitival phrase is referred to as an internal scope relation, whose existence can be regarded as evidence for information-structure inheritance (see N1.3.1).


	
(30) • The inheritance of the information structure of the input verb


	
a. Mindkét infóst el-bocsátották.

both IT_guy.Acc away-allow.Past.DefObj.3Pl

‘Both IT guys were dismissed.’


	
b. Hiba volt mindkét infóst el-bocsát-ani.

mistake be.Past.3Sg both IT_guy.Acc away-allow-Inf

internal reading: [MISTAKE > BOTH_IT_GUYS > DISMISSED]

‘It was a mistake to send away both IT guys (together).’

external reading: [BOTH_IT_GUYS > MISTAKE > DISMISSED]

‘In the case of both IT guys, it was a mistake to send them away.’


	
b’. Mindkét infóst hiba volt el-bocsát-ani.

both IT_guy.Acc mistake be.Past.3Sg away-allow-Inf

internal reading: [MISTAKE > BOTH_IT_GUYS > DISMISSED]

‘It was a mistake to dismiss both IT guys (together).’

external reading: [BOTH_IT_GUYS > MISTAKE > DISMISSED]

‘In the case of both IT guys, it was a mistake to dismiss them.’


	
c. ? Csak mindkét infóst el-bocsát-ani lenne hiba.

only both IT_guy.Acc away-allow-Inf be.Cond.3Sg mistake

‘Only the option of dismissing both IT guys (at the same time) would be a mistake.’


	
c’. Na például mindkét infóst el-bocsát-ani, az hiba volt.

well for_instance both IT_guy.Acc away-allow-Inf that mistake be.Past.3Sg

‘Well for instance, dismissing both IT guys, that was a mistake.’





As shown by the translations and the scope-hierarchy representing formulas in square brackets ‘[X>Y>Z]’ in (30b), the quantifier that belongs to the infinitive can also take a wider scope, operating as if it belonged to the information structure of the matrix predicate (NB: according to this particular reading, neither IT guy should have been dismissed). The resulting scope relation is referred to as an external scope relation. What is surprising is that the emergence of this kind of ambiguity is independent of whether the given scope taker is unquestionably extracted from the InfP, as in (30b’), or not, which is the straightforward analysis of (30b) (on how the term ambiguity is used in this book, see the comments on (5) in A.IV in the Introduction to the whole volume).

As was mentioned above, it is the existence of the internal reading that is directly relevant to information-structure inheritance. As for the existence of the external reading, its potential role in the verification of information-structure inheritance is highly theory-dependent; Farkas et al. (2017: 41–45, 69–74), for instance, derive external readings from internal ones by feature percolation. In a theory-neutral discussion, thus, the most advantageous test constructions are those that exclude external readings. These are capable of the appropriate isolation of the information structure in question and/or the furnishing of the infinitival involver of the potential external-scope taker with a definite other operator function (see the subsections on information-structure inheritance in N1.3.1). In (30c), this infinitival construction, involving the potential external-scope taking quantifier, serves as a focus in the information structure of the matrix predicate hiba volt ‘it was a mistake’, witnessed by the presence of the particle csak ‘only’; NB: the [csak mind…] ‘[only every …]’ sequence makes the test sentence only weakly acceptable. In (30c’), the infinitival involver serves as a contrastive topic, and the ‘for instance’-construction ensures such optimal isolation for the InfP that the internal reading will be perfectly acceptable. Hence, from now on, the ‘for instance’-construction will be used as a test construction to point out the existence of internal scope, and so the inheritance of information structure.

Infinitives also readily inherit complex information structures containing two (or more) operators (31). Note that the grammatical function of the inherited argument also counts to a certain extent: the input subject seems less ready to serve as any operator in any construction than the other argument types. In (31b-b’), for instance, the expression of the input subject furnished with a focus operator function in the output infinitival construction yields a somewhat marked result, while expressing an inherited object with the same operator function in the same word-order position is fully acceptable (31a-a’). In (31c-c’), however, a scope taking InfP-internal quantifier subject readily co-appears with an oblique case marked quantifier operator in its scope. In addition to the formal differences of a type of operator and its distance from the Inf head agreeing with it, pragmasemantic factors may also count. One such factor is that the ‘for instance’-construction prevents the matrix predicate from establishing a control relation with the subject of the InfP via one of its arguments, resulting in narrower possibilities of interpretation.


	
(31) • The inheritance of complex information structures


	
a. Mindkét konferenciára csak a főnök-öt küldték el.

both conference.Sub only the boss-Acc send.Past.DefObj.3Pl away

[to_both_conferences > only_the_boss > send]

‘In the case of both conferences, it is only the boss that was sent to each of them.’


	
a’. Na például mindkét konferenciára csak a főnök-öt el-küld-eni,

well for_instance both conference.Sub only the boss-Acc away-send-Inf

az hiba volt.

that mistake be.Past.3Sg

[mistake > to_both_conferences > only_the_boss > send]

‘Well for instance, sending only the boss to both conferences, that was a mistake.’


	
b. Mindkét konferenciára csak a főnök ment el.

both conference.Sub only the boss go.Past.3Sg away

[to_both_conferences > only_the_boss > go]

‘In the case of both conferences, it is only the boss that went to each of them.’


	
b’. ? Na például mindkét konferenciára csak a főnök-nek el-men-ni-e,

well for_instance both conference.Sub only the boss-Dat away-go-Inf-3Sg

az hiba volt.

that mistake be.Past.3Sg

[mistake > to_both_conferences > only_the_boss > go]

‘Well for instance, the boss going on his own to both conferences, that was a mistake.’


	
c. Mindkét szülő mindkét koncertre el-ment.

both parent both concert.Sub away-go.Past.3Sg

‘Both parents went to both concerts.’


	
c’. Na például mindkét szülő-nek mindkét koncertre el-men-ni-e,

well for_instance both parent-Dat both concert.Sub away-go-Inf-3Sg

az hiba volt.

that mistake be.Past.3Sg

‘Well for instance, both parents going to both concerts, that was a mistake.’


	
d. Mindkét kollégát mindkét konferenciára el-küldték.

both colleague.Acc both conference.Sub away-send.Past.DefObj.3Pl

[both colleagues >to_both_conferences > send]

‘Both colleagues were sent to both conferences.’


	
d’. Hiba volt mindkét kollégát mindkét konferenciára el-küld-eni.

mistake be.Past.3Sg both colleague.Acc both conference.Sub away-send-Inf

Doubly internal reading: [mistake > both_colleagues> both_conferences > send]

‘It was a mistake that both colleagues were sent to both conferences.’

Doubly external reading: [both_colleagues> both_conferences > mistake > send]

‘In the case of both colleagues and both conferences, it was a mistake that they were sent there.’

Hybrid reading:(?) [both_colleagues> mistake > both_conferences > send]

‘In the case of both colleagues, it was a mistake that they were sent to both conferences.’





Now, how about the question of scope ambiguity in the case of an input verbal construction containing two operators (31d)? Here we must also take into consideration the fact that an operator of the InfP can also “operate” within the information structure of the matrix predicate, see (30b). If there are two operators belonging to the infinitival construction arranged in a particular order, the matrix predicate is predicted to enter in this ordered pair in three ways. The readings given in (31d’) illustrate that this prediction is borne out with the (not surprising) proviso that the hybrid reading is harder to evoke than the readings with an underlying scope hierarchy in which the matrix predicate is higher than both operators or lower (on scope relations in deverbal/non-finite verbal expressions, see Farkas and Alberti (2016), Alberti, Farkas and Szabó (2016), and Farkas, Szabó and Alberti (2017); see also (837) in N2.2.1.4).


1.1.2.3 Basic types of input verbs

This subsection is devoted to a type-by-type overview of input verbs with different argument structures in respect of their inclination to infinitivalization. We examine the basic verb types listed in the introduction via series of

We examine the basic verb types listed in the introduction via series of examples constructed as follows. The (a)-examples offer input sentences with finite verbs with the given argument-structure types. The (b)-examples provide corresponding infinitival constructions with infinitival heads bearing no agreement markers. The (c)-examples present the inflected infinitival counterparts. A common feature of the (c)-constructions is that the input subject appears with dative case marking while in the (b)-constructions it remains in the (unmarked) nominative.

To keep things simple, these examples contain no minimal pairs of [±inflected] infinitival constructions with comparative grammaticality judgments, since this subsection aims at no more than demonstrating whether the construction type in question is acceptable or not. ***Tables 1 and 3 in 1.1.1 and their commentaries are devoted to the question whether the acceptability of one type excludes that of the other type in respect of inflectedness.

The take-home message of the subsection is that infinitivalization, at least its version producing non-inflected constructions, is entirely productive across the basic verb types. This overwhelming productivity concerning non-inflected constructions is easy to illustrate due to the fact that the general (i.e., non-immediate) future is expressed in Hungarian by these constructions, see the (b)-examples. The potential inflected constructions are somewhat more exposed to semantic restrictions of the matrix predicates that they belong to. As the differences, however, depend on semantic consequences of external syntactic factors, there is no such typological difference between inflected and non-inflected infinitival constructions as between complex-event-based and simple-event-based deverbal nominals (see N.1.3.1; cf. É. Kiss 2002: 211).


I Input verbs without arguments

Input verbs without arguments (32a) can readily undergo infinitivalization, as illustrated in (32b) by an uninflected infinitival phrase within the general future construction with the future auxiliary fog ‘will’ in its center.


	
(32) • Input verbs without arguments


	
a. Havazik.

snow.3Sg

‘It is snowing.’


	
b. Havaz-ni fog.

snow-Inf will.3Sg

‘It will be snowing.’

snow-Inf-3Sg must.Past.3Sg since everything white

‘It must have snowed since everything is white.’


	
c’. ?? Jó lett volna decemberben havaz-ni-a.

good be.Past.3Sg be.Cond December.Ine snow-Inf-3Sg

‘It snowing in December would have been good.’


	
c”. Jó lett volna, ha decemberben havazik.

good be.Past.3Sg be.Cond if December.Ine snow.3Sg

‘It would have been good if it had snowed in December.’


	
d. *Havaz-ni kellett.

snow-Inf must.Past.3Sg


	
d’. *Jó lett volna decemberben havaz-ni.

good be.Past.3Sg be.Cond December.Ine snow-Inf





Inflected forms of infinitives appear in the controllerless construction types discussed in connection with (4a,d) in 1.1.1 , presented here as (32c,c’). A surprising property of these two types is that, at least in the case of argumentless inputs, inflectedness is triggered by the lack of a controller, and not by the presence of an argument (a subject-like one) with which the infinitival head should agree. It is an interesting consequence of the obligatory inflectedness in the examples in (32c-c’) (cf. (32d-d’) that the suffix -A is either not to be regarded as an agreement marker any longer, or a phonetically null argument (e.g., some kind of spatiotemporal referent, perhaps a pro-dropped pronoun, a counterpart of the English weather it) should be assumed for the Inf head to agree with (cf. Tóth 2000a: 169–174). It is also unclear, in the light of the obligatory status of inflectedness, why the constructions in question (32c-c’) are rather marked, and in different degrees, especially in view of the fact that the variant in (32c”), synonymous with (32c’), is fully acceptable; note that there are speakers significantly more permissive towards inflected infinitives.

Note in passing that the potential, ungrammatical, uninflected counterparts in (32d-d’) create the strange feeling that they would be fully acceptable sentences if havazik ‘snow’ were an intransitive verb with an agentive subject (NB: in the dominant generative frameworks, this argument is regarded as occupied by a phonetically null PROarb, which is assumed to be obligatorily interpreted as [+HUMAN], see the comment on (120f-f’) in 1.2.1.1.2.1). In other words, the examples in question can be regarded as acceptable in special or funny texts in which “to snow” is interpreted in the sense that someone should either cause it to snow or deal with the snow in some way.


II Unergative intransitive verbs as input verbs

The unergative group of intransitive verbs readily serve as the basis for infinitivalization (33a). This holds for both uninflected (33b) and inflected (33c-c’) infinitival outputs.


	
(33) • Unergative input verbs


	
a. Ili kirándul.

Ili hike.3Sg

‘Ili is hiking.’


	
b. Ili kirándul-ni fog.

Ili hike-Inf will.3Sg

‘Ili will hike.’


	
c. Ili-Dat snow-Inf-3Sg must.Past.3Sg yesterday since Sunday be.Past.3Sg

Ili-Dat snow-Inf-3Sg must.Past.3Sg yesterday since Sunday be.Past.3Sg

és ő tagja a klubunknak.

and she member.Poss the club.Poss.1Pl.Dat

‘Ili must have hiked yesterday, since it was Sunday and she is a member of our club.’


	
c’. Jó lett volna Ili-nek kirándul-ni-a.

good be.Past.3Sg be.Cond Ili-Dat hike-Inf-3Sg

‘It would have been good for Ili to hike.’





We also discuss here reflexive, reciprocal and bodily/sound emission verbs as input verbs (34a), because their only syntactic argument is considerably Agent-like (witnessed by the poor acceptability of their past participial forms; see (25c) in 2.1.2.3, sub II and Alberti (2006), but it also shows Theme-like properties (see also Rákosi 2008). As illustrated below, the future construction with the corresponding uninflected infinitival phrases “score well” in the test (34b). The epistemic kell- constructions (34c-c”) as well as the evaluative constructions (34c’”) with the corresponding inflected infinitival phrases are also fully acceptable.


	
(34) • Reflexive, reciprocal and bodily/sound emission input verbs


	
a. Edéék éppen borotválkoznak / veszekednek / tüsszentenek.

Ede.APl just shave_oneself.3Pl / quarrel.3Pl / sneeze.3Pl

‘Ede and the others are shaving / quarreling / sneezing.’


	
b. Edéék borotválkoz-ni / veszeked-ni / tüsszente-ni fognak.

Ede.APl shave_oneself-Inf / quarrel-Inf / sneeze-Inf will.3Pl

‘Ede and the others will shave / quarrel / sneeze.’


	
c. Edéék-nek borotválkoz-ni-uk kellett, hiszen csupasz a képük.

Ede.APl-Dat shave_oneself-Inf-3Pl must.Past.3Sg since naked the face.Poss.3Pl

‘Ede and the others must have shaved since their faces are smooth.’


	
c’. Edéék-nek veszeked-ni-ük kellett, hiszen fel vannak dúlva.

Ede.APl-Dat quarrel-Inf-3Pl must.Past.3Sg since up be.3Pl upset.Conv

‘Ede and the others must have quarreled since they are upset.’


	
c”. Edéék-nek tüsszent-eni-ük kellett, hiszen taknyos a képük.

Ede.APl-Dat sneeze-Inf-3Pl must.Past.3Sg since snotty the face.Poss.3Pl

‘Ede and the others must have sneezed since their faces are snotty.’


	
c’”. Hiba volt Edéék-nek borotválkoz-ni-uk / veszeked-ni-ük / tüsszente-ni-ük.

mistake be.Past.3Sg Ede.APl-Dat shave_oneself-Inf-3Pl / quarrel-Inf-3Pl / sneeze-Inf-3Pl

‘It was a mistake for Ede and the others to shave / quarrel / sneeze.’






III Unaccusative intransitive verbs as input verbs

The unaccusative group of intransitive verbs also readily serve as bases for infinitivalization (35a), in the case of both uninflected (35b) and inflected (35c) infinitival outputs. As for the latter type, however, the evaluative construction is highly marked (35c’), in contrast to its fully acceptable counterpart containing subordination (35c”). In this respect, the construction in (35c’) patterns with the evaluative construction with an infinitival phrase formed from an argumentless verb (32c’). The common property is that the basis is agentless. A potential conclusion may be that what is primarily evaluated in such a construction is not the situation itself but the Agent causing it. The poor acceptability of (35c’) thus can be attributed to a phenomenon that can be referred to as an agentlessness effect.


	
(35) • Unaccusative input verbs


	
a. Hamarosan már hullanak a levelek.

soon already fall.3Pl the leaf.Pl

‘The leaves are falling soon.’


	
b. Hamarosan hull-ani fognak a levelek.

soon fall-Inf will.3Pl the leaf.Pl

‘The leaves will be falling soon.’


	
c. Már hull-ani-uk kell a levelek-nek, hiszen október van.

already fall-Inf-3Pl must.3Sg the leaf.Pl-Dat since October be.3Sg

‘The leaves must be falling since it is October.’


	
c’. ?? Jó lett volna hull-ani-uk a levelek-nek.

good be.Past.3Sg be.Cond fall-Inf-3Pl the leaf.Pl-Dat

Intended meaning: ‘It would have been good if the leaves were falling.’

(cf. ?? It would have been good for the leaves to fall.)


	
c”. Jó lett volna, ha hullanak a levelek.

good be.Past.3Sg be.Cond if fall.3Pl the leaf.Pl

‘It would have been good if the leaves had been falling.’






IV Transitive verbs as input verbs

The infinitival phrases formed from transitive verbs (36a) are fully acceptable in all the types of construction under investigation in 1.1.2.3 (36b-c’).


	
(36) • Transitive input verbs


	
a. Ede épített egy ház-at.

Ede build.Past.3Sg a house-Acc

‘Ede built a house.’


	
b. Ede épít-eni fog egy ház-at.

Ede build-Inf will.3Pl a house-Acc

‘Ede will build a house.’


	
c. Edé-nek épít-eni-e kellett egy ház-at, hiszen itt van a képen.

Ede-Dat build-Inf-3Sg must.Past.3Sg a house-Acc since here be.3Sg the picture.Sup

‘Ede must have built a house since here it is in the picture.’


	
c’. Jó lett volna Edé-nek épít-eni-e egy ház-at.

good be.Past.3Sg be.Cond Ede-Dat build-Inf-3Sg a house-Acc

‘It would have been good for Ede to build a house.’






V Verbs with oblique arguments as input verbs

This subsection discusses the impact of the appearance of oblique arguments in the argument structure of input verbs on infinitivalization.

The a priori hypothesis is that the appearance of oblique arguments has no impact on the acceptability of the resulting infinitival phrases. This has to do with the fact that the corresponding infinitives inherit the oblique arguments together with their oblique case marking and their obligatory or optional character.

Let us start with cases where the input verb has no argument other than an oblique case marked one (37a). The corresponding infinitival constructions pattern with those formed from argumentless verbs (32b-c’) in respect of the distribution of grammaticality judgments. The uninflected infinitival output is fully acceptable (37b). The inflected ones are marked (37c) or unacceptable (37c’): again, the evaluative construction (37c’) is the less acceptable of the two, whilst its synonym (37c”) with a subordinate clause is fully acceptable. The reason for the marked status of the inflected constructions, as we said earlier, is presumably that the input argument structure contains no Agent.


	
(37) • Input verbs which have only oblique arguments


	
a. Maradt a bor-ból.

remain.Past.3Sg the wine-Ela

‘There is some wine left.’


	
b. Marad-ni fog a bor-ból.

remain-Inf will.3Pl the wine-Ela

‘There will be some wine left.’


	
c. ?Kellett marad-ni-a a bor-ból, hiszen kevesen voltatok.

must.Past.3Sg remain-Inf-3Sg the wine-Ela since few be.Past.2Pl

‘There must be some wine left since there was only a few of you.’


	
c’. *? Jó lett volna marad-ni-a a bor-ból.

good be.Past.3Sg be.Cond remain-Inf-3Sg the wine-Ela

Intended meaning: ‘It would have been good if there had been some wine left.’

(cf. ?? It would have been good for some wine to have been left.)


	
c”. Jó lett volna, ha marad a bor-ból.

good be.Past.3Sg be.Cond if remain.3Sg the wine-Ela

‘It would have been good if there had been some wine left.’





Let us now turn to infinitives formed from unergative verbs the argument structure of which contains oblique arguments as well (38). This type should be compared to the one discussed in subsection II. As presented below, here the comparison totally verifies the hypothesis that the presence of oblique case marked arguments does not change the level of grammaticality: all construction types are fully acceptable, just like in the corresponding series of examples in (33).


	
(38) • Unergative input verbs with oblique arguments


	
a. Peti órákon át beszélgetett Ili-vel a politiká-ról.

Peti hour.Pl.Sup through talk.Past.3Sg Ili-Ins the politics-Del

‘Peti talked politics with Ili for hours.’


	
b. Peti órákon át beszélget-ni fog Ili-vel a politiká-ról.

Peti hour.Pl.Sup through talk-Inf will.3Sg Ili-Ins the politics-Del

‘Peti will talk politics with Ili for hours.’


	
c. Peti-nek beszélget-ni-e kellett Ili-vel a politiká-ról,

Peti-Dat talk-Inf-3Sg must.Past.3Sg Ili-Ins the politics-Del

különben honnan tudná a véleményét az ügyről.

otherwise whence know.Cond.3Sg the oppinion.Poss the case.Del

‘Peti must have talked politics with Ili, or else how could he know her opinion on the matter?’


	
c’. Jó lett volna Petinek beszélget-ni-e Ili-vel a politiká-ról.

good be.Past.3Sg be.Cond Peti-Dat talk-Inf-3Sg Ili-Ins the politics-Del

‘It would have been good for Peti to talk politics with Ili.’





The next subgroup to consider is that of infinitives formed from unaccusative verbs the argument structure of which contains oblique arguments as well as a subject (39). This type should be compared to the one discussed in subsection III (see (35)). These input verbs also readily serve as the basis for infinitivalization (39a), in the case of both uninflected (39b) and inflected (39c) infinitival outputs. The evaluative construction is also marked here (39c’), in contrast to its fully acceptable counterpart containing subordination (39c”). Note that (39c’) is more acceptable than its obliqueless counterpart in (35c’). Presumably, the reason for this has to do with our earlier conclusion that what is primarily evaluated in such a construction is not the situation itself but the Agent causing it, and, as shown in (39), a meteor is easier to interpret as an Agent than, for instance, the leaves in (35).


	
(39) • Unaccusative input verbs with oblique arguments


	
a. Közeledik a meteor a Föld-höz.

approach.Past.3Sg the meteor the Earth-All

‘The meteor is getting closer to Earth.’


	
b. Közeled-ni fog a meteor a Föld-höz.

approach-Inf will.3Sg the meteor the Earth-All

‘The meteor will be getting closer to Earth.’


	
c. Közeled-ni-e kellett a meteor-nak a Föld-höz,

approach-Inf-3Sg must.Past.3Sg the meteor-Dat the Earth-All

hiszen nagyobbnak látjuk.

since bigger.Dat see.DefObj.1Pl

‘The meteor must have got closer to Earth since we see it bigger.’


	
c’. ? Jó lett volna közeled-ni-e a meteor-nak a Föld-höz.

good be.Past.3Sg be.Cond approach-Inf-3Sg the meteor-Dat the Earth-All

‘It would have been good for the meteor to get closer to Earth.’


	
c”. Jó lett volna, ha közeledik a meteor a Föld-höz.

good be.Past.3Sg be.Cond if approach.3Sg the meteor the Earth-All

‘It would have been good if the meteor had got closer to Earth.’





The last type to consider in this subsection is when the input argument structure contains oblique case marked arguments (40a), in addition to a subject and an object, as in (36). As expected, all types of output infinitival constructions are fully acceptable (40b-c’).


	
(40) • Transitive input verbs with oblique arguments


	
a. A mexikó iak évek óta szállítják a traktorok-at Kanadá-ba.

the Mexican.Pl year.Pl for transport.DefObj.3Pl the tractor.Pl-Acc Canada-Ill

‘The Mexicans have been transporting the tractors to Canada for years.’


	
b. A mexikóiak éveken át szállít-ani fogják

the Mexican.Pl year.Pl.Sup across transport-Inf will.DefObj.3Pl

a traktorok-at Kanadá-ba.

the tractor.Pl-Acc Canada-Ill

‘The Mexicans will be transporting the tractors to Canada for years.’


	
c. A mexikóiak-nak éveken át szállít-ani-uk kellett

A mexikóiak-nak éveken át szállít-ani-uk kellett

the Mexican.Pl-Dat year.Pl.Sup across transport-Inf-3Pl must.Past.3Sg

a traktorok-at Kanadá-ba, hiszen ott van az a sok traktor.

the tractor.Pl-Acc Canada-Ill since there be.3Sg that the many tractor.Pl

‘The Mexicans must have been transporting the tractors to Canada for years since there are many of those tractors there.’


	
c’. Jó lett volna éveken át szállít-ani-uk a mexikóiak-nak

good be.Past.3Sg be.Cond year.Pl.Sup across transport-Inf-3Pl the Mexican.Pl-Dat

a traktorok-at Kanadá-ba.

the tractor.Pl-Acc Canada-Ill

‘It would have been good for the Mexicans to transport the tractors to Canada for years.’






VI Verbs with verbal modifiers as input verbs

This subsection is devoted to the discussion of special types of argument: namely, those that appear as verbal modifiers. This special position is left-adjacent to that of the verb stem and the fillers of these two positions form one phonological unit in the sense that only the first syllable of this unit (that is, the first syllable of the verbal modifier) bears stress, with the verb stem remaining unstressed. In the course of infinitivalization, verbal modifiers are always preserved together with all their characteristic features, including separability, discussed in 1.1.4.1, sub III.

The “phonological-word-with-the-verbal-head” feature plays a crucial role in Hungarian. In certain matrix constructions, the output counterpart of the input verbal modifier does not show this feature within the output non-finite verbal construction, as in the (c’)-examples in (41-47). Instead, the given feature, that is, practically the verbal modifier in question, is “advanced” to the level of the finite verbal construction, “paying” the cost of the separation of the verbal modifier from its infinitival head, see the corresponding (b-c)-examples.

The rationale behind the organization of the present subsection is twofold. As a prior viewpoint, the basic types discussed in subsections I-V completed with verbal modifiers have been overviewed. Meanwhile, in addition to verbal particles, which are the typical verbal modifiers, the basic grammatical-function types—subjects, objects and oblique case marked arguments—have all been exemplified as verbal modifiers. An entire investigation according to the cross-classification of the two aspects would extend to dozens of argument-structure types without providing more of a conclusion than the fact that verbal modifiers are readily inherited while preserving this character of theirs. As for the different matrix constructions with an infinitival argument, the high or poor acceptability of the given construction type does not significantly depend on the presence of a verbal modifier, in comparison to the corresponding type which lack verbal modifiers.

In the otherwise argumentless argument-structure type, discussed in sub I, it is typically a verbal particle that can appear as a verbal modifier (41a). Of the output infinitival constructions, the general-future construction (41b) patterns with its counterpart in sub I in acceptability: this construction is also fully acceptable. The epistemic kell-construction (41c) and the evaluative construction (41c’), however, are significantly more acceptable than their counterparts in sub I, presumably due to the presence of the verbal particle in (41). The markedness of the evaluative construction can be attributed to the agentlessness effect proposed in sub III.


	
(41) • Input verbs with only a verbal modifier


	
a. Be-esteledett.

into-night_fall.Past.3Sg

‘Night fell.’


	
b. Hamarosan be fog esteled-ni.

soon into will.3Sg night_fall-Inf

‘Night will fall soon.’


	
c. Be kellett esteled-ni-e, hiszen látom a csillagokat.

into must.Past.3Sg night_fall-Inf-3Sg since see.DefObj.1Sg the star.Pl.Acc

‘Night must have fallen since I can see the stars.’


	
c’. ? Jó lett volna addigra be-esteled-ni-e.

good be.Past.3Sg be.Cond by_then into-night_fall-Inf-3Sg

‘It would have been good if night fell by then.’





Let us now turn to the unergative type of input verb. The definitive property of this type is that it has an agentive subject and no object. Two things relevant at this point follow from this. First, the subject cannot appear as a verbal modifier (since Agents cannot serve as verbal modifiers, see M6). Hence, in this type, the verbal modifier can be a verbal particle or an oblique case marked argument (42a). Second, the agentlessness effect, discussed above, does not come into play, since there is an Agent in the given verbal input. Therefore, all the three matrix constructions with an infinitival argument systematically tested throughout the subsection are predicted to be fully acceptable. Examples (42b-c’) verify this prediction.


	
(42) • Unergative input verbs with a verbal modifier


	
a. Peti haza- / London-ba ment.

Peti home / London-Ill go.Past.3Sg

‘Peti went home / [to London].’


	
b. Peti haza / London-ba fog men-ni.

Peti home / London-Ill will.3Sg go-Inf

‘Peti will go home / [to London].’


	
c. Peti-nek előbb haza / London-ba kellett men-ni-e,

Peti-Dat sooner home / London-Ill must.Past.3Sg go-Inf-3Sg

hiszen nincs ott a csoportképen.

since be_not.3Sg there the group_photo.Sup

‘Peti must have gone home / [to London] earlier since he is not there in the group photo.’


	
c’. Jó lett volna Peti-nek haza- / London-ba men-ni-e.

good be.Past.3Sg be.Cond Peti-Dat home / London-Ill go-Inf-3Sg

‘It would have been good for Peti to go home /[to London].’





In the argument structure of unaccusative verbs there is no Agent since the obligatorily appearing subject plays the role of a Theme. Therefore, in this type, the subject can serve as a verbal modifier, as illustrated in (43). In the absence of an Agent, the evaluative construction is predicted to be marked due to the agentlessness effect. This prediction is borne out, as shown in (43c’). The future construction (43b) and the epistemic kell-construction (43c) are fully acceptable since in these constructions there is no need for an Agent.


	
(43) • Unaccusative input verbs with a subject as a verbal modifier


	
a. Kórus alakult az iskolá-ban.

choir get_formed.Past.3Sg the school-Ine

‘There were one or more choirs formed in the school.’


	
b. Kórus fog alakul-ni az iskolá-ban.

choir will.3Sg get_formed-Inf the school-Ine

‘There will be one or more choirs formed in the school.’


	
c. Kórus-nak kellett alakul-ni-a az iskolá-ban,

choir-Dat must.Past.3Sg get_formed-Inf-3Sg the school-Ine

hiszen délutánonként hallom az éneklést.

since in_afternoons hear.DefObj.1Sg the singing.Acc

‘There must have been one or more choirs formed in the school since I can hear singing in the afternoon.’


	
c’. ? Jó lett volna kórus-nak alakul-ni-a az iskolá-ban.

good be.Past.3Sg be.Cond choir-Dat get_formed-Inf-3Sg the school-Ine

‘It would have been good if there had been one or more choirs formed in the school.’





Note in passing that noun phrases appearing as verbal modifiers are typically bare nouns (like kórus ‘choir’ in (43)) or (non-specific) indefinite ones due to the fact that in Hungarian this position typically hosts expressions of lower levels of referentiality (see M6 and N1.1.1.3.4).

In addition to Theme subjects, verbal particles can also serve as verbal modifiers in the unaccusative verb type (44a) and, hence, in infinitival constructions formed from them (44b-c’). The grammaticality judgments are the same as in (43) with only a slight difference concerning the evaluative construction: example (44c’) is somewhat more acceptable than the corresponding example in (43c’). This is presumably due to the fact that we can attribute an agentive character to the subject more easily in the case of (44c’) than in the case of (43c’). As discussed in connection with the series of examples in (362) in N1.3.1.3.2.3, sub III), someone might faint more or less volitionally.


	
(44) • Unaccusative input verbs with a verbal particle as a verbal modifier


	
a. Ili el-ájult.

Ili away-faint.Past.3Sg

‘Ili fainted.’


	
b. Ili el fog ájul-ni.

Ili away will.3Sg faint-Inf

‘Ili will faint.’


	
c. Ili-nek el kellett ájul-ni-a, hiszen ott fekszik a földön.

Ili-Dat away must.Past.3Sg faint-Inf-3Sg since there lie.3Sg the ground.Sup

‘Ili must have fainted since she is lying on the ground.’


	
c’. (?) Hiba lett volna Ili-nek el-ájul-ni-a.

mistake be.Past.3Sg be.Cond Ili-Dat away-faint-Inf-3Sg

‘It would have been a mistake for Ili to faint.’





In the case of transitive argument structures (45a), an accusative case marked bare noun phrase can readily serve as a verbal modifier. This also holds for infinitival constructions formed from such verbs since the agentlessness effect does not emerge in these cases. That is, all constructions under investigation are fully acceptable (45b-c’).


	
(45) • Input verbs with an accusative case marked argument as a verbal modifier


	
a. Peti kávé-t iszik.

Peti coffee-Acc drink.3Sg

‘Peti is drinking coffee.’


	
b. Peti kávé-t fog i-nni.

Peti coffee-Acc will.3Sg drink-Inf

‘Peti will drink coffee.’


	
c. Peti-nek kávé-t kellett i-nni-a, hiszen nagyon élénk.

Peti-Dat coffee-Acc must.Past.3Sg drink-Inf-3Sg since very alert

‘Peti must have drunk coffee since he is very alert.’


	
c’. Jó lett volna Peti-nek kávé-t i-nni-a.

good be.Past.3Sg be.Cond Peti-Dat coffee-Acc drink-Inf-3Sg

‘It would have been good for Peti to have drunk coffee.’





As in all other types, verbal particles also readily serve as verbal modifiers in the case of transitive argument structures. This is illustrated in the series of examples in (46), in which all constructions are fully acceptable.


	
(46) • Transitive input verbs with a verbal particle as a verbal modifier


	
a. Peti meg-itta a kávé-t.

Peti perf-drink.Past.DefObj.3Sg the coffee-Acc

‘Peti drank up the coffee.’


	
b. Peti meg fogja i-nni a kávé-t.

Peti perf will.DefObj.3Sg drink-Inf the coffee-Acc

‘Peti will drink up the coffee.’


	
c. Peti-nek meg kellett i-nni-a a kávé-t, hiszen nagyon élénk.

Peti-Dat perf must.Past.3Sg drink-Inf-3Sg the coffee-Acc since very alert

‘Peti must have drunk up the coffee since he is very alert.’


	
c’. Jó lett volna Peti-nek meg-i-nni-a a kávé-t.

good be.Past.3Sg be.Cond Peti-Dat perf-drink-Inf-3Sg the coffee-Acc

‘It would have been good for Peti to drink up the coffee.’





The series of examples in (47) shows that an oblique case marked bare noun phrase can also readily serve as a verbal modifier. This is true if the argument in question immediately belongs to the finite verb (47a), and remains true if it serves as an argument of an infinitival head (47b-c’).


	
(47) • Input verbs with an oblique argument as a verbal modifier


	
a. A boszorkány béká-vá változtatja a herceg-et.

the witch frog-TrE transform.DefObj.3Sg the prince-Acc

‘The witch is going to turn the prince into a frog.’


	
b. A boszorkány béká-vá fogja változtat-ni a herceg-et.

the witch frog-TrE will.DefObj.3Sg transform-Inf the prince-Acc

‘The witch will turn the prince into a frog.’


	
c. A boszorkány-nak béká-vá kellett változtat-ni-a a herceg-et,

the witch-Dat frog-TrE must.Past.3Sg transform-Inf-3Sg the prince-Acc

hiszen egy béka van a csoportképen a herceg helyett.

since a frog be.3Sg the group_photo.Sup the prince instead

‘The witch must have turned the prince into a frog since there is a frog in the group photo in the prince’s stead.’


	
c’. Hiba lett volna

mistake be.Past.3Sg be.Cond

a boszorkánynak béká-vá változtat-ni-a a herceg-et.

the witch-Dat frog-TrE transform-Inf-3Sg the prince-Acc

‘It would have been a mistake for the witch to turn the prince into a frog.’






VII Idioms

To conclude this subsection, let us investigate idioms as special inputs to infinitivalization. Their specialty lies in their essentially unbreakable internal integrity, a consequence of which is that they tend to resist undergoing any kind of derivation or other kinds of formation process (see, for instance, N1.3.1.2.2.3, sub VI, see also sub VII in 2.1.2.3 and in 3.1.2.3). Nevertheless, there are idioms which seem to have a reduced internal structure with distinguished parts (Jackendoff 1997). These may be more ready to undergo certain derivations: especially if the derivation takes the idiom apart without disturbing the internal integrity of its distinguished parts, that is, separating the idiom along its original internal structure.

Let us start the overview of the different types of idiom with those consisting of exclusively “virtual”, that is, non-referential, syntactically not free arguments.

Our first example serves as an excellent illustration of the generalization that idioms with unbreakable internal integrity (48a) resist not just derivation but all types of formation process (48b-c’): even the, otherwise always fully acceptable, general future construction is unacceptable (48b), at least in the intended, non-literal, meaning. Perhaps that is the problem: the literal meaning entirely suppresses the potential idiomatic one. Presumably, this has to do with the following two factors. First, the two noun phrases do not correspond to any participants in the non-literal meaning; that is, at least in our synchronic state of language, the devil and his wife do not correspond to rainfall and sunshine. Second, this idiom seems to be part of our encyclopedic knowledge rather than that of our mother-tongue intuition (NB: it is not clear how one can distinguish these two types of knowledge).


	
(48) • Input idioms without syntactically free arguments I.


	
a. Veri az ördög a feleség-é-t.

beat.DefObj.3Sg the devil the wife-Poss-Acc

‘It is raining while the sun is shining.’ = ‘The devil is beating his wife.’

(Literal reading: ‘The devil is beating his wife.’)

*? Ver-ni fogja az ördög a feleség-é-t.

beat-Inf will.DefObj.3Sg the devil the wife-Poss-Acc

Intended meaning: ‘It will rain while the sun is shining.’


	
c. *? Ver-ni-e kellett az ördög-nek a feleség-é-t,

beat-Inf-3Sg must.Past.3Sg the devil-Dat the wife-Poss-Acc

hiszen volt szivárvány az égen.

since be.Past.3Sg rainbow the sky.Sup

Intended meaning: ‘It must have rained while the sun was shining since there was a rainbow in the sky.’


	
c’. *Jó lett volna ver-ni-e az ördög-nek a feleség-é-t.

good be.Past.3Sg be.Cond beat-Inf-3Sg the devil-Dat the wife-Poss-Acc

Intended meaning: ‘It would have been good for the rain to fall while the sun was shining.’





Let us now consider an idiom which does not have syntactically free arguments but can be divided into two parts that correspond to distinguishable participants in the non-literal meaning (49). Namely, the verb ki-lóg ‘out-hang’ can be regarded as corresponding to a predicate such as ‘show’, or ‘become visible’, with ló-láb ‘horse-leg’ corresponding to ‘the suspicious case’. Our prediction that this type of idiom can be more readily infinitivalized is borne out. This idiom works perfectly in the general future construction (49b), and is significantly more ready to appear in the epistemic kell-construction (49c) than its counterpart in (48c). As for the evaluative construction (49c’), it still does not score well, but this grammaticality judgment can be attributed to the agentlessness effect. A key ingredient of this argumentation is that the subject is to be regarded as a Theme on the basis of the correspondence between horse’s leg and ‘suspicious case’ in the argument structure of the show intransitive type verb: the subject of show or become visible serves as a Theme and not an Agent.


	
(49) • Input idioms without syntactically free arguments II.


	
a. Ki-lóg a lóláb.

out-hang.3Sg the horse.leg

‘He shows the cloven hoof.’

(Literal reading: ‘The horse’s leg is sticking out.’)


	
b. (?) (✓ De akkor nagyon) ki fog lóg-ni a lóláb.

but then very.much out will. 3Sg hang-Inf the horse.leg

‘(But then) something suspicious will be too obvious.’ c. ??Ki kellett lóg-ni-a a lóláb-nak,

out must.Past.3Sg hang-Inf-3Sg the horse.leg-Dat

hiszen annyira nyilvánvaló volt Peti rossz szándéka.

since so obvious be.Past.3Sg Peti bad intention.Poss

‘Something suspicious must have showed since Peti’s bad intentions were so obvious.’


	
c’. *? Baj lett volna ki-lóg-ni-a a lóláb-nak.

problem be.Past.3Sg be.Cond out-hang-Inf-3Sg the horse.leg-Dat

‘It would have been a problem if those malicious intentions had been revealed.’





Note that the separation of the verbal particle ki ‘out’ from the non-finite verb stem itself has no impact on the acceptability of the given infinitivalized idiom forms as the radical difference in the grammaticality judgments between (49b) and (49c) shows. This is surprising in view of the fact that the separation is not along the straightforward internal idiom structure [ki-lóg ‘out-hang’ versus a lóláb ‘the horse.leg’], as it was argued for above. This contradiction may be down to the peculiar relation between verb stems and their verbal particles in Hungarian: their separation, even on the finite level, is totally independent of their compositional or non-compositional summation of meaning components.

Idioms often take real arguments as well, besides their “virtual” ones. The following arguments are the real ones in the examples below (marked by [square brackets]): the subject in (50-51), the subject and the object in (52), the adessive case marked noun phrase Ilinél ‘Ili.Ade’ in (53), and the NAK possessor in (54).

The series of examples in (50) suggests that the presence of syntactically free arguments tends to increase infinitivalizability, with the construction-dependent differences observed so far. It is also noteworthy that the idiom in (50) patterns with the one in (49) in having a verbal modifier, but in this case, the verbal modifier is a bare noun (phrase) and not a verbal particle. This difference does not seem to have any impact on acceptability, even considering the distribution of grammaticality judgments in (52).


	
(50) • Input idioms with real arguments I.


	
a. [Péter] bak-ot lőtt.

Péter buck-Acc shoot.Past.3Sg

‘Péter made a mistake.’

(Literal reading: ‘Péter shot a buck.’)


	
b. Péter bak-ot fog lő-ni.

Péter buck-Acc will. 3Sg shoot-Inf

‘Péter will make a mistake.’


	
c. ?Péter-nek bak-ot kellett lő-ni-e,

Péter-Dat buck-Acc must.Past.3Sg shoot-Inf-3Sg

hiszen nem kapta meg az állást jó esélyei ellenére.

since not get.Past.DefObj.3Sg perf the job.Acc good chance.Poss.Pl despite

‘Péter must have made a mistake since he did not get the job in spite of his good chances.’


	
c’. (?) Kínos lett volna Péter-nek bak-ot lő-ni-e.

embarrassing be.Past.3Sg be.Cond Péter-Dat buck-Acc shoot-Inf-3Sg

‘It would have been embarrassing for Péter to make a mistake.’





The comparison between the idioms in (50) and (51) in infinitivalizability suggests a more precise generalization: the higher proportion of syntactically free arguments to idiom parts tends to increase infinitivalizability. The series of examples in (50-51) illustrate this as follows. The idiom presented in (50a) contains only one syntactically non-free and one free argument while that in (51a) contains two non-free arguments and one free one. Parallel to this, each construction considered in (50b-c’) is more acceptable than the corresponding ones in (51b-c’).


	
(51) • Input idioms with real arguments II.


	
a. [Péter] köti az eb-et a karó-hoz.

Péter bind.DefObj.3Sg the dog-Acc the pole-All

‘Péter insists on something.’ = ‘Péter puts his foot down.’

(Literal reading: ‘Péter ties the dog to the pole.’)


	
b. (?) Péter köt-ni fogja az eb-et a karó-hoz.

Péter bind-Inf will.DefObj.3Sg the dog-Acc the pole-All

‘Péter will insist on something.’


	
c. ?? Péter-nek köt-ni-e kellett az eb-et a karó-hoz,

Péter-Dat bind-Inf-3Sg must.Past.3Sg the dog-Acc the pole-All

hiszen nagyon feldühítette a többieket.

since very make_angry.Past.DefObj.3Sg the other.Pl.Acc

‘Péter must have insisted on something since he had made the others very upset.’


	
c’. ? Hiba lett volna Péter-nek köt-ni-e az eb-et a karó-hoz.

mistake be.Past.3Sg be.Cond Péter-Dat bind-Inf-3Sg the dog-Acc the pole-All

‘It would have been a mistake if Péter had insisted on something.’





The idiom investigated in (52a) contains one syntactically non-free argument with two syntactically free ones. It is thus predicted that the constructions in (52b-c’) will be even more acceptable than the corresponding ones in (50). While in the case of the (b-c)-constructions the prediction is borne out, the (c’)-construction seems to contradict it at first glance. The highly questionable acceptability of the evaluative construction in (52c’) may be attributed to the agentlessness effect. As the difference in grammaticality judgments in (52d-d’) suggests, while kiráz ‘shake out’ on its non-idiomatic meaning has an unquestionably agentive subject, on the idiomatic reading it can be paraphrased as ‘do something easily with little or no effort’, with a non-agentively conceptualized subject.


	
(52) • Input idioms with real arguments III.


	
a. [Ili] ki-rázza az ujj-á-ból [a megoldást].

Ili out-shake.DefObj.3Sg the finger-Poss-Ela the solution.Acc

‘Ili is going to nail the solution.’

(Literal reading: ‘Ili will shake out the solution from her finger.’)


	
b. Ili ki fogja ráz-ni az ujj-á-ból a megoldást.

IIi out will.DefObj.3Sg shake-Inf the finger-Poss-Ela the solution.Acc

‘Ili will nail the solution.’


	
c. (?)Ili-nek ki kellett ráz-ni-a az ujj-á-ból a megoldást,

Ili-Dat out must.Past.3Sg shake-Inf-3Sg the finger-Poss-Ela the solution.Acc

hiszen olyan gyorsan elkészültek a feladattal.

since so quickly handle.Past.3Pl the task.Ins

‘Ili must have nailed the solution since they finished the task so quickly.’


	
c’. ?? Jó lett volna Ili-nek ki-ráz-ni-a az ujj-á-ból a megoldást.

good be.Past.3Sg be.Cond Ili-Dat out-shake-Inf-3Sg the finger-Poss-Ela the solution.Acc

‘It would have been good for Ili to nail the solution.’


	
d. Ili, rázd ki a szőnyeg-ből a por-t!

Ili shake.DefObj.2Sg out the carpet-Ela the dust.Acc

‘Ili, shake the dust off from the carpet!’


	
d’. *? Ili, rázd ki az ujj-ad-ból a megoldást!

Ili shake.DefObj.2Sg out the finger-Poss.2Sg-Ela the solution.Acc

Intended meaning: ‘Ili, nail the solution!’





The series of examples in (53) illustrates that, with the same proportion between “real arguments” and idiom parts (here 1 to 1), the fact that the “real argument” is not a subject, as in (50), but an oblique case marked noun phrase has in itself no impact on acceptability. The unacceptable status of the evaluative construction in (53c’) can be attributed to the agentlessness effect, as regards the unquestionable non-agentive character of the subject (the one who is claimed to break into tears).


	
(53) • Input idioms with real arguments IV.


	
a. [Ili-nél] el-törött a mécses.

Ili-Ade away-break.Past.3Sg the lampion

‘Ili broke into tears.’

(Literal reading: ‘The lampion broke with Ili.’)


	
b. Ili-nél el fog tör-ni a mécses.

Ili-Ade away will.3Sg break-Inf the lampion

‘Ili will break into tears.’


	
c. ? Ili-nél el kellett tör-ni-e a mécses-nek,

Ili-Ade away must.Past.3Sg break-Inf-3Sg the lampion-Dat

hiszen még két óra múlva is könnyes volt a szeme.

since even two hour later also tearful be.Past.3Sg the eye.Poss

‘Ili must have broken into tears since she had tears in her eyes even two hours later.’


	
c’. *? Hiba lett volna Ili-nél el-tör-ni-e a mécses-nek.

mistake be.Past.3Sg be.Cond Ili-Ade away-break-Inf-3Sg the lampion-Dat

‘It would have been a mistake for Ili to break into tears.’





The last series of examples in (54) illustrates an idiom type which can be characterized as containing a “real, semantic, syntactically free argument” in the idiomatic meaning that is, in its literal meaning, a proper part of an argument of the verb, which (i.e., this matrix expression) can be regarded as a “virtual argument” in the idiomatic meaning. The subject of the verb felkopik ‘is worn (out)’, according to the potential literal reading, is the complete possessive construction Ilinek az álla ‘Ili.Dat the chin.Poss’, but the extracted NAK possessor Ilinek does not belong to the lexical form of the idiom. To that, only the remnant az álla ‘the chin.Poss’ belongs as an idiom part, while the noun phrase Ilinek expresses a real argument, the only one, of the idiomatic lexical item (see N1.1.3.4).


	
(54) • Input idioms with real arguments V.


	
a. [Ili-nek] fel-kopott az áll-a.

Ili-Dat up-is_worn.Past.3Sg the chin-Poss

‘Ili became dirt-poor.’

(Literal reading: ‘Ili’s chin was worn out.’)


	
b. Ili-nek fel fog kop-ni az álla.

Ili-Dat up will. 3Sg is_worn-Inf the chin-Poss

‘Ili will become dirt-poor.’


	
c. *Ili-nek fel kellett kop-ni-a az áll-á-nak,

Ili-Dat up must.Past.3Sg is_worn-Inf-3Sg the chin-Poss-Dat

hiszen eladta a hőn szeretett házát.

since sell.Past.DefObj.3Sg the very loved house.Poss.Acc

Intended meaning: ‘Ili must have become dirt-poor since she sold her beloved house.’


	
c’. *Kár lett volna Ili-nek fel-kop-ni-a az áll-á-nak.

pity be.Past.3Sg be.Cond Ili-Dat up-is_worn-Inf-3Sg the chin-Poss-Dat

Intended meaning: ‘It would have been a pity if Ili had become dirt-poor.’


	
d. ?? Ili áll-á-nak fel kellett kop-ni-a,

Ili chin-Poss-Dat up must.Past.3Sg is_worn-Inf-3Sg

hiszen eladta a hőn szeretett házát.

since sell.Past.DefObj.3Sg the very loved house.Poss.Acc

‘Ili must have become dirt-poor since she sold her beloved house.’


	
d’. *? Kár lett volna Ili áll-á-nak fel-kop-ni-a.

pity be.Past.3Sg be.Cond Ili chin-Poss-Dat up-is_worn-Inf-3Sg

Intended meaning: ‘It would have been a pity if Ili had become dirt-poor.’





For the infinitivalized constructions, there is a radical difference in acceptability according to the case marking of the subject of the infinitive. The general future construction, in which the subject in question appears in the Nominative, is fully acceptable (54b). The two other constructions, however, have no convincingly acceptable realization. The true mapping of the original idiom structure yields fully unacceptable expressions (54c-c’), obviously due to the coappearance of two dative case marked elements (since, besides the extracted NAK possessor, the subject of the infinitive is also dative case marked in the epistemic kell-construction and in the evaluative construction). A potential strategy of avoiding this doubling is to restructure the input idiomatic build-up by having recourse to the unmarked-possessor form by “re-uniting” the possessive construction as a single constituent. As the grammaticality judgments provided in (54d-d’) show, however, the resulting variants are only slightly better than those in (54c-c’), presumably exactly due to this restructuring: what we get is structured against the inherent idiomatic build-up.


1.1.3 Restrictions on the formation process

Infinitivalization is practically a totally productive formation process. Nevertheless, this subsection is devoted to the investigation of types of input which are most likely to reject any kind of derivation or formation process.

Among the verbs that do not allow infinitivalization, the group of verbs containing the suffix -hAt ‘can’ (55a) should be mentioned. None of the otherwise totally productive general future construction (55b), nor the epistemic kell- construction (55c), nor evaluative constructions (55d) accept such infinitival forms, albeit at least the deontic reading of -hAt is readily interpretable, see the corresponding primed examples. As for the epistemic meaning of -hAt, it cannot be evoked in the infinitival form (55e). As for the restriction on infinitivalizability of the group of verbs containing the suffix -hAt ‘can’, all potential counterexamples are obviously lexicalized items, such as the expression in (55f), referred to as a discourse particle in Keszler (2000b: 467).

Note that the restriction on infinitivalizability of -hAt-verbs can trivially be explained if -hAt is viewed as an inflectional suffix (Kenesei 1996, Kiefer and Ladányi 2000: 162), in contrast to traditional grammars that classify it as a derivational suffix (Keszler 2000a: 315–318), while the infinitivalizer is viewed “traditionally”, as a derivational suffix (e.g. Laczkó 2000a: 409): derivational suffixes are not permitted to follow inflectional ones within Hungarian words (see N1.3.1.2.3, for instance). In approaches, however, in which both suffixes are uniformly held either derivational ones (Keszler 2000a: 315–318), or inflectional ones (Kenesei 1996, Kenesei 2000: 116–128), the restriction requires some specific explanation.


	
(55) • Input verbs containing the suffix -hAt ‘can’


	
a. Ili meg-néz-het-te a filmet.

Ili perf-watch-Mod-Past.DefObj.3Sg the film.Acc

deontic meaning: ‘Ili was allowed to watch the film.’

epistemic meaning: ‘Ili may have watched the film.’


	
b. *Ili meg fogja néz-het-ni a filmet.

Ili perf will.DefObj.3Sg watch-Mod-Inf the film.Acc

Intended deontic meaning: ‘Ili will be allowed to watch the film.’


	
b’. Ili majd meg-néz-het-i a filmet.

Ili then perf-watch-Mod-DefObj.3Sg the film.Acc

‘Ili will (then) be allowed to watch the film.’


	
c. *Ili-nek meg kellett néz-het-ni-e a filmet,

Ili-Dat perf must.Past.3Sg watch-Mod-Inf-3Sg the film.Acc

hiszen tudott válaszolni a kérdéseinkre.

since can.Past.3Sg answer.Inf the question.Poss.Pl.1Pl.Sub

Intended deontic meaning: ‘Ili must have been allowed to watch the film, since she could answer our questions.’


	
c’. Ili-nek biztosan engedélyezték, hogy meg-néz-ze a filmet,

Ili-Dat presumably allow.Past.3Pl that perf-watch.Subj.DefObj.3Sg the film.Acc

hiszen tudott válaszolni a kérdéseinkre.

since can.Past.3Sg answer.Inf the question.Poss.Pl.1Pl.Sub

‘Ili must have been allowed to watch the film, since she could answer our questions.’


	
d. *Rossz döntés volt Ili-nek meg-néz-het-ni-e a filmet.

bad decision be.Past.3Sg Ili-Dat perf-watch-Mod-Inf-3Sg the film.Acc

Intended deontic meaning: ‘It was a bad decision for Ili to be allowed to watch the film.’


	
d’. Rossz döntés volt, hogy Ili meg-néz-het-te a filmet.

bad decision be.Past.3Sg that Ili perf-watch-Mod-DefObj.3Sg the film.Acc

‘It was a bad decision that Ili was allowed to watch the film.’


	
e. *Ili-nek meg-néz-het-ni(-e) a filmet

Ili-Dat perf-watch-Mod-Inf(-3Sg) the film.Acc

Intended epistemic meaning:‘the high possibility of Ili watching / [having watched] the film’


	
f. Ezek a nyilatkozatok eltérőek, sőt, mond-hat-ni ellentétesek.

this.Pl the declaration.Pl different.Pl moreover say-Mod-Inf opposite.Pl

‘These declarations are different, or moreover, I may say, opposite to each other.’





A few elements of the group of verbs containing the suffix -hAt ‘can’ are also quite ready to undergo a special type of infinitivalization, producing constructions appearing in Hungarian as contrastive topics (56). The given type of infinitive (in Yiddish) is referred to by Cable (2003: 3) as a pseudo-infinitive, which “is to mean an infinitival form of a V, which can appear within a topic infinitive but nowhere else in the language” (see also V7.3.2.1; on contrastively topicalized infinitives formed from non-deviant verbs, see 1.3.2).


	
(56) • Pseudo-infinitive forms of verbs containing the suffix -hAt ‘can’


	
a. Le-het már venni a sütiből?

be-Mod.3Sg already take.Inf the cake.Ela

‘Is it allowed now to take a cake?’


	
a’. Le-het-ni / *Le-nni / *Van-ni le-het,

be-Mod-Inf / be-Inf / be-Inf be-Mod.3Sg

de a forró sütitől meg fog fájdulni a gyomrod.

but the hot cake.Abl perf will.3Sg get_ache.Inf the stomach.Poss.2Sg

‘Sure it is allowed (to take one) but hot cake will give you a stomachache.’


	
b. Ve-het-ek / E-het-ek a süti-ből?

take-Mod-1Sg / eat-Mod-1Sg the cake-Ela

‘May I take / eat a cake?’


	
b’. [? Ve-het-ni /? Ve-nni ve-het-sz] / [(?) E-het-ni /? E-nni e-het-sz] belőle,

take-Mod-Inf / take-Inf take-Mod-2Sg / eat-Mod-Inf / eat-Inf eat-Mod-2Sg Ela.3Sg

de nem fog ízleni.

but not will.3Sg taste_good.Inf

‘Sure you may take / eat one but you won’t like it.’


	
c. Néz-het-em a tévét?

watch-Mod-DefObj.1Sg the TV.Acc

‘May I watch TV?’


	
c’. ?? Néz-het-ni /(?) Néz-ni néz-het-ed,

watch-Mod-Inf / watch-Inf watch-Mod-DefObj.2Sg

de el fog romlani a szemed.

but away will.3Sg worsen.Inf the eye.Poss.2Sg

‘Sure you may watch it but it will damage your eyes.’


	
d. Lő-het-ek?

shoot-Mod-1Sg

‘May I shoot?’


	
d’. ?? Lő-het-ni /(?) Lő-ni lő-het-sz, de légy óvatos!

shoot-Mod-Inf / shoot-Inf shoot-Mod-2Sg but be.Subj.2Sg careful

‘Sure you may shoot but be careful!’





As shown by the grammaticality judgments associated with the primed examples in (56), functioning as answers to the questions in the corresponding primeless examples, verb stems containing the suffix -hAt ‘can’ are different in pseudo-infinitivalizability. The form lehet in (56a’) is the most, fully, acceptable input, presumably due to its practically independent lexicalized status. Note that its potential infinitival alternatives (without the suffix -hAt) in the given contrastivetopic position are all fully unacceptable. A few verb stems which belong to the same morphophonological type (whose further elements are tesz ‘do’, hisz ‘believe’, visz ‘carry’, isz(ik) ‘drink’) are quite ready to undergo pseudo-infinitivalization with both their (somewhat competing) versions with and without -hAt (56b’). Other types of verb stem seem to produce much less acceptable pseudo-infinitival -hAtni- constructions (56c’,d’).

As illustrated in the primed examples in (57), which are to be construed as answers to the questions in the corresponding primeless examples, if any type of verb stem is supplied with a verbal particle, the resulting -hAtni-construction will uniformly be unacceptable. Parallel to this, the “competing” -hAt-less infinitival forms serve as almost fully acceptable alternatives in the corresponding cases.


	
(57) • Pseudo-infinitive forms of verbs with verbal particles containing the suffix -hAt ‘can’


	
a. Le-ve-het-em a kabátomat?

down-take-Mod-DefObj.1Sg the coat.Poss.1Sg.Acc

‘May I take off my coat?’


	
a’. *? Le-ve-het-ni /(?) Le-ve-nni le-ve-het-ed, de fázni fogsz.

down-take-Mod-Inf / down-take-Inf down-take-Mod-DefObj.2Sg but be_cold.Inf will.2Sg

‘Sure you may take it off but you’ll be cold.’


	
b. Meg-e-het-em a sütit?

perf-eat-Mod-DefObj.1Sg the cake.Acc

‘May I eat the cake?’


	
b’. *? Meg-e-het-ni /? Meg-e-nni meg-e-het-ed,

perf-eat-Mod-Inf / perf-eat-Inf perf-eat-Mod-DefObj.2Sg

de nem fog ízleni.

but not will.3Sg taste_good.Inf

‘Sure you may eat it but you won’t like it.’


	
c. Meg-néz-het-em a filmet?

perf-watch-Mod-DefObj.1Sg the film.Acc

‘May I watch the film?’


	
c’. *? Meg-néz-het-ni /? Meg-néz-ni meg-néz-het-ed,

perf-watch-Mod-Inf / perf-watch-Inf perf-watch-Mod-DefObj.2Sg

de nem fog neked tetszeni.

but not will.3Sg Dat.2Sg like.Inf

‘Sure you may watch it but you won’t like it.’


	
d. Le-lő-het-em a medvét?

down-shoot-Mod-DefObj.1Sg the bear.Acc

‘May I shoot the bear?’


	
d’. *? Le-lő-het-ni /(?) Le-lő-ni le-lő-het-ed, de légy óvatos!

down-shoot-Mod-Inf / down-shoot-Inf down-shoot-Mod-DefObj.2Sg but be.Subj.2Sg careful

‘Sure you may shoot it but do be careful!’





In what follows, we will be investigating whether the deviant types of verbs summarized in the Introduction (A.III) allow infinitivalization. In addition to the general future construction, the epistemic kell-construction and the evaluative construction, systematically considered throughout subsection 1.1.2.3, the contrastively topicalized infinitival construction will also be investigated (due to the appearance of pseudo-infinitival forms in the case of certain deviant verb types).


I Types of VAN ‘BE’

Subsection I discusses eight cases of different verbal constructions with van ‘be’ under three main types (see (4A) in subsection III in the Introduction): copular (58-62), existential (63) and possessive (64-65) constructions. It must be noted, first of all, that vanni, the potential regular infinitival form of van ‘be’, emerges only as a pseudo-infinitive in the contrastively topicalized infinitival construction (see also 1.3.2 and Kálmán 1999: 219–220). Instead of vanni, the suppletive form lenni is the infinitival form of van ‘be’. Lenni is related to lesz ‘will be’, which can be regarded as an independent verb serving as the posterior, or dynamic, variant of van, which is of static aktionsart.

Let us now turn to details. The first five series of examples (58-62) provide the tests of the copular use of van ‘be’ as an input verb with verbal modifiers of different categories. The copular use means that it is not the verb but the accompanying verbal modifier that supplies the semantic content of the verbal construction, shown in the corresponding (a)-examples. Presumably due to this fact, in two (very frequent) types of the five copular constructions, the third-person present indicative form of this verbal construction appears without any overt phonetic realization of van ‘be’, as is shown in the (a)-examples in (58-59). That is why it may also be worth taking into account potential van-free constructions in which no phonetic realization of any derivative of the copula van ‘be’ appears but only some inflected form of the input verbal modifier “materializes”. Instances of this phenomenon emerge in the contrastively topicalized infinitival construction (see the (e)-examples), and only there (NB: the potential unacceptable variants are not illustrated in the (b-d)-examples in order not to make them too intricate).

Note that the non-appearance of van ‘be’ can be understood (at least) in the following two ways. According to one possible approach, this verbal element is present in syntax and available to semantics but happens to have an empty phonetic form, referred to as a ‘hidden copula’ (rejtett létige) in É. Kiss (1999: 38). According to the currently predominant opposite view, “when the copula is not spelled out, it is not merely phonologically null but is absent altogether”, according to another book even by the same author (É. Kiss 2002: 73; see also Varga 1981, Kenesei 1989). In what follows, we simply base our discussion on the mere assumption that the relevant sentences have a finite predicate in which the essential semantic content comes from nominal or adjectival expressions (and lack a phonetically overt realization of van ‘be’).

In (58), the main predicate is an adjective (or an Adjectival Phrase). As mentioned, the third person present indicative form of this verbal construction comes without any overt phonetic realization of van ‘be’ (58a); while in other persons, tenses and/or moods, the copula is used in its appropriately inflected, phonetically overt form. To illustrate this, the past tense form is also shown in (58a). Note in passing that this form is ambiguous, as shown by the translations. In one meaning, a definite complex event is referred to, one in which Peti behaved in a cruel way. This is a stage-level (Kratzer 1995) complex-event denoting interpretation, relative to which there also exists an individual-level one, according to which Peti is a cruel person.


	
(58) • Copular use of van ‘be’: I. Adjectival main predicate


	
a. Peti gonosz. / Peti gonosz volt.

Peti cruel / Peti cruel be.Past.3Sg

‘Peti is (being) cruel.’ / ‘Peti was (being) cruel.’


	
b. *Peti gonosz fog le-nni.

Peti cruel will.3Sg be-Inf

Intended meaning: ‘Peti will be (being) cruel.’


	
b’. Peti gonosz lesz.

 Peti cruel be.3Sg

 ‘Peti will be (being) cruel.’


	
c. Peti-nek gonosz-nak kellett le-nni-e, hiszen mindenki haragszik rá.

Peti-Dat cruel-Dat must.Past.3Sg be-Inf-3Sg since everyone be_angry.3Sg Sub.3Sg

‘Peti must have been (being) cruel since everyone is angry with him.’


	
d. Kár lett volna Peti-nek gonosz-nak le-nni-e.

pity be.Past.3Sg be.Cond Peti-Dat cruel-Dat be-Inf-3Sg

‘It would have been a pity for Peti to be cruel.’


	
e. Peti gonosz-nak (*le-nni) gonosz, de viszonylag kiszámítható.

Peti cruel-Dat be-Inf cruel but relatively predictable

‘Sure Peti is cruel but he is also pretty predictable.’





Let us now consider the infinitival constructions originated from (58a). The first, somewhat surprising, fact is that the otherwise overwhelmingly productive general future construction is unacceptable with the infinitive lenni ‘to be’ (58b). This unacceptability can be construed as a consequence of a blocking effect: the finite verb form lesz ‘will be’ stands for the non-existing regular fog lenni construction (58b’) (NB: there are dialects/sociolects not spoken by the authors of this volume in which the fog lenni construction is acceptable and/or seems to be spreading). Lesz is unique in the verb system of Hungarian in the sense that it inherently has a posterior temporal meaning component (which cannot be attributed to any kind of future inflection since in present-day Hungarian morphology there is no synthetic marking of future tense on verbs; on language-historical facts, see E. Abaffy (1992) and É. Kiss (2005)).

As presented in (58c-d), the suppletive infinitival form lenni is fully acceptable in the two test constructions with inflected infinitives. It is noteworthy that in these constructions the counterpart of the input adjective (or Adjectival Phrase) (obligatorily) appears as a verbal modifier with dative case marking.

The contrastively topicalized infinitival construction, as mentioned above, “opts for” the van-free construction, that is, the appearance of lenni (or vanni) is not licensed here (58e). The contrastive topic materializes in the form of the adjective which obligatorily bears dative case marking, just like in (58c-d).

Let us now turn to the case in which the input verbal construction (59a) contains a noun (or noun phrase) as the main predicate. As presented in (59b-e), this difference in syntactic category has no impact on infinitivalizability: the infinitival constructions with a nominal predicative content entirely pattern with the corresponding ones with an adjectival predicative content. The potential fog lenni ‘will be.Inf’ sequence is blocked by the special verb lesz ‘will be’ in the future construction (59b-b’) (but see the comment on (58b-b’). The two constructions containing inflected infinitives are fully acceptable (59c-d). The contrastively topicalized infinitival construction is “van-free”, again (59e). It also holds true that the nominal main predicate in the three constructions in (59c-e) is dative case marked, just like in (58c-e).


	
(59) • Copular use of van ‘be’: II. Nominal main predicate


	
a. Peti tanár. / Peti tanár volt.

Peti teacher / Peti teacher be.Past.3Sg

‘Peti is a teacher.’ / ‘Peti was a teacher.’


	
b. *Peti tanár fog le-nni.

Peti teacher will.3Sg be-Inf

Intended meaning: ‘Peti will be a teacher.’


	
b’. Peti tanár lesz.

Peti teacher be.3Sg

‘Peti will be a teacher.’


	
c. Peti-nek tanár-nak kellett le-nni-e,

Peti-Dat teacher-Dat must.Past.3Sg be-Inf-3Sg

hiszen sokat tudott a módszertanról.

since much.Acc know.Past.3Sg the methodology.Del

‘Peti must have been a teacher since he knew a lot about methodology.’


	
d. Érdemes lett volna Peti-nek tanár-nak le-nni-e.

worth be.Past.3Sg be.Cond Peti-Dat teacher-Dat be-Inf-3Sg

‘It would have been worth for Peti to be a teacher.’


	
e. Peti tanár-nak (*le-nni) tanár, de tanítani azt nem tud.

Peti teacher-Dat be-Inf teacher but teach.Inf that.Acc not can.3Sg

‘Sure Peti is a teacher, but teaching, that he cannot do.’





The construction shown in (60) is also worth comparing to that in (58) since in both cases the input verbal construction contains an adjective as the main predicate (see the (a)-examples). There are three significant differences, however. First, in (60a), the copula always has a phonetically non-empty appearance (i.e., it also appears in the third person present indicative). Second, the construction in (60a) is restricted to a few adjectives such as hideg ‘cold’, meleg ‘warm’, büdös ‘stinky’, while the construction in (58a) has no restriction on the adjectival component, at least among regular adjectives (Kiefer 2000a). Third, in (58a), the adjective serves as a predicate which makes a statement about the (topic-like) subject of the sentence, while in (60a), the sentence structure contains no topic-like subject (but typically contains a temporal or local expression functioning as a topic). This latter type, thus, is similar to the subjectless type of such verbs as havazik ‘it snows’ (see (32) in 1.1.2.3).


	
(60) • Copular use of van ‘be’: III. Adjectival/nominal main predicate


	
a. Nagyon hideg van / volt a szünidő alatt.

very cold be.3Sg / be.Past.3Sg the holidays under

‘It is/was very cold during the holidays.’


	
b. *Nagyon hideg fog le-nni a szünidő alatt.

very cold will.3Sg be-Inf the holidays under

Intended meaning: ‘It will be very cold during the holidays.’


	
b’. Nagyon hideg lesz a szünidő alatt.

very cold be.3Sg the holidays under

‘It will be very cold during the holidays.’


	
c. Nagyon hideg-nek kellett le-nni-e a szünidő alatt,

very cold-Dat must.Past.3Sg be-Inf-3Sg the holidays under

hiszen befagyott a tó.

since freeze.Past.3Sg the lake

‘It must have been very cold during the holidays since the lake has frozen.’


	
d. ??Jó lett volna a szünidő alatt hideg-nek le-nni-e.

good be.Past.3Sg be.Cond the holidays under cold-Dat be-Inf-3Sg

‘It would have been good if it had been cold during the holidays.’


	
e. Hideg-nek (*le-nni) hideg volt a szünidő alatt,

cold-Dat be-Inf cold be.Past.3Sg the holidays under

de mégsem fagyott be a tó.

but yet freeze.Past.3Sg into the lake

‘Sure it was cold during the holidays, still, the lake didn’t freeze.’





The obligatory phonetic appearance of van ‘be’ in the input does not influence the acceptability of the construction types under investigation. The sequence fog lenni ‘will be.Inf’ is still blocked by the verb lesz ‘will be’ (60b-b’) (but see the comment on (58b-b’). Of the two constructions containing inflected infinitives, the one in (60c) is fully acceptable whilst the evaluative construction in (60d) is hardly acceptable, but this can be attributed to the agentlessness effect, discussed in 1.1.2.3 (and not the obligatory phonetic appearance of van). The contrastively topicalized infinitival construction is “van-free”, again (59e). Note that the adjectival/nominal main predicate in the three constructions in (59c-e) is, again, uniformly dative case marked.

The fourth construction of the infinitivalization of input copular constructions pertains to the case in which the verbal modifier is an adverb (61a). Just like in (60a), the copula obligatorily appears phonetically at each point of the paradigm of conjugation. The future construction presented in (61b-b’) patterns with all the corresponding copular ones (so far and from now on) in using the blocking form lesz ‘will be’ instead of the potential regular sequence fog lenni ‘will be.Inf’ (which is never acceptable; but see the comment on (58b-b’). Of the inflected infinitival constructions, the epistemic kell-construction is fully acceptable (61c), while the evaluative one is marked but only slightly (61d). This latter judgment can be attributed to the fact that the predicate ‘be at home’ is conceptualized in Hungarian as an unergative one with a subject which is of an essentially agentive character despite its apparent passivity. The agentlessness effect thus does not come into operation in this case.


	
(61) • Copular use of van ‘be’: IV. Adverbial main predicate


	
a. Peti otthon van / volt.

Peti home be.3Sg / be.Past.3Sg

‘Peti is/was at home.’


	
b. *Peti otthon fog le-nni.

Peti home will.3Sg be-Inf

Intended meaning: ‘Peti will be at home.’


	
b’. Peti otthon lesz.

Peti home be.3Sg

‘Peti will be at home.’


	
c. Peti-nek otthon kellett le-nni-e, hiszen égett a villany.

Peti-Dat home must.Past.3Sg be-Inf-3Sg since burn.Past.3Sg the light

‘Peti must have been at home since the lights were on.’


	
d. (?)Jó lett volna Peti-nek otthon le-nni-e.

good be.Past.3Sg be.Cond Peti-Dat home be-Inf-3Sg

‘It would have been good for Peti to be at home.’


	
e. Otthon *(??le-nni / ??van-ni) otthon van, de nem nyit ajtót.

at_home be-Inf / be-Inf at_home be.3Sg but not open.3Sg door.Acc

‘Sure he is at home but he won’t open the door.’


	
e’. Otthon *(?? le-nni /? vol-ni) otthon volt, de nem nyitott ajtót.

at_home be-Inf / be-Inf at_home be.Past.3Sg but not open.Past.3Sg door.Acc

‘Sure he was at home but he wouldn’t open the door.’ (based on Ürögdi 2006: 298 (10))


	
e”. Ez a lakás otthon-nak otthon, de azért elég nyomorúságos.

this the flat home-Dat home but yet pretty miserable

‘Sure this flat is a home but it’s a pretty pathetic one.’





As the grammaticality judgments in (61e-e’) show, the contrastively topicalized infinitival construction is problematic. The “van-free” variant is fully unacceptable, presumably due to the fact that an adverb cannot bear the dative case marking which has obligatorily appeared so far in the corresponding copular constructions on the contrastively topicalized nominal or adjectival verbal modifiers. Note in passing that the word otthon can also function in Hungarian as a noun; and if it is contrastively topicalized, the “van-free” construction is fully acceptable with the dative case marked variant of the given noun (61e”). Returning to our basic case, in which otthon ‘at home’ is an adverb (61e-e’), the copula should appear in an infinitivalized form. Nevertheless, the regular infinitival form of the copula, that is, lenni ‘to be’, is highly marked. Instead, the temporally appropriate pseudo-infinitival forms, which are vanni in the present (61e) and volni in the past (61e’), may be tried out. Of them, volni is somewhat more acceptable than vanni, which is as marked as lenni is in this context, so in the present tense the construction in question has no reliably acceptable expression (with the caveat that all the grammaticality judgments just mentioned are highly speaker dependent). This must have to do with the presence of a verbal modifier as the same pseudo-infinitival forms are fully acceptable in the existential construction lacking a verbal modifier, see (63e-e’).

The fifth copular construction to be infinitivalized is the case in which the verbal modifier is an oblique case marked noun (62a). Just like in (60a) and (61a), the copula obligatorily appears phonetically at each point of the paradigm of conjugation. The constructions under investigation are associated with (almost) the same grammaticality judgments as the corresponding ones in (61b-e’). That is, in the future construction (62b-b’), the blocking form lesz ‘will be’ has to be used instead of the potential regular sequence fog lenni ‘will be.Inf’ (but see the comment on (58b-b’). Of the inflected infinitival constructions, the epistemic kell-construction is fully acceptable (62c). The evaluative one is (only) slightly marked (62d), presumably due to the subject conceptualized in an essentially agentive way (see (61d) above), resulting in the agentlessness effect not coming into play. As for the variants for the contrastively topicalized infinitival construction presented in (62e-e’), none is sufficiently acceptable. In particular, neither the “van-free” construction, nor the combination of the verbal modifier with the regular infinitival form lenni, nor its combination with the temporally adjusted pseudo-infinitival form vanni/volni serves as a real solution. The situation is thus similar to the case of the corresponding constructions exemplified in (61e-e’), which can be attributed to the common factor that the verbal modifier cannot appear in the dative. In the present case, the verbal modifier is a noun phrase with an inessive case marking, and it cannot be replaced with another case marking (62e”). Note also that in Hungarian case marked nouns cannot be further-case marked (*iskolá-ban-nak ‘school.Ine.Dat’).


	
(62) • Copular use of van ‘be’: V. Oblique case marked main predicate


	
a. Peti iskolá-ban van / volt.

Peti school-Ine be.3Sg / be.Past.3Sg

‘Peti is/was at school.’


	
b. *Peti iskolá-ban fog le-nni.

Peti school-Ine will.3Sg be-Inf

Intended meaning: ‘Peti will be at school.’


	
b’. Peti iskolá-ban lesz.

Peti school-Ine be.3Sg

‘Peti will be at school.’


	
c. Peti-nek iskolá-ban kellett le-nni-e, hiszen hiányzott az iskolatáskája.

Peti-Dat school-Ine must.Past.3Sg be-Inf-3Sg since miss.Past.3Sg the schoolbag.Poss

‘Peti must have been at school since his shoolbag was missing.’


	
d. (?)Jó lett volna Peti-nek iskolá-ban le-nni-e.

good be.Past.3Sg be.Cond Peti-Dat school-Ine be-Inf-3Sg

‘It would have been good for Peti to be at school.’

e. Iskolá-ban *(??le-nni / *?van-ni) iskolá-ban van,

school-Ine be-Inf / be-Inf school-Ine be.Past.3Sg

de az órára nem ment be.

but the class.Sub not go.Past.3Sg into

‘Sure he is in school but he didn’t show up in class.’


	
e’. Iskolá-ban *(*? le-nni /?? vol-ni) iskolá-ban volt,

school-Ine be-Inf / be-Inf school-Ine be.Past.3Sg

de az órára nem ment be.

but the class.Sub not go.Past.3Sg into

‘Sure he was in school but he didn’t show up in class.’


	
e”. *Iskolá-nak iskolá-ban volt, de az órára nem ment be.

school-Dat school-Ine be.Past.3Sg but the class.Sub not go.Past.3Sg into

Intended meaning: ‘Sure he was in school but he didn’t show up in class.’





Let us now turn to another type of van-construction, in which van ‘be’ is used existentially in the input verbal construction (63a). A noun phrase with no overt case marking (sör ‘beer’) is also an inevitable part of the construction, and some locative expression also frequently appears in it. In (63) below, the role of the locative expression is played by an inessive case marked noun phrase (a hűtőben ‘the fridge.Ine’).

The construction under discussion is similar to the copular construction shown in (59) in containing a noun (phrase) with no overt case marking (tanár ‘teacher’ ~ sör ‘beer’). It is a difference, however, that in the predicative construction in (59), van ‘be’ cannot appear in the third-person present-tense indicative-mood form of the construction, at least phonetically. In the existential construction in (63a), however, the phonetic presence of van ‘be’ (in the same person, tense and mood) is definitely obligatory; in this sense, thus, this construction is similar to those in (61a) and (62a). Moreover, here van ‘be’ has to be stressed, which is a decisive difference between the existential construction and the copular one demonstrated in (62a), which contains an overt but obligatorily unstressed variant of van ‘be’ (NB: all non-null appearances of copular van are obligatorily unstressed in all subtypes from (58a) to (62a), with the verbal modifier stressed).

A further difference between the existential construction (63a) from the copular ones shown in (58-59, 61-62) is that the latter type makes the presence of a topic-like subject obligatory. In (59a), for instance, it is about this subject (Peti) that the above-mentioned noun (phrase) tanár ‘teacher’ makes a statement. This fact is relevant because in the existential construction (63a), similar to the hideg van ‘cold be’ construction shown in (60a), the nominal expression with no overt case marking (sör ‘beer’ ~ hideg ‘cold’) does not serve the purpose of making a statement about another (typically topicalized) participant of the sentence. For this, the agentlessness effect is expected to emerge in the corresponding construction in the case of (63), too; which is borne out, as the grammaticality judgment shows in (63d).


	
(63) • Existential use of van ‘be’


	
a. 'Van sör a hűtő-ben.

be.3Sg beer the fridge-Ine

‘There is some beer in the fridge.’


	
b. *['Le-nni fog] / *['Fog le-nni] sör a hűtő-ben.

be-Inf will.3Sg / will.3Sg be-Inf beer the fridge-Ine

Intended meaning: ‘There will be some beer in the fridge.’


	
b’. 'Lesz sör a hűtő-ben.

be.3Sg beer the fridge-Ine

‘There will be some beer in the fridge.’


	
c. Kellett le-nni-e sör-nek a hűtő-ben, hiszen vettem.

must.Past.3Sg be-Inf-3Sg beer-Dat the fridge-Ine since buy.Past.1Sg

‘There must have been some beer in the fridge since I had bought some.’

good be.Past.3Sg be.Cond be-Inf-3Sg beer-Dat the fridge-Ine

‘It would have been good if there had been some beer in the fridge.’


	
e. 'Van sör a hűtő-ben? Van-ni van, de nem adok.

be.3Sg beer the fridge-Ine be-Inf be.3Sg but not give.1Sg

‘Is there any beer in the fridge? Sure there is some but I won’t give you any.’


	
e’. 'Volt sör a hűtő-ben? Vol-ni volt, de elfogyott.

be.3Sg beer the fridge-Ine be-Inf be.Past.3Sg but run_out.Past.3Sg

‘Was there any beer in the fridge? Sure there was some but now it’s all gone.’


	
e”. 'Lesz sör a hűtő-ben? Le-nni lesz, de nem adok.

be.3Sg beer the fridge-Ine be-Inf be.3Sg but not give.1Sg

‘Will there be any beer in the fridge? Sure there will be some but I won’t give you any.’



As for the constructions (63b-c), they also pattern with the corresponding ones in the case of all copular constructions. That is, in the future construction the potential regular form fog lenni ‘will be.Inf’ or lenni fog is still be blocked by lesz ‘will be’ (63b-b’) (but see the comment on (58b-b’), and the epistemic kell-construction is fully acceptable (63c). The contrastively topicalized infinitival construction, however, shows a new pattern of behavior: here the temporally adjusted pseudo- /regular infinitival forms should be used as (the sole) acceptable variants (with the same high speaker dependent differences as in the case of (61e-e’)), with potential alternatives all fully unacceptable, see (63e-e’) and (63e”), respectively.

The next van-construction to be discussed is the basic possessive sentence type in Hungarian (64). Like other Uralic languages, Hungarian expresses possession with the one-argument verb ‘be’, instead of a have-like two-argument verb. The possessive construction is claimed (Szabolcsi and Laczkó 1992: 231–234, Szabolcsi 1994) to rely on the existential construction with a possessive construction (Petinek ... kocsija ‘Peti.Dat ... car.Poss’) in its subject(-like) grammatical function (cf. the bare noun phrase subject sör ‘beer’ in (63a)). The possessor typically appears as the topic of the possessive sentence, split from its possessee, which (the possessee) is preceded by the verb (64a).


	
(64) ● Possessive use of van ‘be’ a. Peti-nek 'van kocsi-ja.

Peti-Dat be.3Sg car-Poss

‘Peti has one or more cars.’


	
b. *Peti-nek ['le-nni fog] / ['fog le-nni] kocsi-ja. Peti-Dat be-Inf will.3Sg / will.3Sg be-Inf car-Poss

Intended meaning: ‘Peti will have one or more cars.’


	
b’. Peti-nek 'lesz kocsi-ja. Peti-Dat be-Inf car-Poss

‘Peti will have one or more cars.’


	
c. *?Peti-nek kellett le-nni-e kocsi-já-nak, hiszen tavaly vett.

Peti-Dat must.Past.3Sg be-Inf-3Sg car-Poss-Dat since last_year buy.Past.3Sg

Intended meaning: ‘Peti must have had one or more cars since he bought (at least) one last year.’


	
c’. *Kellett le-nni-e Peti kocsi-já-nak, hiszen tavaly vett.

must.Past.3Sg be-Inf-3Sg Peti car-Poss-Dat since last_year buy.Past.3Sg

Intended meaning: ‘Peti must have had one or more cars since he bought (at least) one last year.’


	
d. *Jó lett volna Peti-nek le-nni-e kocsi-já-nak.

good be.Past.3Sg be.Cond Peti-Dat be-Inf-3Sg car-Poss-Dat

Intended meaning: ‘It would have been good for Peti to have one or more cars.’


	
d’. *Jó lett volna le-nni-e Peti kocsi-já-nak.

good be.Past.3Sg be.Cond be-Inf-3Sg Peti car-Poss-Dat

Intended meaning: ‘It would have been good for Peti to have one or more cars.’


	
e. Peti-nek 'van kocsi-ja? Van-ni van, de nem használja.

Peti-Dat be.3Sg car-Poss be-Inf be.3Sg but not use.DefObj.3Sg

‘Does Peti have one or more cars? Sure he does but he doesn’t use any.’


	
e’. Peti-nek 'volt kocsi-ja? Vol-ni volt, de nem használta.

Peti-Dat be.Past.3Sg car-Poss be-Inf be.Past.3Sg but not use.Past.DefObj.3Sg

‘Did Peti have one or more cars? Sure he did but he didn’t use any.’


	
e”. Peti-nek 'lesz kocsi-ja? Le-nni lesz, de nem fogja használni.

Peti-Dat be.3Sg car-Poss be-Inf be.3Sg but not will.DefObj.3Sg use.Inf

‘Will Peti have one or more cars? Sure he will but won’t use any.’





In the future construction, again, the verb form lesz ‘will be’ (64b’) blocks the potential regular form fog lenni ‘will be.Inf’ or lenni fog (64b) (but see the comment on (58b-b’). The epistemic kell-construction (64c-c’), as well as the evaluative one (64d-d’), however, is unacceptable in all their imaginable variants. The case is similar to that in (54c-c’): the reason for the unacceptability of the given constructions is presumably that two constituents should appear with the same dative case marking (64c,d), namely, the split possessor and the possessee (which is in the Nominative in other constructions). It is possible to avoid the two datives by using the unmarked form of the possessor (64c’,d’). The resulting constructions, however, are also unacceptable. This is due to the fact that the unmarked possessor must appear in one constituent with the possessee, which implicates that the constructions must be interpreted as definite noun phrases and the existential meaning factor of the possessive construction in question is known to be incompatible with a definite possessee (Szabolcsi and Laczkó 1992: 231–234).

As for the contrastively topicalized infinitival construction, it shows the same pattern of behavior as the corresponding examples in (63d-d”), with the same speaker dependent differences: the temporally adjusted pseudo-/regular infinitival forms should be used as (the sole) fully acceptable variants (64e-e”).

We conclude with the discussion of a special possessive construction (65).

Formally, it seems to be based on a possessive relation, as suggested by the input in (65a), but semantically, nothing is possessed (in the literal sense). This verbal construction—in contrast to the (true) possessive construction, demonstrated in (64)—can be characterized by the same stress pattern and word order as the constructions discussed in 1.1.2.3, sub VI can. Namely, an unstressed verb is immediately preceded by a stressed verbal modifier in this type of construction.


	
(65) ● Abstract possessive use of van ‘be’ 


	
a. Peti-nek 'meleg-e ˚van.

Peti-Dat hot-Poss be.3Sg

‘Peti is hot.’


	
b. *Peti-nek meleg-e fog le-nni.

Peti-Dat hot-Poss will.3Sg be-Inf

Intended meaning: ‘Peti will be hot.’


	
b’. Peti-nek 'meleg-e ˚lesz.

Peti-Dat hot-Poss be-Inf

‘Peti will be hot.’


	
c. *?Peti-nek meleg-é-nek kellett le-nni-e, hiszen sütött a nap.

Peti-Dat hot-Poss-Dat must.Past.3Sg be-Inf-3Sg since shine.Past.3Sg the sun

Intended meaning: ‘Peti must have been hot since the sun was shining.’


	
c’. *Peti meleg-é-nek kellett le-nni-e, hiszen sütött a nap.

Peti hot-Poss-Dat must.Past.3Sg be-Inf-3Sg since shine.Past.3Sg the sun

Intended meaning: ‘Peti must have been hot since the sun was shining.’


	
d. *Rossz lett volna Peti-nek meleg-é-nek le-nni-e.

bad be.Past.3Sg be.Cond Peti-Dat hot-Poss-Dat be-Inf-3Sg

Intended meaning: ‘It would have been bad for Peti to be hot.’


	
d’. *Rossz lett volna Peti meleg-é-nek le-nni-e.

bad be.Past.3Sg be.Cond Peti hot-Poss-Dat be-Inf-3Sg

Intended meaning: ‘It would have been bad for Peti to be hot.’


	
e. Peti-nek 'meleg-e ˚van? Meleg-é-nek *?(*le-nni / *van-ni) melege

Peti-Dat hot-Poss be.3Sg hot-Poss-Dat be-Inf / be-Inf hot.Poss van, de mégsem izzad.

be.3Sg but yet sweat.3Sg

Intended meaning: ‘Is Peti hot? Sure he’s hot, still, he’s not sweating.’





Of the investigated construction types, only the general future construction with the blocking form lesz ‘will be’ is fully acceptable (65b’) (but see the comment on (58b-b’). The epistemic kell-construction (65c-c’), the evaluative construction (65dd’) and the contrastively topicalized infinitival construction (65e) in all their imaginable forms are unacceptable.

In the case of (65c,d), the unacceptability can be attributed to the two dative case marked elements, as in (64c,d), and, just like in the case of (64c’,d’), the use of the unmarked form of the possessor does not solve the problem (65c’,d’). The reason for this latter fact is the same as above: the unmarked possessor must constitute one constituent with the possessee resulting in a definite noun phrase, which is incompatible with the existential meaning factor of the constructions in question.

The contrastively topicalized infinitival construction in (65e) is unacceptable as a van-free construction as well as with a temporally adjusted pseudo-/regular infinitival form. A comparison between (58–62) and (63–64) suggests that the reason for the latter fact is the lack of a semantically real existential meaning factor (parallel with the different build-up in respect of the verbal modifier). As for the former fact, the high morphological complexity of forms such as meleg-é-nek ‘hotPoss-Dat’ seems to serve as a factor that a future explanation may be based upon.


II Auxiliary verbs

This subsection discusses whether Hungarian auxiliaries can be infinitivalized. We follow Kenesei (2000: 110) in assuming that there are only three true auxiliaries in Hungarian, of which the two frequent ones will be investigated (NB: the third one is the rather rare and emotionally highly loaded talál ‘happen to’). These two classic auxiliaries are fog ‘will’ (66–67), which is the auxiliary of the (analytic) expression of future, and szokott ‘used to’ (68–69), the means of expressing an event as habitual or customary.

It is noteworthy that the auxiliary szokott ‘used to’ is always tensed: it is the past tense form of a non-existent verb szokik, in the case of which only such, nonauxiliary, variants with verbal particles exist in the present tense as rá-szokik (a dohányzásra) ‘take to (smoking)’, or le-szokik (a dohányzásról) ‘give up (smoking)’, see (68e). Among several non-auxiliary variants with verbal particles (such as megfog ‘grab’, el-fog ‘capture’, le-fog ‘hold down’), fog has even a particleless nonauxiliary variant, exemplified in (66e). Note that all these non-auxiliary variants behave as non-deviant verbs (1.1.2.3), as illustrated in (66e’) and (68e’).

Note in passing that there are “auxiliary-free” constructions which can be regarded as analogous to the “van-free” constructions in subsection I in containing no (phonetically overt) derivative of the input verb. Without any strong commitment to such an analysis, we would simply like to call the readers’ attention to the fact that the (a’)-variants in (66) and (68) can be assigned the intended meanings of the corresponding (a)-variants in appropriately specific contexts. That is, the pragmatico-semantic content of auxiliaries can be expressed in the “implicit” way in question. This observation may have to do with the fact that both the future tense and habituality can be expressed without any overt auxiliary in Hungarian.


	
(66) ● Auxiliary verbs as input verbs: I. fog ‘will’


	
a. Munka után Péter edzeni fog.

work after Péter train.Inf will.3Sg

‘Péter will train after work.’


	
a’. Munka után Péter majd edz.

work after Péter then train.3Sg

‘Péter will train after work.’


	
b. *Péter munka után edzeni fog fog-ni.

Péter work after train.3Sg will.3Sg will-Inf

Intended meaning: ‘After work, Péter will be about to train.’


	
c. *Péter-nek munka után edzeni kellett fog-ni-a,

Péter-Dat work after train.Inf must.Past.3Sg will-Inf-3Sg hiszen le akar fogyni.

since down want.3Sg lose_weight.Inf

Intended meaning: ‘After work, Péter must have been about to train since he wants to lose weight.’


	
d. *Jó lenne Péter-nek munka után edzeni fog-ni-a. good be.Cond.3Sg Péter-Dat work after train.Inf will-Inf-3Sg

Intended meaning: ‘It would be good for Péter to be about to train after work.’


	
d’. Jó lenne Péter-nek ma munka után (majd) edz-eni-e.

good be.Cond.3Sg Péter-Dat today work after then train-Inf-3Sg

‘It would be good for Péter (later) today, after work, to train.’


	
e. Erősen foglak. tight hold.2Obj.1Sg

‘I am holding you tight.’


	
e’. Erősen foglak fog-ni.

tight will.2Obj.1Sg hold-Inf

‘I will hold you tight.’





As may be expected in the case of auxiliaries, the potential regular form fogni formed from the auxiliary fog ‘will’ is uniformly unacceptable in all the general future construction (66b), the epistemic kell-construction (66c), and the evaluative construction (66d). This is true in all cases, independently of the difficult issue of what meaning should be associated with the constructions in question at all. In lack of better solutions, the given translations rest upon the identification of the meaning of fog with a ‘be about to’-like meaning, which is not perfectly precise as this latter meaning necessarily includes a being-in-the-preparatory-phase component not belonging to the meaning of fog. A reasonable semantic alternative (with no ‘be about to’-like meaning component) emerges only in the evaluative construction, see (66d’). The construction presented can be regarded as an instance of the auxiliaryfree construction type.

A separate series of examples is devoted to potential variants of the contrastively topicalized infinitival construction (67). This construction requires a context with a grounding question, exemplified in (64e-e”), whose precise word order—practically the presence (67a) or absence (67b) of a verbal modifier in the given question—restricts the answer variants worthy of investigation. Of the potential three answer variants to the question with a verbal modifier (67a), only the variant with an auxiliary-free finite construction is fully acceptable (67a”). If the finite construction contains the auxiliary explicitly (67a’), the contrastive topic can again only appear in the form of the auxiliary-free construction; but even this is marked. Thus, the potential auxiliary infinitival form fogni, just like in (66b-d), is fully unacceptable. That is, it has no acceptable pseudo-infinitival use; this serves as an explanation for the ungrammaticality of the single potential verbal-modifier-less answer variant (67b’).


	
(67) ● The auxiliary verb fog ‘will’ in contrastively topicalized infinitival constructions


	
a. Péter munka után 'edzeni ˚fog?

Péter work after train.3Sg will.3Sg

‘Will Péter train after work?’


	
a’. Edzeni ?(*fog-ni) edzeni fog, de csak keveset.

train.Inf will-Inf train.Inf will.3Sg but only a_little.Acc

‘Sure he will work out but only a little.’


	
a”. Edzeni edz majd, de csak keveset.

train.Inf train.3Sg then but only a_little.Acc

‘Sure he will work out later but only a little.’


	
b. Péter munka után 'fog ˚edzeni?

Péter work after will.3Sg train.3Sg

‘Will Péter train after work?’


	
b’. *?Fog-ni fog, de csak keveset.

will-Inf will.3Sg but only a_little.Acc Intended meaning: ‘Sure he will but only a little.’





The other classic auxiliary in Hungarian, szokott ‘used to’, entirely patterns with fog ‘will’ in the sense that the potential regular infinitival form szokni is fully unacceptable in all the general future construction (68b), the epistemic kellconstruction (68c), and the evaluative construction (68d). There are, however, corresponding auxiliary-free constructions in all the three cases, which are fully acceptable, as illustrated in the same examples.


	
(68) ● Auxiliary verbs as input verbs: II. szokott ‘used to’


	
a. Munka után Péter edzeni szokott. work after Péter train.Inf used_to.Past.3Sg

‘After work, Péter would normally work out.’ a’. Munka után Péter edz. work after Péter train.3Sg

‘After work, Péter works out.’


	
b. Jövőre Péter munka után edzeni fog (*szok-ni).

next_year Péter work after train.3Sg will.3Sg used_to-Inf

‘Next year, Péter will work out after work.’


	
c. Péter-nek munka után [*edzeni kellett szok-ni-a] /

Péter-Dat work after train.Inf must.Past.3Sg used_to-Inf-3Sg /

[✓edze-ni-e kellett], hiszen nagyon lefogyott.

train-Inf-3Sg must.Past.3Sg since very_much lose_weight.Past.3Sg

‘Péter must have usually worked out since he has lost much weight.’


	
d. Jó lenne Péter-nek munka után *[edzeni szok-ni-a] / ✓edze-ni-e.

good be.Cond.3Sg Péter-Dat work after train.Inf used_to-Inf-3Sg / train-Inf-3Sg

‘It would be good for Péter to work out after work.’


	
e. Le-szoktam a dohányzásról.

down-used_to.Past.1Sg the smoking.Del

‘I have given up smoking.’


	
e’. Le fogok szok-ni a dohányzásról.

down will.1Sg used_to-Inf the smoking.Del

‘I will give up smoking.’





As a comparison between the series of examples in (67) and (69) presents, the two classic auxiliaries also pattern with each other in having no pseudo-infinitival form (see the (a’,b’)-examples) but, instead, “having recourse” to auxiliary-free variants (see the (a’-a”)-examples).


	
(69) ● The auxiliary verb szokott ‘used to’ in contrastively topicalized infinitival constructions


	
a. Péter munka után edzeni szokott?

Péter work after train.3Sg used_to.Past.3Sg

‘Would Péter work out after work?’


	
a’. Edzeni ??(*szok-ni) edzeni szokott, de csak keveset.

train.Inf used_to-Inf train.Inf used_to.Past.3Sg but only a_little.Acc

‘Sure he would work out but only a little.’


	
a”. Edzeni edz, de csak keveset.

train.Inf train.3Sg but only a_little.Acc

‘Sure he works out but only a little.’


	
b. Péter munka után szokott edzeni?

Péter work after used_to.Past.3Sg train.3Sg

‘After work, would Péter normally work out?’


	
b’. *Szok-ni szokott, de csak keveset.

used_to-Inf used_to.Past.3Sg but only a_little.Acc

‘Sure he would but only a little.’






III Modal verbs

We move on to discuss whether Hungarian modal verbs can be infinitivalized. Two frequent modal verbs, tud ‘can’ (70–71) and kell ‘must’ (72) will be studied here, following the protocol of the volume on Nouns and Noun Phrases based on Kenesei’s (2000: 108–111) categorization (NB: kell can also be categorized as an auxiliary, see V7.2.4.1).

Let us start with the modal verb tud ‘can’, which has two kinds of meanings: one meaning has to do with some possibility and/or permission (70a) while the other meaning with some ability (71a).

The infinitival form tudni formed from the possibility and/or permission expressing variant is fully acceptable in the general future construction (70b) and in the contrastively topicalized infinitival construction (70e), and readily appears in the epistemic kell-construction (70c). The evaluative construction (70d), however, cannot host it, presumably due to the agentlessness effect (see 1.1.2.3, sub III) since the subject of tud ‘can’ is not an Agent but rather a Beneficiary-like argument.


	
(70) ● Modal verbs as input verbs: I. tud ‘can’ expressing possibility and/or permission


	
a. Péter tudott zongorázni az ünnepek alatt,

Péter can.Past.3Sg play_the_piano.Inf the holiday.Pl under mert kapott egy zongorát karácsonyra.

because get.Past.3Sg a piano.Acc Christmas.Sub

‘Péter could play the piano during the holidays because he got a piano for Christmas.’


	
b. Péter fog tud-ni zongorázni az ünnepek alatt,

Péter will.3Sg can-Inf play_the_piano.Inf the holiday.Pl under

mert kapni fog egy zongorát karácsonyra.

because get.Inf will.3Sg a piano.Acc Christmas.Sub

‘Péter will be in a position to play the piano during the holidays because he will get a piano for

Christmas.’


	
c. ?Péter-nek kellett tud-ni-a zongorázni az ünnepek alatt,

Péter-Dat must.Past.3Sg can-Inf-3Sg play_the_piano.Inf the holiday.Pl under

hiszen kapott egy zongorát karácsonyra.

since get.Past.3Sg a piano.Acc Christmas.Sub

‘Péter must have been in a position to play the piano during the holidays since he got a piano for Christmas.’


	
d. *?Jó lett volna Péter-nek tud-ni-a zongorázni az ünnepek alatt,

good be.Past.3Sg be.Cond Péter-Dat can-Inf-3Sg play_the_piano.Inf the holiday.Pl under de nem tudott, mert elromlott a zongora.

but not can.Past.3Sg because go_wrong.Past.3Sg the piano

Intended meaning: ‘It would have been good if Péter had been in a position to play the piano during the holidays, but he could not because the piano had gone wrong.’


	
e. Tud Péter zongorázni az ünnepek alatt? Tud-ni tudna,

can.3Sg Péter play_the_piano.Inf the holiday.Pl under can-Inf can.Cond.3Sg

hiszen van ott zongora, de nem lesz hozzá kedve.

since be.3Sg there piano but not be.3Sg All.3Sg mood.Poss

‘Will Péter be in a position to play the piano during the holidays? Sure he would be since there is a piano there, but he will not feel like it.’





As shown by the essentially same grammaticality judgments in the constructions given in the corresponding (b-e)-examples in (70–71), the infinitival form tudni formed from the ability expressing variant completely patterns with that formed from the former variant. That is, it is only the evaluative construction that cannot host it (71d). The plausible reason for this, again, is the agentlessness effect: the subject of this kind of tud ‘can’ is not an Agent, either (but rather an Experiencerlike argument).


	
(71) ● Modal verbs as input verbs: II. tud ‘can’ expressing ability


	
a. Péter tud zongorázni; ő Kocsis egyik legjobb tanítványa.

Péter can.3Sg play_the_piano.Inf (s)he Kocsis one_of best student.Poss

‘Péter can play the piano; he is one of the best students of Kocsis.’


	
b. Péter fog tud-ni zongorázni, ha sokat gyakorol.

Péter will.3Sg can-Inf play_the_piano.Inf if much.Acc practice.3Sg

‘Péter will be able to play the piano if he practices a lot.’


	
c. (?)Péter-nek kellett tud-ni-a zongorázni,

Péter-Dat must.Past.3Sg can-Inf-3Sg play_the_piano.Inf

hiszen ő Kocsis egyik legjobb tanítványa.

since (s)he Kocsis one_of best student.Poss

‘Péter could play the piano during the holidays because he got a piano for Christmas.’


	
d. *?Jó lett volna Péter-nek tud-ni-a zongorázni,

good be.Past.3Sg be.Cond Péter-Dat can-Inf-3Sg play_the_piano.Inf

mert akkor bejött volna Ilinek.

because then into.come.Past.3Sg be.Cond Ili-Dat

Intended meaning: ‘It would have been good if Péter had been able to play the piano, because in that case Ili would have fancied him.’


	
e. Tud Péter zongorázni? Tud-ni tud, de nem lesz hozzá kedve.

can.3Sg Péter play_the_piano.Inf can-Inf can.3Sg but not be.3Sg All.3Sg mood.Poss

‘Can Péter play the piano? Sure he can, but he will not feel like it.’





Let us now turn to kell ‘must’, which patterns with the suffix -hAt ‘can’, discussed in the introductory part of 1.1.3, in having a deontic and an epistemic interpretation, see (72a) and (72f), respectively. The difference, besides in morphological status (bound vs. free morpheme) is in the intensity of these intensional properties: while -hAt is associated with meaning factors such as permission / weak necessity, kell expresses obligation / strong necessity.

The modal verb kell ‘must’ is similar to the suffix -hAt ‘can’ in that, in the infinitival form, the epistemic meaning cannot be evoked, see (72f’) and (55e). The similarity also pertains to the infinitival variants with deontic meaning: neither the general future construction (72b), nor the epistemic kell-construction (72c), nor the evaluative construction (72d) accept such infinitival forms, just like in the case of the suffix -hAt (see the corresponding variants in (55b-d)). The poor acceptability is probably due to the excessive pragmasemantic complexity caused by the combination of the intensional contribution of kell ‘must’ and the also intensional contribution of the given test constructions, though the complex meanings themselves can be expressed by simpler (72b’) or more explicit (72c’) constructions (NB: the simplicity in (72b’) is due to the fact that in Hungarian the future tense can also be evoked by using no clue, see also (66–67) in sub II).


	
(72) ● Modal verbs as input verbs: III. kell ‘must’


	
a. Péternek zongorázni(-a) kellett az ünnepek alatt,

Péter.Dat play_the_piano.Inf(-3Sg) must.Past.3Sg the holiday.Pl under

mert januárban vizsgája volt.

because January.Ine exam.Poss be.Past.3Sg

‘Péter had to play the piano during the holidays because he had an exam in January.’


	
b. Péternek zongorázni??(*-a) fog kell-eni az ünnepek alatt,

Péter.Dat play_the_piano.Inf(-3Sg) will.3Sg must-Inf the holiday.Pl under

mert januárban vizsgája lesz.

because January.Ine exam.Poss be.3Sg

Intended meaning: ‘Péter will have to play the piano during the holidays because he will have an exam in January.’


	
b’. Péternek zongorázni(-a) kell az ünnepek alatt,

Péter.Dat play_the_piano.Inf(-3Sg) must.3Sg the holiday.Pl under

mert januárban vizsgája lesz.

because January.Ine exam.Poss be.3Sg

‘Péter will have to play the piano during the holidays because he will have an exam in January.’


	
c. *Péternek zongorázni (-a) kellett kell-eni-e az ünnepek alatt,

Péter.Dat play_the_piano.Inf(-3Sg) must.Past.3Sg must-Inf-3Sg the holiday.Pl under

hiszen a nagykövetet is meghívta a család.

since the ambassador.Acc also invite.Past.DefObj.3Sg the family

Intended meaning: ‘Péter must have been obliged to play the piano during the holidays since even the ambassador had been invited by the family.’


	
c’. (?)Péter rá kellett, hogy legyen kényszerítve a zongorázásra

Péter onto must.Past.3Sg that be.Subj.3Sg oblige.Conv the play_the_piano.Nmn.Sub

az ünnepek alatt, hiszen a nagykövetet is meghívta a család.

the holiday.Pl under since the ambassador.Acc also invite.Past.DefObj.3Sg the family

‘Péter must have been obliged to play the piano during the holidays since even the ambassador had been invited by the family.’


	
d. *?Jó lett volna Péternek zongorázni (-a) kell-eni-e,

good be.Past.3Sg be.Cond Péter.Dat play_the_piano.Inf(-3Sg) must-Inf-3Sg

mert akkor zongorázott volna.

because then play_the_piano.Past.3Sg be.Cond

Intended meaning: ‘It would have been good if Péter had been obliged to play the piano because in that case he would have played the piano.’


	
e. Kellett Péternek zongorázni (-a) az ünnepek alatt?

must.Past.3Sg Péter play_the_piano.Inf-(3Sg) the holiday.Pl under

Kell-eni kellett volna, hiszen januárban vizsgája volt,

must-Inf must.Past.3Sg be.Cond since January.Ine exam.Poss be.Past.3Sg

de nem volt hozzá kedve.

but not be.Past.3Sg All.3Sg mood.Poss

‘Was Péter obliged to play the piano during the holidays? Sure he should have since he had an exam in January, but he did not feel like it.’


	
f. Péternek zongoráznia kellett; mert koszosak a billentyűk.

Péter.Dat play_the_piano.Inf.3Sg must.Past.3Sg because dirty.Pl the key.Pl

‘Péter must have played the piano because the keys are dirty.’


	
f’. *Péter-nek zongorázni(-a) kell-eni(-e)

Péter-Dat play_the_piano.Inf(-3Sg) must-Inf(-3Sg)

Intended epistemic meaning: ‘the very high possibility of Péter playing the piano / [having played] the piano’





The fully acceptable contrastively topicalized infinitival construction presented in (72e), however, shows that the kelleni ‘must.Inf’ infinitival form itself, at least in the deontic meaning, is not problematic—partly in contrast to the -hAtniconstructions, discussed in the introductory part of 1.1.3 (see the series of examples in (56). This latter difference is obviously to be attributed to the different morphological status of the suffix -hAt and the autonomous modal verb kell ‘must’.


IV Raising verbs

This subsection is devoted to the question of whether raising verbs can be infinitivalized in Hungarian. We will be investigating a subject-raising verb (73), and then an object-raising one (74).

The verb tűnik ‘seem’ (73a) illustrates the behavior of the subject-raising type. This type is essentially ready to undergo infinitivalization as the high acceptability of the general future construction (73b) and the epistemic kell-construction (73c) show. The evaluative construction presented in (73d) is also quite acceptable, which, however, does not meet the prediction of the agentlessness effect. A potential reason for this is that the effect is neutralized by the inevitable infiltration of a volitional ‘make it seem as if’ meaning component, which provides an agentive character to the genuinely non-agentive subject. As for the contrastively topicalized infinitival construction, example (73e) presents two plausible alternatives. Of them, the infinitivalized repetition of the entire [verbal modifier + verb stem] unit is the acceptable solution.


	
(73) ● Subject-raising verbs as input verbs: tűnik ‘seem’


	
a. Péter ártatlan-nak tűnt.

Péter innocent-Dat seem.Past.3Sg

‘Péter seemed to be innocent.’


	
b. Péter ártatlan-nak fog tűn-ni, ha udvariasan viselkedik.

Péter innocent-Dat will.3Sg seem-Inf if politely behave.3Sg

‘Péter will seem to be innocent if he behaves politely.’


	
c. (?)Péter-nek ártatlan-nak kellett tűn-ni-e, hiszen felmentették.

Péter-Dat innocent-Dat must.Past.3Sg seem-Inf-3Sg since acquite.Past.DefObj.3Pl

‘Péter must have seemed to be innocent since he got acquitted.’


	
d. ?Jó lett volna Péter-nek ártatlan-nak tűn-ni-e,

good be.Past.3Sg be.Cond Péter-Dat innocent-Dat seem-Inf-3Sg

mert akkor felmentették volna.

because then acquite.Past.DefObj.3Pl be.Cond

‘It would have been good if Péter had seemed to be innocent because in that case he would have got acquitted.’


	
e. Ártatlan-nak tűnt Péter? Ártatlan-nak *?((?)tűn-ni) ártatlannak tűnt,

innocent-Dat seem.Past.3Sg Péter innocent-Dat seem-Inf innocent-Dat seem.Past.3Sg

de feldühítette a bírót, és végül elítélték.

but make_angry.Past.DefObj.3Sg the judge.Acc and finally convict.Past.DefObj.3Pl

‘Did Péter seem to be innocent? Sure he did but he made the judge angry and finally he got convicted.’





The object-raising verb type (74a) behaves in the same way as the subject-raising one in respect of infinitivalization (74b,c,e), with one explicable difference. Here, as shown by the poor acceptability of the example in (74d), the agentlessness effect comes into play in the case of the evaluative construction (since, in contrast to the intended relatedness of the two series of examples, the subject in this raising construction is not the participant who “intended to make it seem as if he were innocent”).


	
(74) ● Object-raising verbs as input verbs: tart ‘consider’ 


	
a. A bíró ártatlan-nak tartotta Peti-t.

the judge innocent-Dat consider.Past.DefObj.3Sg Peti-Acc

‘The judge considered Peti to be innocent.’


	
b. A bíró ártatlan-nak fogja tart-ani Petit,

the judge innocent-Dat will.DefObj.3Sg consider-Inf Peti.Acc ha az udvariasan viselkedik.

if that politely behave.3Sg

‘The judge will consider Peti to be innocent if he behaves politely.’


	
c. (?)A bíró-nak ártatlan-nak kellett tart-ani-a Petit,

the judge-Dat innocent-Dat must.Past.3Sg consider-Inf-3Sg Peti.Acc hiszen felmentette.

since acquite.Past.DefObj.3Sg

‘The judge must have considered Peti to be innocent since he acquitted him.’


	
d. ??Jó lett volna a bíró-nak ártatlan-nak tart-ani-a Petit,

good be.Past.3Sg be.Cond the judge-Dat innocent-Dat consider-Inf-3Sg Peti.Acc

mert akkor bizonyára felmentette volna.

because then surely acquite.Past.DefObj.3Sg be.Cond

‘It would have been good if the judge had considered Peti to be innocent because in that case he would surely have acquitted him.’


	
e. Ártatlan-nak tartotta a bíró Petit? Ártatlan-nak *?((?)tart-ani)

innocent-Dat consider.Past.DefObj.3Sg the judge Peti.Acc innocent-Dat consider-Inf

ártatlannak tartotta, de az feldühítette,

innocent-Dat consider.Past.DefObj.3Sg but that make_angry.Past.DefObj.3Sg

ezért elítélte őt.

this.Cau convict.Past.DefObj.3Sg (s)he.Acc


	‘Did the judge consider Peti to be innocent? Sure he did but he made him angry so he convicted him.’





V Psych-verbs

We conclude this subsection by investigating whether psych-verbs can undergo infinitivalization. Psych-verbs in Hungarian can be divided into four basic groups with respect to the assignment of grammatical functions (object or oblique, besides subject) to the two relevant thematic roles, Experiencer and Theme (see (4E) in the Introduction to the volume).

In the first basic group, the Experiencer and the Theme of the input verb appear as the subject and the object of the sentence, respectively (75a).


	
(75) ● Psych-verbs as input verbs: I. {SubjectExperiencer, ObjectTheme} atelic


	
a. Peti szereti Ili-t.

Peti like.DefObj.3Sg Ili-Acc

‘Peti likes Ili.’


	
b. Peti szeret-ni fogja Ilit.

Peti like-Inf will.DefObj.3Sg Ili.Acc

‘Peti will like Ili.’


	
c. Peti-nek szeret-ni-e kellett Ilit, hiszen húsz évig vele élt.

Peti-Dat like-Inf-3Sg must.Past.3Sg Ili.Acc since twenty year.Ter Ins.3Sg live.Past.3Sg

‘Peti must have liked Ili since he lived with her twenty years.’


	
d. ??Jó lett volna Peti-nek szeret-ni-e Ilit,

good be.Past.3Sg be.Cond Peti-Dat like-Inf-3Sg Ili.Acc

mert akkor elköltözött volna az anyjától.

because then move.Past.3Sg be.Cond the mother.Poss.Abl

‘It would have been good if Peti had liked Ili because in that case he would have moved from her mother’s.’


	
e. Szerette Peti Ilit? Szeret-ni szerette,

like.Past.DefObj.3Sg Peti Ili.Acc like-Inf like.Past.DefObj.3Sg

de nem vette feleségül.

but not take.Past.DefObj.3Sg wife.Ter

‘Did Peti like Ili? Sure he did but he didn’t marry her.’





As the grammaticality judgments in (75b,c,e) show, this type is essentially ready to undergo infinitivalization: the general future construction (75b), the epistemic kellconstruction (75c) and the contrastively topicalized infinitival construction (75e) are all fully acceptable. The acceptability of the evaluative construction presented in (75d), however, is questionable (‘??’), which can be attributed to the agentlessness effect: the given subject is not an Agent but an Experiencer. Nevertheless, as Experiencers are human, it is not entirely excluded to interpret the person in question as someone who may volitionally attempt to like the given girl. The more agentivity happens to be attributed to the subject by a speaker, the more acceptable to them the construction is.

As the atelic versus telic distinction turns out to be significant in the case of nominalization (see N1.1.2.3; see also Laczkó (2000b: 340)), let us now consider whether this distinction is also relevant in the case of infinitivalization. The telic counterpart of the series of examples in (75) will serve as an illustration, see (76).


	
(76) ● Psych-verbs as input verbs: II. {SubjectExperiencer, ObjectTheme} telic


	
a. Peti meg-szerette Ili-t.

Peti perf-like.Past.DefObj.3Sg Ili-Acc

‘Peti got to like Ili.’


	
b. Peti meg fogja szeret-ni Ilit.

Peti perf will.DefObj.3Sg like-Inf Ili.Acc

‘Peti will get to like Ili.’


	
c. Peti-nek meg kellett szeret-ni-e Ilit, hiszen a kezdeti

Peti-Dat perf must.Past.3Sg like-Inf-3Sg Ili.Acc since the initial

nehézségek után húsz évig vele élt.

difficulty.Pl after twenty year.Ter Ins.3Sg live.Past.3Sg

‘Peti must have got to like Ili since, after the initial difficulties, he lived with her twenty years.’


	
d. ?Jó lett volna Peti-nek meg-szeret-ni-e Ilit,

good be.Past.3Sg be.Cond Peti-Dat perf-like-Inf-3Sg Ili.Acc

mert akkor elköltözött volna az anyjától.

because then move.Past.3Sg be.Cond the mother.Poss.Abl

‘It would have been good if Peti had got to like Ili because in that case he would have moved from her mother’s.’


	
e. Meg-szerette Peti Ilit? Meg-szeret-ni meg-szerette,

perf-like.Past.DefObj.3Sg Peti Ili.Acc perf-like-Inf perf-like.Past.DefObj.3Sg

de nem vette feleségül.

but not take.Past.DefObj.3Sg wife.Ter

‘Did Peti get to like Ili? Sure he did but he didn’t marry her.’





The only essential difference between the telic and the atelic variants has to do with the (typical) appearance of a verbal particle in the telic variant, which gives rise to spectacularly different word-order manifestations: the infinitival stem appears on the opposite sides of the matrix verbs; compare the (b,c)-examples in (75–76). This type of difference, however, has no impact on the acceptability of the constructions under investigation, and another section of this volume (1.3) is responsible for the discussion of the topic (see also 1.1.2.3, sub VI).

What may be regarded as a relevant difference, the only potential one, concerns the evaluative construction. The telic variant in (76d) is somewhat more acceptable than its atelic counterpart in (75d), but not necessarily by a whole grade of the sixdegree scale indicating acceptability judgments, and with a high speaker dependent variance. The judgments practically depend on whether the dynamism involved by the pragmasemantic contribution of the telic variant is regarded (by the particular speaker) as a factor which increases the subjective feeling that the Experiencer is volitionally responsible for the success of the process of getting to like someone.

On the basis of these two series of examples, we state the following generalization: psych-verbs in general pattern with non-deviant verbs in readily undergoing infinitivalization. Their across-the-board poor acceptability in the evaluative construction is due to the fact that their subject is an Experiencer or a Theme, and hence not an Agent.

In what follows, thus, we skip the illustration of the fully acceptable general future constructions, epistemic kell-constructions and contrastively topicalized infinitival constructions in psych-verb types (4e’-e”) presented in the Introduction to the volume. Instead, only the problematic evaluative constructions are concentrated on, see (77).

Variants (77a’) and (77b’), in which the subject is still an Experiencer, entirely pattern with their counterparts (75d) and (76d), respectively. If the subject is a Theme, however, the corresponding evaluative constructions are fully unacceptable, independently of the telic/atelic character (77c’,d’). The reason for this is obviously that a [–HUMAN] participant cannot be interpreted agentively to any extent.


	
(77) ● Psych-verbs as input verbs: III. Partial illustration of two further types


	
a. I. {SubjectExperiencer, ObliqueTheme} atelic

Peti rajong Ili-ért.

Peti adore.3Sg Ili-Cau

‘Peti adores Ili.’


	
a’. ??Jó lett volna Peti-nek rajong-ani-a Iliért,

good be.Past.3Sg be.Cond Peti-Dat adore-Inf-3Sg Ili.Cau

mert akkor elköltözött volna az anyjától.

because then move.Past.3Sg be.Cond the mother.Poss.Abl

‘It would have been good if Peti had adored Ili because in that case he would have moved from his mother’s.’


	
b. II. {SubjectExperiencer, ObliqueTheme} telic

Peti bele-szeretett Ili-be.

Peti into-like.Past.3Sg Ili-Ill

‘Peti fell in love with Ili.’


	
b’. ?Jó lett volna Peti-nek bele-szeret-ni-e Ilibe,

good be.Past.3Sg be.Cond Peti-Dat into-like-Inf-3Sg Ili.Ill

mert akkor elköltözött volna az anyjától.

because then move.Past.3Sg be.Cond the mother.Poss.Ela

‘It would have been good if Peti had fallen in love with Ili because in that case he would have moved from his mother’s.’


	
c. {ObjectExperiencer, SubjectTheme} atelic

Peti-t zavarta a zaj.

Peti-Acc disturb.Past.DefObj.3Sg the noise

‘The noise disturbed Peti.’


	
c’. *Jó lett volna Petit zavar-ni-a a zaj-nak,

good be.Past.3Sg be.Cond Peti.Acc disturb-Inf-3Sg the noise-Dat

mert meg akartuk büntetni.

because perf want.Past.DefObj.1Pl punish.Inf

Intended meaning: ‘It would have been good if the noise had disturbed Peti because we wanted to punish him.’


	
d. {ObjectExperiencer, SubjectTheme} telic

Peti-t meg-zavarta a zaj.

Peti-Acc perf-disturb.Past.DefObj.3Sg the noise

‘The noise distracted Peti.’


	
d’. *Jó lett volna Petit meg-zavar-ni-a a zaj-nak,

good be.Past.3Sg be.Cond Peti.Acc perf-disturb-Inf-3Sg the noise-Dat

mert ki akartuk zökkenteni.

because out want.Past.DefObj.1Pl interrupt.Inf

Intended meaning: ‘It would have been good if the noise had distracted Peti because we wanted to interrupt him.’





Note that the argument-structure type illustrated in (77c,d) can be completed with an Agent, which takes the subject position from the Theme. The straightforward prediction is that in this case the agentlessness effect does not come into play, resulting in the corresponding constructions being fully acceptable. This prediction is borne out, as shown in (78a’,c’).


	
(78) ● Psych-verbs as input verbs: IV. Psych-verbs with an Agent


	
a. {SubjectAgent, ObjectExperiencer, ObliqueTheme} atelic

Mari folyamatos kiabálás-sal zavarta Peti-t.

Mari continuous shout-Ins disturb.Past.DefObj.3Sg Peti-Acc

‘Mari disturbed Peti with continuous shouting.’


	
a’. Jó lett volna Mari-nak folyamatos kiabálással zavar-ni-a

good be.Past.3Sg be.Cond Mari-Dat continuous shouting.Ins disturb-Inf-3Sg Petit, mert meg akartuk Petit büntetni.

Peti.Acc because perf want.Past.DefObj.1Pl Peti.Acc punish.Inf

‘It would have been good if Mari had disturbed Peti with continuous shouting because we wanted to punish Peti.’


	
b. {SubjectAgent?, ObjectExperiencer, ObliqueTheme} atelic

Mari zavarta Peti-t a köhögésé-vel.

Mari disturb.Past.DefObj.3Sg Peti-Acc the cough.Poss-Ins

‘Mari disturbed Peti by coughing.’


	
b’. ??Jó lett volna Mari-nak zavar-ni-a Petit a köhögésével,

good be.Past.3Sg be.Cond Mari-Dat disturb-Inf-3Sg Peti.Acc the cough.Poss.Ins

mert meg akartuk Petit büntetni.

because perf want.Past.DefObj.1Pl Peti.Acc punish.Inf

‘It would have been good if Mari had disturbed Peti by coughing because we wanted to punish Peti.’


	
c. {SubjectAgent, ObjectExperiencer, ObliqueTheme} telic

Mari meg-zavarta Peti-t egy kiáltás-sal.

Mari perf-disturb.Past.DefObj.3Sg Peti-Acc a shout-Ins

‘Mari distracted Peti by shouting.’


	
c’. Jó lett volna Mari-nak meg-zavar-ni-a Petit
 
good be.Past.3Sg be.Cond Mari-Dat perf-disturb-Inf-3Sg Peti.Acc

egy kiáltással, mert ki akartuk Petit zökkenteni.

a shout.Ins because out want.Past.DefObj.1Pl Peti.Acc interrupt.Inf

‘It would have been good if Mari had distracted Peti by shouting because we wanted to interrupt Peti.’


	
d. {SubjectAgent?, ObjectExperiencer, ObliqueTheme} telic

Mari meg-zavarta Peti-t a köhögésé-vel.

Mari perf-disturb.Past.DefObj.3Sg Peti-Acc the cough.Poss-Ins

‘Mari distracted Peti by coughing.’


	
d’. ??Jó lett volna Mari-nak meg-zavar-ni-a Petit

good be.Past.3Sg be.Cond Mari-Dat perf-disturb-Inf-3Sg Peti.Acc

a köhögésével, mert ki akartuk Petit zökkenteni.

the cough.Poss.Ins because out want.Past.DefObj.1Pl Peti.Acc interrupt.Inf

‘It would have been good if Mari had distracted Peti by coughing because we wanted to interrupt Peti.’





As the poor acceptability in (78b’,d’) show, however, the picture is even more complex. In the intended meanings of these examples, the subjects are not prototypical Agents, since, of the factors volitionality and causerness (see Dowty 1991, section 8), they can only be characterized by the latter. In the lack of volitionality, thus, the agentlessness effect can be regarded as coming into play, in which way the given grammaticality judgments have been accounted for.

Let us conclude the present subsection as well as the whole matrix subsection 1.1.3 with our fourth (and last) group of psych-verbs, where the Experiencer appears as an oblique case marked noun phrase, namely, as a dative one, leaving the subject grammatical function to the Theme. We are going to demonstrate an atelic representative of the group, namely, tetszik ‘please’ (79a-e), and then provide a partial illustration of its telic counterpart megtetszik ‘perf.please’ (79f-f”). As illustrated in (79b,e), this type also readily undergoes infinitivalization, in harmony with the generalization stated. The dative case marking of the Experiencer, however, makes this type special in that the input (nominative) subject must also be realized with dative case marking in the epistemic kell-construction (79c) and the evaluative construction (79d). The coappearance of coinciding case markers, referred to as the coinciding-markers effect from now on, is plausibly expected to decrease the acceptability of the constructions in question. This prediction is essentially borne out, but the picture is even more complex, due to the side effect of the coincidingmarkers effect that the resulting constructions are potentially ambiguous. Of the two competing potential meanings, what is laid down in the (unambiguous) twosentence text presented in (79a+a’) as the intended meaning, cannot be evoked in the two constructions under investigation, see the grammaticality judgments in (79c-d). As shown by the grammaticality judgments presented together with the translations belonging to the alternative meanings, these alternative meanings can be evoked to a greater extent. The difference between the still unacceptable (79d) construction and the quite acceptable (79c) construction can be attributed to the agentlessness effect, since this effect comes into play only in the case of the evaluative construction (79d).


	
(79) ● Psych-verbs as input verbs: V. Experiencer with dative case marking

{DativeExperiencer, SubjectTheme} atelic


	
a. Ili-nek tetszik Peti.

Ili-Dat please.3Sg Peti

‘IliExp is pleased by Peti.’


	
a’. Egész éjjel őt bámulta.

whole night (s)he.Acc stare.Past.DefObj.3Sg

‘She stared at him all night.’


	
b. Ilinek tetsz-eni fog Peti.

Ili.Dat please-Inf will.3Sg Peti

‘IliExp will be pleased by Peti.’


	
c. *Ilinek tetsz-eni-e kellett Peti-nek, hiszen egész éjjel

Ili.Dat please-Inf-3Sg must.Past.3Sg Peti-Dat since whole night

őt bámulta.

(s)he.Acc stare.Past.DefObj.3Sg

Intended meaning: ‘IliExp must have been pleased by Peti since she stared at him all night.’

?Non-intended meaning: ‘PetiExp must have been pleased by Ili since he stared at her all night.’


	
d. *Jó lett volna Ilinek tetsz-eni-e Peti-nek,

good be.Past.3Sg be.Cond Ili.Dat please-Inf-3Sg Peti-Dat

mert akkor szakított volna azzal a csapodár kollégájával.

because then break.Past.3Sg be.Cond that.Ins the flighty colleague.Poss.Ins

Intended meaning: ‘It would have been good if IliExp had been pleased by Peti because in that case she would have broken up with her flighty colleague.’

*?Non-intended meaning: ‘It would have been good if PetiExp had been pleased by Ili because in that case he would have broken up with his flighty colleague.’


	
e. Tetszik Ilinek Peti? Tetsz-eni tetszik neki,

please.3Sg Ili.Dat Peti please-Inf please.3Sg Dat.3Sg

de nem fog beleszeretni.

but not will.3Sg into.like.Inf

‘Is Ili pleased by Peti? Sure she is but she won’t fall in love with him.’


	
f. {DativeExperiencer, SubjectTheme} telic

Ili-nek meg-tetszett Peti.

Ili-Dat perf-please.Past.3Sg Peti

‘Peti struck Ili’s fancy.’


	
f’. *Ilinek meg kellett tetsz-eni-e Peti-nek, hiszen egész éjjel

Ili.Dat perf must.Past.3Sg please-Inf-3Sg Peti-Dat since whole night

őt bámulta.

(s)he.Acc stare.Past.DefObj.3Sg

Intended meaning: ‘Peti must have struck IliExp’s fancy since she stared at him all night.’

?Non-intended meaning: ‘Ili must have struck PetiExp’s fancy since he stared at her all night.’


	
f”. *Jó lett volna Ilinek meg-tetsz-eni-e Peti-nek,

good be.Past.3Sg be.Cond Ili.Dat perf-please-Inf-3Sg Peti-Dat

mert akkor szakított volna azzal a csapodár kollégájával.

because then break.Past.3Sg be.Cond that.Ins the flighty colleague.Poss.Ins

Intended meaning: ‘It would have been good if Peti had struck IliExp’s fancy because in that case she would have broken up with her flighty colleague.’

??Non-intended meaning: ‘It would have been good if Ili had struck PetiExp’s fancy because in that case he would have broken up with his flighty colleague.’





The pattern of acceptability of the constructions in question in the case of the telic counterpart, presented in (79f’,f”), is basically similar to the pattern in (79c-d). That is, the intended meaning laid down in (79f) cannot be evoked, with the alternative meanings being much more acceptable. There is a slight difference in that even the evaluative construction with the alternative reading, see (79f”), is “almost acceptable” (‘??’), presumably due to the partial neutralization of the agentlessness effect, tending to come in play if the input verbal construction is telic, as claimed earlier.

There also remains a question concerning this topic. It is not clear why the neutral word orders with the dative Experiencer preceding the stimulus-Theme, given in (79a,f), cannot be evoked in the constructions that are potentially ambiguous due to the coinciding-markers effect. In other words, it is unclear why it is that, with the not fully unacceptable readings of the word orders in (79c-d,f’-f”), the pre-infinitival dative noun phrase must be interpreted as the stimulus-like Theme, that is, the counterpart of the input subject. The phenomenon seems to serve as a special disambiguating strategy in constructions exposed to systematic ambiguity by the coinciding-markers effect.


1.1.4 Nominal and verbal properties

This subsection is devoted to the discussion of the verbal and nominal properties of the infinitives on the basis of Table 2 (A, sub IV) in the Introduction to the volume (see also Table 4 in 1.1.4.3). Subsection 1.1.4.1 discusses the verbal properties, and subsection 1.1.4.2 the nominal ones. We will conclude this topic in a separate subsection (1.1.4.3) with a short summary of the observations and generalizations.


Table 4 The degree of verbalness/nominalness of infinitives⏎


	PROPERTIES
	INFINITIVE
	INFINITIVEAGR



	
VERBAL

	
tense and mood

	
*

	
*



	
two person/number paradigms of conjugation

	
*

	
*



	
separability of verbal particle / verbal modifier

	
(?)

	
?



	
presence / obligatoriness of arguments 

	
✓ 

	
✓



	
accusative case marked argument 

	
✓

	
✓



	
adverbial modification 

	
✓ 

	
✓



	
information structure (internal scopes) 

	
(?)

	
?



	
NOMINAL

	
pluralization

	
*

	
*



	
possessive argument

	
–

	
(?)



	
case marking

	
*

	
*



	
adjectival modification

	
*

	
*



	
definiteness and other degrees of referentiality

	
*

	
*



	
quantification (and determination)

	
*

	
*




1.1.4.1 Verbal properties

Let us start with the verbal properties listed in Table 2 (A, sub IV) in the Introduction to the volume; see also Table 4 in 1.1.4.3.


I Tense and mood

Hungarian finite verbs can be conjugated for tense and mood, among other things, prototypically by means of affixation (see (80a) and (81a,b)), or, in the case of the future tense, by means of an analytic construction containing an auxiliary, which is optional, as is demonstrated in (80a’) below. How can the semantic meaning contribution of tense and mood be retained in the course of infinitivalization?

As the nonfiniteness of -ni inherently means the lack of tense expression (NB: Kenesei (2000: 122) explicitly claims that -ni and the -(Vt)t of past tense occupy the same syntactic position and so are in complementary distribution), an intended tense can only be figured out on the basis of such subsidiary grammatical clues as the presence of verbal particles and such temporal adverbs as tegnap ‘yesterday’ and holnap ‘tomorrow’ in (80b), for instance. Recall that the “implicit” expression of the future tense, both in verbal constructions (80a’) and in constructions headed by infinitives (80b), was also illustrated in (66) in 1.1.3, sub II.


	
(80) ● Infinitivalization of tensed verbs


	
a. Peti tegnap haza-jö-tt.

Peti yesterday home-come-Past.3Sg

‘Yesterday Peti came home.’ a’. Peti holnap [haza fog jönni] / [haza-jön].

Peti tomorrow home will.3Sg come.Inf / home-come.3Sg

‘Tomorrow Péter will come home.’


	
b. Jobb lett volna Peti-nek tegnap haza-jön-ni-e vonattal,

better be.Past.3Sg be.Cond Peti.Dat yesterday home-arrive-Inf-3Sg train.Ins

mint meg-próbál-ni-a holnap haza-jön-ni repülővel.

then perf-try-Inf-3Sg tomorrow home-arrive-Inf airplane.Ins

‘It would have been better for Peti to have come home yesterday by train than to attempt to come home tomorrow by air.’





As for expressing mood, again, this is restricted to finite clauses, and due to this fact, there is no morphological way of simply attaching the suffix -ni to the appropriately inflected verb forms (a potential explanation is that mood morphemes occupy the same Tense position as -ni, see Rebrus (2000: 770); cf. vár-t-ad ‘wait-PastDefObj.2Sg’, vár-j-ad ‘wait-Subj-DefObj.2Sg’, vár-ná-d ‘wait-Cond-DefObj.2Sg’ vár-n-od ‘wait-Inf-2Sg’, where the morphemes in bold are plausibly assumed to occupy the same position in the structure of the words, and, parallelly, in the underlying syntactic structures of the corresponding phrases of the given words as heads). Instead, such separate words as kényszerít ‘force’ (81a’), szándék ‘intention’ (81b’) and vágyik ‘aspire’ (81c’) can be used to contribute semantic features related to mood (see the corresponding primeless examples).


	
(81) ● Infinitivalization of verbs in different moods


	
a. Péter, kísér-d haza Mari-t!

Péter accompany-Subj.DefObj.2Sg home Mari-Acc

‘Péter, walk Mari home!’


	
a’. *Megkérték / ??Kényszerítették Pétert haza-kísér-ni Marit.

ask.Past.DefObj.3Pl / force.Past.DefObj.3Pl Péter.Acc home-accompany-Inf Mari.Acc

‘Péter was asked / forced to walk Mari home.’


	
b. Haza-kísér-né-m Mari-t.

home-accompany-Cond-DefObj.1Sg Mari-Acc

‘I would walk Mari home.’


	
b’. Szándékomban áll haza-kísér-ni Marit.

intention.Poss.1Sg.Ine stand.3Sg home-accompany-Inf Mari.Acc

‘I intend to walk Mari home.’


	
c. Péter állandóan lottóz-na.

Péter permanently play_the_lottery-Cond.3Sg

‘Péter would play the lottery all the time.’


	
c’. Péter állandóan lottóz-ni vágyik.

Péter permanently play_the_lottery-Inf aspire.3Sg

‘Péter permanently aspires to play the lottery.’


	
d. Azt láttam / hiszem, hogy Péter éppen ment haza.

that.Acc see.Past.1Sg / believe.DefObj.1Sg that Péter just go.Past.3Sg home

‘I saw / believe that Péter was going home.’


	
d’. Láttam / *Hiszem Péter-t haza-me-nni.

see.Past.1Sg / believe.DefObj.1Sg Péter-Acc home-go-Inf

‘I saw Péter going home.’ / Intended meaning: ‘I believe that Péter went home.’





Note that the imperative attitude (81a) can also be expressed by a sentence type consisting of a single infinitival construction without any finite matrix verb, see (18c) in 1.1.1. The same series of examples demonstrate that possibility can also be expressed by this finite-verbless sentence type (18d,e). It is noteworthy that in Hungarian possibility cannot be expressed by infinitives subcategorized by matrix verbs with a subject-Experiencer, in contrast to sensorial experience, as illustrated in (81d’). Note also that possibility can be expressed by the epistemic kellconstruction, in which the Experiencer’s point of view is hidden, see (5a-b) in 1.1.1, for instance.


II Several paradigms of conjugation

As was discussed in connection with Table 2 in 1.1.1, in Hungarian both verbs and infinitives (in addition to nouns) can be provided with suffixes referring to person and number. However, there is a significant difference.

In the case of verbs, “more than two” paradigms are used, as illustrated in (82aa”, c-g). First of all, the verb agrees with the subject in number and person. Second, the coexistence of the different paradigms comes from the fact that the verb also encodes such features of the object as its definiteness and person (see N1.1.1.4.1 and N1.1.1.4.2). In the case of infinitives, however, there is only one paradigm, similar to nouns (82b-g): the infinitival head agrees only with its subject-like argument (in number and person). It must be noted, however, in order to avoid any misunderstanding, that the single infinitival paradigm does not coincide with either of the verbal paradigms with respect to morphological form (but it is identical with the nominal paradigm, see É. Kiss (2002: 219)). Some of its elements, in the synchronic state of the language, essentially coincide with those of the non-definite paradigm (‘1Pl’ and ‘2Pl’), while others with those of the definite one (‘1Sg’, ‘2Sg’, ‘3Sg’). Entering into diachronic details, however, would go far beyond the scope of this book.

This “one-dimensional” system of agreement may have to do with the fact that, beside an infinitival head, the subject-like argument is the only “distinguished” dependent, in contrast to the two distinguished dependents of the verb, namely, the subject and the object. The series of examples in (82) below illustrates what happens in the case of infinitivalization: in the output infinitival phrase only the subject-like argument retains its “distinguished” status.


	
(82) ● Several paradigms of conjugation in the case of verbs versus only one paradigm of inflection in the case of infinitives


	
a. Van hová meg-hív-j-am ő-t.

be.3Sg to_where perf-invite-Subj-DefObj.1Sg (s)he-Acc

‘There is a place to invite him/her.’


	
a’. Van hová meg-hív-j-ak valaki-t.

be.3Sg to_where perf-invite-Subj-1Sg someone-Acc

‘There is a place to invite someone.’


	
a”. Van hová meg-hív-j-alak (téged).

be.3Sg to_where perf-invite-Subj-2Obj.1Sg you.Acc

‘There is a place to invite you.’


	
b. Van hová meg-hív-n-om ő-t / valaki-t / téged.

be.3Sg to_where perf-invite-Inf-1Sg (s)he-Acc / someone-Acc / you.Acc

‘There is a place to invite [him/her] / someone / you.’


	
c. meg-hív-n-od ~ [meg-hív-j-ad őt] /

perf-invite-Inf-2Sg perf-invite-Subj-DefObj.2Sg (s)he.Acc /

[meg-hív-j-ál valakit / engem]

perf-invite-Subj-2Sg someone.Acc / I.Acc


	
d. meg-hív-ni-a ~ [meg-hív-j-a őt] /

perf-invite-Inf-3Sg perf-invite-Subj-DefObj.3Sg (s)he.Acc /

[meg-hív-j-on valakit / engem]

perf-invite-Subj-3Sg someone.Acc / I.Acc


	
e. meg-hív-n-unk ~ [meg-hív-j-uk őt] /

perf-invite-Inf-1Pl perf-invite-Subj-DefObj.1Pl (s)he.Acc /

[meg-hív-j-unk valakit / téged]

perf-invite-Subj-1Pl someone.Acc / you.Acc


	
f. meg-hív-n-otok ~ [meg-hív-j-átok őt] /

perf-invite-Inf-2Pl perf-invite-Subj-DefObj.2Pl (s)he.Acc /

[meg-hív-j-anak valakit / engem]

perf-invite-Subj-2Pl someone.Acc / I.Acc


	
g. meg-hív-ni-uk ~ [meg-hív-j-ák őt] /

perf-invite-Inf-3Pl perf-invite-Subj-DefObj.3Pl (s)he.Acc /

[meg-hív-j-anak valakit / téged]

perf-invite-Subj-3Pl someone.Acc / you.Acc





On the basis of the data above, we can establish that the Hungarian verbal property of having a “multi-dimensional” system of agreement paradigms is not carried over to infinitives.


III Separability of verbal modifier

In certain verbal constructions in Hungarian, the verbal modifier can occupy other positions than its immediate left-adjacent one to the stem of the verb which is usual in neutral sentences. At least two positions are involved. First, the verbal modifier can appear after the verb; see the (a)-examples in (83–85). Second, the verbal modifier can remain before the verb but an element can be inserted between them; see (86a). Subsection III is devoted to the question of whether these word-order patterns with a verbal modifier separated from the head are inherited by the corresponding infinitival constructions.

Let us start with the Hungarian focus construction, famous for the “inverse” word order with the verb stem preceding the verbal modifier (83a). As presented in (83b), this input word-order pattern can be retained, but the resulting construction is somewhat marked. The construction is fully acceptable if the verbal modifier occupies its usual position immediately left-adjacent to the verb stem, as is also presented in (83b). The same difference can be observed if the infinitival construction we consider is the inflected one, with a definite trend of decrease in acceptability, especially in the “verbal” [infinitive + verbal particle] order, witnessed by (83c) (cf. Farkas 2020). Note that there seem to be (at least) two types of speakers: one who tolerates the [Inf + verbal particle] order well (including cases containing inflected infinitives), while the other type of speakers prefers the [verbal particle + Inf] order, especially in cases of inflected infinitives. It would be worth conducting future research to reveal all the aspects of this question.


	
(83) ● Separability of verbal modifiers in the case of infinitives:

I. Focus construction


	
a. Csak Petit hívtam be a megbeszélésre.

only Peti.Acc call.Past.1Sg into the meeting.Sub

‘I invited only PETI to the meeting.’


	
b. Szeretném csak Petit (?)[hív-ni be] / ✓be-hív-ni a megbeszélésre.

like.Cond.DefObj.1Sg only Peti.Acc call-Inf into / into-call-Inf the meeting.Sub

‘I would like to invite only PETI to the meeting.’


	
c. Hiba lett volna csak Petit ??[hív-n-om be] / (?)be-hív-n-om

mistake be.Past.3Sg be.Cond only Peti.Acc call-Inf-1Sg into / into-call-Inf-1Sg a megbeszélésre.

the meeting.Sub

‘It would be a mistake for me to invite only PETI to the meeting.’





Progressive aspect, illustrated in (84a), also triggers a [verb + verbal particle] order, which can be strengthened by the element -felé ‘towards’ attached to the verbal particle if the given verbal particle has its original directional meaning. Note that the resulting felé-expressions are not verbal particles anymore, witnessed by the fact that the verb stem has stress (84a’) also in cases when the felé-expression is leftadjacent to the verb stem. The distribution of grammaticality judgments in (84b-b’), where the two times two corresponding potential uninflected infinitival variants are presented, show that the [infinitive + verbal particle] “verbal order” is essentially acceptable in the intended progressive meaning (‘(?)’). Nevertheless, the [verbal particle + infinitive] order can also more or less be associated with this aspectual version (‘?’) but is obviously suppressed by the competing non-progressive reading, illustrated in (84b”). In the case of both orders, the insertion of -felé makes the constructions aspectually unambiguous and fully acceptable (84b’). As for the inflected type of the infinitive (84c-c’), compared to the uninflected counterpart in (84b-b’), essentially the same trend of decrease in acceptance can be observed as in (83b-c). The distribution pattern of acceptability among the competing potential variants is, of course, more complex in the (84b-c’) case than in (83b-c) due to the “threatening” aspectual ambiguity, illustrated in (84c”).


	
(84) ● Separability of verbal modifiers in the case of infinitives:

II. Progressive aspect


	
a. Éppen másztál le a szikláról, amikor megpillantottalak.

just climb.Past.2Sg down the rock.Del when catch_sight.Past.2Obj.3Sg

‘You were climbing down the rock when I caught sight of you.’ a’. Éppen [’másztál 'le-felé] / ['le-felé 'másztál] a szikláról, just climb.Past.2Sg down-towards / down-towards climb.Past.2Sg the rock.Del

amikor megpillantottalak. when catch_sight.Past.2Obj.3Sg

‘You were climbing down the rock when I caught sight of you.’


	
b. Láttalak (?)[mász-ni le] / ?le-mász-ni a szikláról.

see.Past.2Obj.1Sg climb-Inf down / down-climb-Inf the rock.Del

‘I saw you climbing down the rock.’


	
b’. Láttalak [mász-ni le-felé)] / le-felé-mász-ni a szikláról.

see.Past.2Obj.1Sg climb-Inf down-towards / down-towards-climb-Inf the rock.Del

‘I saw you climbing down the rock.’


	
b”. Láttalak le-mász-ni a szikláról.

see.Past.2Obj.1Sg down-climb-Inf the rock.Del

‘I saw you climb down the rock.’


	
c. Szerencsétlen dolog volt ??[mász-n-om le] /

unfortunate thing be.Past.3Sg climb-Inf-1Sg down /

*le-mász-n-om a szikláról, amikor jött a lavina.

down-climb-Inf-1Sg the rock.Del when come.Past.3Sg the avalanche

‘It was unfortunate for me to be climbing down the rock when the avalanche came.’


	
c’. Szerencsétlen dolog volt (?)[mász-n-om le-felé] /

unfortunate thing be.Past.3Sg climb-Inf-1Sg down-towards /

?[le-felé mász-n-om] a szikláról, amikor jött a lavina. 

down(-towards)-climb-Inf-1Sg the rock.Del when come.Past.3Sg the avalanche

‘It was unfortunate for me to be climbing down the rock when the avalanche came.’

c”. Ostobaság volt le-mász-n-om a szikláról, 

foolery be.Past.3Sg down-climb-Inf-1Sg the rock.Del

amikor jött a lavina. 

when come.Past.3Sg the avalanche

‘It was silly for me to climb down the rock when the avalanche came [as a reaction to the avalanche].’





Next, we will investigate another verbal construction with this “inverse” word-order pattern: the construction of Hungarian sentential negation (85a). As shown in (85b), the [uninflected infinitive + verbal particle] “verbal order” is quite acceptable, with the opposite order being somewhat preferred. The same example also shows that a potential [verbal particle + NOT + infinitive] order, whose “verbal” counterpart serves the purpose of expressing a special emphatic form of negation (85d), is unacceptable. Note in passing that the emphatic construction in question has no infinitival counterpart, due to the fact that this special emphasis can only be associated with the “upmost” finite clausal level.


	
(85) ● Separability of verbal modifiers in the case of infinitives:

III. Sentential negation


	
a. Nem írtam alá a szerződést.

not write.Past.1Sg under the contract.Acc

‘I did not sign the contract.’


	
b. Hiba volt ?[nem ír-ni alá] / (?)[nem alá-ír-ni] /*?[alá nem ír-ni]
 
mistake be.Past.3Sg not write-Inf under / not under-write-Inf / under not write-Inf

a szerződést.

the contract.Acc

‘It was a mistake not to sign the contract.’


	
c. Hiba volt ??[nem ír-n-om alá] / ?[nem alá-ír-n-om] /

mistake be.Past.3Sg not write-Inf-1Sg under / not under-write-Inf-1Sg /

*[alá nem ír-n-om] a szerződést.

under not write-Inf-1Sg the contract.Acc

‘It was a mistake for me not to sign the contract.’


	
d. Péter alá nem írná a szerződést!

Péter under not write.Cond.DefObj.3Sg the contract.Acc

‘Péter would not (be willing to) sign the contract!’





The inflected counterparts, as illustrated in (85c), again, show a trend of decrease in acceptability.

We conclude subsection III with another verbal construction with an inserted grammatical element between the verbal modifier and the verb stem (86a). The element in question is a special, “emphatic”, version of is ‘also’. The intended meaning with the emphatic interpretation of is ‘also’ can readily be expressed in infinitival constructions, with the same order of the relevant elements (86b). Note that a version with a postposed is particle is also quite acceptable, see the second variant in (86b). The inflected counterparts (86c), in total harmony with what could be observed so far in this subsection, show a trend of decrease in acceptability.


	
(86) ● Separability of verbal modifiers in the case of infinitives:

IV. Construction with an inserted is ‘also’


	
a. Elkészítettem, majd alá is írtam a szerződést.

prepare.Past.DefObj.1Sg then under also write.Past.DefObj.1Sg the contract.Acc

‘I prepared the contract, and then I even signed it.’


	
b. Szeretném nemcsak elkészíteni,

like.Cond.DefObj.1Sg not_only prepare.Inf

de [alá is ír-ni] / ?[alá-ír-ni is] a szerződést.

but under also write-Inf / under-write-Inf also the contract.Acc

‘I would like not only to prepare the contract, but even to sign it.’


	
c. Hiba volt nemcsak elkészítenem,

mistake be.Past.3Sg not_only prepare.Inf.1Sg

de (?)[alá is ír-n-om] / ??[alá-ír-n-om is] a szerződést.

but under also write-Inf-1Sg / under-write-Inf-1Sg also the contract.Acc

‘It was a mistake for me not only to prepare the contract, but even to sign it.’





We can establish on the basis of the data above that the separability of verbal modifiers from heads, characteristic of certain verbal constructions, but not of nominal ones (see N1.3.1.2.4.1, sub III, for instance), is characteristic of uninflected infinitives to a high degree, and of inflected ones to a significantly lesser degree. Infinitives thus are “verbal” in this respect depending on the absence/presence of inflection. Why even uninflected infinitives do not qualify as “fully verbal” is that in all cases under investigation there are also quite highly acceptable word-order patterns not available to verbal constructions. As for the reduced verbalness in the inflected subtype of infinitives, this property may have to do with the fact that the inflection of infinitives is nominal, and not verbal, in that there are no “more than two” paradigms, as pointed out in 1.1.4.1, sub II.


IV Presence and obligatoriness of arguments

In this subsection we give a global picture of the observations concerning argumentstructure inheritance in the case of infinitives. The main points were given in subsection 1.1.2.1; subsections 1.1.2.3 and 1.1.3 provided several further details, and this subsection, in addition to the summary in the next paragraph, adds two supplementary comments on the topic, in connection with the data illustrated in (8789) below.

Infinitives, both inflected and uninflected ones, can essentially be characterized by the complete retainment of the argument structure of the input verb in harmony with the defining property that they are intended to express the same states of affairs as the corresponding input verbal constructions. Apart from the change in finiteness, the argument structure of the verb remains unaffected by the formation process: the number, the thematic functions and the information-structural functions of the arguments remain the same. Accusative and oblique case marked arguments also retain their case markings, including cases where they serve as verbal modifiers. Verbal particles also remain unaffected in the course of infinitivalization. Similarly, a free adjunct that belongs to the input verb (phrase) as a certain kind of syntactic satellite will appear in the same form and in the same satellite function in the corresponding output infinitival construction.

As for the obligatory or optional character of input arguments, we illustrate in (87a-a”) that these properties are also essentially inherited in the course of infinitivalization. Nevertheless, we raise the hypothesis that it is somewhat easier to omit a basically obligatory argument from an infinitival construction (87b’-b”) than from its finite counterpart (87b). As also shown in (87b’-b”), this kind of omissibility does not depend on the absence/presence of inflection on the infinitival head. Nevertheless, the difference between the three cases (verbal input versus uninflected output versus inflected output) in the given respect is somewhat speaker dependent and its generalizability is also not easy because of the high sensibility of the acceptability of the given infinitival constructions to the semantics of the matrix predicate. It is worth carrying out much future research on the topic, also involving corpus-based methods (cf. Szécsényi 2019).


	
(87) ● Obligatoriness of arguments in the case of infinitives


	
a. Összegyűjtöttem *(✓néhány értékes bélyeget) (az albumba).

together.collect.Past.1Sg some valuable stamp.Acc the album.Ill

‘I have collected (some valuable stamps) (in the album).’


	
a’. Szeretnék összegyűjt-eni *(✓néhány értékes bélyeget) (az albumba).

like.Cond.1Sg together.collect-Inf some valuable stamp.Acc the album.Ill

‘I would like to collect (some valuable stamps) (in the album).’


	
a”. Hiba volt összegyűjt-en-em *(✓néhány értékes bélyeget) (az albumba).

mistake be.Past.3Sg together.collect-Inf-1Sg some valuable stamp.Acc the album.Ill

‘It was a mistake for me to collect (some valuable stamps) (in the album).’


	
b. Mostanában gyakran csalódom ??(✓a diákokban).

nowadays often be_disappointed.1Sg the student.Pl.Ine

‘I am often disappointed (with the students) nowadays.’


	
b’. Utálok csalód-ni ?(✓a diákokban).

hate.1Sg be_disappointed-Inf the student.Pl.Ine

‘I hate to be disappointed (with the students).’


	
b”. Gyakran kellett csalód-n-od ?(✓a diákokban),

often must.Past.3Sg be_disappointed-Inf-2Sg the student.Pl.Ine

ha ilyen pesszimista lettél.

if so pessmisitic become.Past.2Sg

‘You must have been disappointed (with the students) if you have become so pessimistic.’





Only the constituents with no explicit case marking in the input verbal construction, illustrated in the primeless examples in (88), may undergo certain changes in the course of infinitivalization, depending on the requirements of the matrix construction. The constituent types concerned are the subject and the non-casemarked type of verbal modifier. If the matrix construction is such that no change in case marking happens with infinitivalization, the arguments concerned will unproblematically appear in the output, see the primed examples in (88).


	
(88) ● Presence of non-changing constituents with no explicit case marking in infinitival constructions


	
a. Ili erőszakos volt Marival.

Ili violent be.Past.3Sg Mari.Ins

‘Ili was being violent with Mari.’


	
a’. Ili erőszakos akart le-nni Marival.

Ili violent want.Past.3Sg be-Inf Mari.Ins

‘Ili wanted to be violent with Mari.’


	
b. A feleségem a főnököm volt.

my wife.Poss.1Sg the boss.Poss.1Sg be.Past.3Sg

‘My wife was my boss.’


	
b’. A feleségem a főnököm akart le-nni.

my wife.Poss.1Sg the boss.Poss.1Sg want.Past.3Sg be-Inf

‘My wife wanted to be my boss.’


	
c. Ili levelet írt Mari-nak.

Ili letter.Acc write.Past.3Sg Mari-Dat

‘Ili wrote a letter to Mari.’


	
c’. Ili levelet akart ír-ni Mari-nak.

Ili letter.Acc want.Past.3Sg write-Inf Mari-Dat

‘Ili wanted to write a letter to Mari.’


	
d. Péter tanár-t alakít a darabban.

Péter teacher-Acc act.3Sg the play.Ine

‘Péter acted a teacher in the play.’


	
d’. Péter tanár-t akart alakít-ani a darabban.

Péter teacher-Acc want.Past.3Sg act-Inf the play.Ine

‘Péter wanted to act a teacher in the play.’


	
e. Péter megcsókolta Mari-t.

Péter kiss.Past.DefObj.3Sg Mari.Acc

‘Péter kissed Mari.’


	
e’. Péter meg akarta csókol-ni Mari-t.

Péter perf want.Past.DefObj.3Sg kiss-Inf Mari.Acc

‘Péter wanted to kiss Mari.’





If the matrix construction is such that certain input constituents with no explicit case marking obtain explicit case marking, the coinciding-markers effect may come into play. The concerned arguments can appear in the dative (89a-c), or in the accusative (89d-e). As the corresponding grammaticality judgments show, the coincidingmarkers effect does not result in a decrease in acceptability if the two output arguments with the coinciding case markings can unambiguously be differentiated on the basis of their positions (89a,b,d) and/or their degree of referentiality (89a,d). By positions we mean that one constituent, in contrast to the other, occupies the output counterpart of the input verbal-modifier position, that is, the infinitivalmodifier position (89a,b,d). As for the degree of referentiality, this factor enables us to differentiate non-referential arguments from referential ones (89a,d). The slight difference in acceptability between (89a,d) and (89c) can be attributed to the fact that in the former cases both factors help in disambiguating the constructions that are potentially ambiguous due to the coinciding-markers effect.


	
(89) ● The coinciding-markers effect in the case of infinitives


	
a. Hiba volt Ili-nek erőszakos-nak le-nni-e Marival.

mistake be.Past.3Sg Ili-Dat violent-Dat be-Inf-3Sg Mari.Ins

‘It was a mistake for Ili to be violent with Mari.’


	
b. (?)Nem volt szerencsés a feleségem-nek a főnököm-nek le-nni-e.

not be.Past.3Sg felicitous my wife.Poss.1Sg-Dat the boss.Poss.1Sg-Dat be-Inf-3Sg

‘It was not felicitous for my wife to be my boss.’


	
c. (?)Hiba volt Ili-nek levelet ír-ni-a Mari-nak.

mistake be.Past.3Sg Ili-Dat letter.Acc write-Inf-3Sg Mari-Dat

Available reading: ‘It was a mistake for Ili to write a letter to Mari.’

Non-available reading (‘*?’): ‘It was a mistake for Mari to write a letter to Ili.’


	
d. Hagytam Péter-t tanár-t alakít-ani a darabban.

let.Past.1Sg Péter-Acc teacher-Acc act-Inf the play.Ine

‘I let Péter act a teacher in the play.’


	
e. Hagytam Péter-t megcsókol-ni Mari-t.

let.Past.1Sg Péter-Acc kiss-Inf Mari-Acc

Available reading: ‘I let Péter kiss Mari.’

Non-available reading (‘??’): ‘I let Mari kiss Péter.’





Hungarian is basically a topic prominent language with relatively free post-verbal word order and differentiating case markers (cf. É. Kiss (2002: 2–7), for instance). From this it would follow that if the input constituents with no explicit case marking do not have an easily recognizable verbal-modifier function and do not show difference in referentiality degree from the dative case marked argument, as in (89c), or the object, as in (89e), the output counterpart of the subject is predicted to be interchangeable with these. As shown in (89c,e), however, that is not the case: the sentences in question are not ambiguous. Instead, it is almost obligatory to interpret, of the potentially interchangeable constituents, the one preceding the other as the counterpart of the input subject. The other interpretation is suppressed, as shown by the grammaticality judgments assigned to the “non-available readings” in (89c,e). The phenomenon can be regarded as a manifestation of a universal tendency according to which if, and only if, there is no differentiating explicit case marking, a rigid word order should help in obtaining unambiguous mapping between thematic roles and constituents subcategorized by argument-taking heads.

All in all, with respect to the presence and obligatoriness of arguments, infinitives are practically entirely “verbal”, with very slight differences concerning sporadically occurring peripheral cases.


V Accusative case marked arguments

Infinitives are entirely verbal in respect of being capable of having accusative case marked arguments. These arguments can appear as fully-fledged arguments (90a), verbal modifiers (90b) or -t-marked phrases with adverbial function (90c) (as for the latter type, the -t should be regarded as an inherent case since there is no predicate that could be claimed to serve as the assigner of the accusative case). Note that an accusative case marked argument can even appear together with a -t-marked phrases with adverbial function, as illustrated in (90d) (see also Szécsényi and Szécsényi 2016: 120–121). The minimal pair in (90d-d’), featuring this extreme constellation of two types of -t-marked elements, is intended to illustrate the generalization that there is no difference between inflected and uninflected infinitives in respect of the capability of having accusative case marked satellites.


	
(90) ● Accusative case marked arguments of infinitives


	
a. Szeretném meglátogat-ni Mari-t.

like.Cond.DefObj.1Sg perf.visit-Inf Mari-Acc

‘I would like to pay a visit to Mari.’


	
b. Szeretnék virág-ot szed-ni.

like.Cond.1Sg flower-Acc pick-Inf

‘I would like to pick flowers.’


	
c. Szeretnék olvas-ni egy kicsi-t.

like.Cond.1Sg read-Inf a little-Acc

‘I would like to read a little.’


	
d. Szeretném egy kicsi-t olvas-ni ez-t a könyv-et.

like.Cond.1Sg a little-Acc read-Inf this-Acc the book-Acc

‘I would like to read this book a little.’


	
d’. Tegnap az-t a könyv-et is olvas-n-om kellett egy kicsi-t.

yesterday that-Acc the book-Acc also read-Inf-1Sg must.Past.3Sg a little-Acc ‘Yesterday I also had to read that book a little.’





Infinitives, however, in contrast to verbs, do not show agreement in definiteness and person with their objects (see 1.1.4.1, sub II).


VI Adverbial modification

InfPs are entirely verbal in that both the inflected and the uninflected type can be readily associated with adverbs, either as adjuncts (91a-b) or as arguments (91c). These adverbs typically express time (91a), place (91a), manner (91a) or state (91b), and they can also appear as verbal modifiers (91c).


	
(91) ● Infinitives modified by adverbs


	
a. Na például tegnap ott lelkesen énekel-ni / énekel-n-ed,

well for_instance yesterday there enthusiastically sing-Inf / sing-Inf-2Sg

az hiba volt. that mistake be.Past.3Sg

‘Well for instance, as for (you) singing there yesterday enthusiastically, that was a mistake.’


	
b. Na például részegen hazakísér-ni / hazakísér-n-ed Marit,

well for_instance drunkenly home.accompany-Inf / home.accompany-Inf-2Sg Mari.Acc

az hiba volt.

that mistake be.Past.3Sg

‘Well for instance, as for (you) walking Mari home drunk, that was a mistake.’


	
c. Na például jól bán-ni / bán-n-unk Marival, az hiba volt.

well for_instance well treat-Inf / treat-Inf-1Pl Mari.Ins that mistake be.Past.3Sg

‘Well for instance, as for (us) treating Mari well, that was a mistake.’






VII Information structure

This subsection is devoted to the question of the inheritance by infinitives of the information structure typical of Hungarian verbal constructions, in the light of the fact that the logical, pragmatic and formal aspects of this system are highly complex and extremely sophisticated.

It will be shown that this intricate complexity can be accommodated in the infinitival structure, due to the high degree of syntactic similarity between verbal and infinitival constructions. That is, we claim that infinitives inherit information structure in the course of infinitivalization. Scope of arguments (and of other potential satellites) is inherited due to the inherited nature of arguments, so arguments are inherited together with the scope they take within the information structure of the input verb.

Of the operators listed in (5) in the Introduction to the volume (in A.IV), let us start the overview of the capability of having information structure with the determiner mind ‘every’, by means of which we obtained valuable data in subsection 1.1.2.2 (see the series of examples in (30).

The quantifier of the finite verb elküld ‘send’ in (92a), for instance, will serve as a quantifier that belongs to the corresponding infinitive elküldeni ‘to send’ in (92a’-a”), resulting in a meaning according to which only the simultaneous sending of the two colleagues to the conference in Bern is regarded as superfluous (NB: this reading is compatible with the sending of one of the colleagues). The inherited scope relation between the quantifier and the infinitive head within the information structure that belongs to the infinitival phrase is referred to as an internal scope relation.

As shown by the translations and the scope-hierarchy representing formulas in square brackets ‘[X>Y>Z]’ in (92a’), the quantifier that belongs to the infinitive can also take a wider scope, operating as if it belonged to the information structure of the matrix predicate (NB: according to this particular reading, neither colleagues should have been sent to the conference in Bern). The resulting scope relation is referred to as an external scope relation.

It is the existence of the internal reading that is directly relevant to informationstructure inheritance (see N1.3.1). In a theory-neutral discussion, thus, the most advantageous test constructions are those that exclude external readings. These are capable of the appropriate isolation of the information structure in question and/or the furnishing of the infinitival involver of the potential external-scope taker with a definite other operator function (see the subsections on information-structure inheritance in N1.3.1). In (92a”), this infinitival construction, involving the potential external-scope taking quantifier, serves as a contrastive topic in the information structure of the matrix predicate fölösleges volt ‘it was needless’. The ‘for instance’construction ensures such optimal isolation for the InfP that the internal reading will be perfectly acceptable. Hence, from now on, the ‘for instance’-construction will be used as a test construction to point out the existence of internal scope, and so the inheritance of information structure.


	
(92) ● The inheritance of information structure in the case of infinitives:

I. Quantifier mind ‘every’


	
a. Mindkét kollégát el-küldtük a berni konferenciára.

both colleague.Acc away-send.Past.DefObj.1Pl the Bern.Adj conference.Sub

‘We sent both colleagues to the conference in Bern.’


	
a’. Fölösleges volt mindkét kollégát el-küld-en-ünk / el-küld-eni

needless be.Past.3Sg both colleague.Acc away-send-Inf-1Pl / away-send-Inf

a berni konferenciára.

the Bern.Adj conference.Sub

internal reading: [NEEDLESS > BOTH_COLLEAGUES > SEND]

‘It was needless that both colleagues (together) were sent (by us) to the conference in Bern.’

external reading: (?)[BOTH_COLLEAGUES > NEEDLESS > SEND]

‘In the case of both colleagues, it was needless (for us) to send them to the conference in Bern.’


	
a”. Na például mindkét kollégát el-küld-en-ünk / el-küld-eni

well for_instance both colleague.Acc away-send-Inf-1Pl / away-send-Inf

a berni konferenciára, az fölösleges volt.

the Bern.Adj conference.Sub that needless be.Past.3Sg

‘Well for instance, (for us) to send both colleagues to the conference in Bern, that was needless.’


	
b. Mindkét konferenciá-ra el-mentünk.

both conference-Sub away-go.Past.1Pl

‘We went to both conferences.’


	
b’. Na például mindkét konferenciá-ra el-men-n-ünk / el-men-ni,

well for_instance both conference-Sub away-go-Inf-1Pl / away-go-Inf

az fölösleges volt.

that needless be.Past.3Sg

‘Well for instance, (for us) to go to both conferences, that was needless.’


	
c. Mindkét kolléga el-ment a berni konferenciára.

both colleague away-go.Past.3Sg the Bern.Adj conference.Sub

‘Both colleagues went to the conference in Bern.’


	
c’. Na például mindkét kollégá-nak el-men-ni-e

well for_instance both colleague-Dat away-go-Inf-3Sg

a berni konferenciára, az fölösleges volt.

the Bern.Adj conference.Sub that needless be.Past.3Sg

‘Well for instance, for both colleagues to go to the conference in Bern, that was needless.’





Information structure functions are readily inherited not only in the case of objects (92a-a’) but also in the case of oblique case marked noun phrases (92b-b’) and subject-like elements (92c-c’). The last case is worth considering because in this function, in contrast to the non-subject functions, there is a change in case marking; which, however, has no impact on scope taking.

It is also worth noting that, in the case of mind-quantifiers, the absence/presence of inflection on the infinitival head has no impact on the acceptability of the constructions under investigation, see the fully acceptable relevant minimal pairs in (92a’,a”,b’).


Remark 1. At this point, it is worth returning to the problem of the omissibility of the infinitival inflection in evaluative constructions in which the semantic subject of the infinitival head should also reasonably be considered to belong to the given head in a syntactic sense; see the series of examples in (8), and especially (8c-c’), in 1.1.1 (NB: the purpose of the authors of the volume is no more than raising the readers’ attention to a phenomenon whose revelation will require statistical methods). Besides the constructions presented in (92a’,a”,b’), the one in (92c’) also has an alternative with an uninflected infinitival head, as shown in (i+ii). The difference between the constructions in question is as follows. In the former cases (92a’,a”,b’), the inflected and uninflected variants can practically be construed as an active/passive pair, on the basis of the semantic viewpoint of [expressing the Agentlike participant]. The alternatives thus have two different meanings. In the latter case, given in (92c’) and (i+ii), the inflected variant and its uninflected alternative mean the same; in the above sense, both can be regarded as an active variant (with a known Agent-like participant). The uninflected variant should not exist at all under reasonable theoretical considerations: (I) uninflectedness implies the existence of a controller, as argued for in connection with (8), (II) the ‘for instance’-construction, however, “encloses” the dative case marked satellite in a way that (II.a) it necessarily belongs to the infinitival head, so (II.b) its construal as belonging to a matrix predicate as a controller is excluded, and (II.c) there is no potential other controller. However, the picture is far from clear, as presented in (i-v), which provides a common matrix sentence (i) into which the different fillers listed in (ii-v.b) should be placed.


	
Na például [...] a berni konferenciára,

well for_instance the Bern.Adj conference.Sub

az fölösleges volt.

that needless be.Past.3Sg

‘Well for instance, [...] to the conference in Bern, that was needless.’


	
(?)mindkét kollégá-nak el-men-ni

both colleague-Dat away-go-Inf

‘for both colleagues to go’


	

	
a. Ili-nek ?((?)is) el-men-ni

Ili-Dat also away-go-Inf

‘for also Ili to go’


	
b. Ili-nek (?)(✓is) el-men-ni-e

Ili-Dat also away-go-Inf-3Sg

‘for also Ili to go’




	
)


	
a. neki ??(?is) el-men-ni

Dat.3Sg also away-go-Inf 

‘for also him/her to go’


	
b. neki ?((?)is) el-men-ni-e

Dat.3Sg also away-go-Inf-3Sg
 
‘for also him/her to go’




	
)


	
a. neked *?(??is) el-men-ni

Dat.2Sg also away-go-Inf

‘for also you to go’


	
b. neked ?((?)is) el-men-n-ed

Dat.2Sg also away-go-Inf-2Sg
 
‘for also you to go’



The uninflected infinitival construction with a mind-quantifier in (ii) is almost as acceptable as its fully acceptable inflected counterpart in (92c’). The same holds for the constructions containing an is-quantifier in (iii), which are compared to less acceptable is-less alternatives in the same point. Note that, if the is-less alternative in question gets a special strong stress, the resulting construction remains as acceptable as with the quantifiers. It is demonstrated in (iv-v) that personal pronouns are significantly less acceptable in the uninflected (a)examples, even in constructions with an is-quantifier.

In all this variation, what we consider the crucial tendency is that the theoretically predicted infinitival agreement is quite readily omissible in the ‘for instance’-construction if the subject-like element is a lexical noun phrase (ii-iii), and not a pronoun (iv-v). This omissibility may be attributed exactly to the strong enclosing property of the ‘for instance’construction: the syntactic affiliation of the dative case marked subject-like element is so unambiguous that its (otherwise obligatory) morphological marking weakens to be optional. A similar manifestation of a universal economy principle is discussed in Remark 1 in N1.1.1.3.5.3, sub I.B: in the vocative construction, the presence of a definite article is not only non-obligatory, but specifically prohibited. The fact that pronominal subjects insist on infinitival agreement significantly more may have to do with the nominal character of infinitival agreement (as claimed by É. Kiss (2002: 219), “the agreement morphemes appearing on the infinitive are identical with the inflection morphemes appearing on the possessed noun”): the possessor and the possessee are claimed to agree only if the possessor is a personal pronoun (Bartos 2000: 678–680). In Hungarian it also holds for postpositions that while pronouns require on agreement (vi), non-pronominal noun phrases do not (as shown in (vii), in this latter case, agreement is specifically prohibited).


	
én-alatt-am / te-alatt-ad / ő-alatt-a

I-under-1Sg / you-under-2Sg / (s)he-under-3Sg

‘under me / you / her/him’


	
Ili alatt(*-a)

Ili under(-3Sg)

‘under Ili’



We do not intend to attempt to account for the whole precise variation in grammaticality judgments in (i-v.b). It is obviously a relevant factor that the left periphery of basically verbal constructions is less available to pronouns, and even less available if there is no operatorindicating clitic to attach to them (and they belong to the group of “pro-droppable” pronouns).


From now on in this subsection, we consider only objects in each operator function and claim without illustration that there is no essential difference in acceptability modulo grammatical functions. As mentioned above, besides an input sentence, we only investigate the corresponding infinitival construction in a ‘for instance’construction as we only concentrate on the existence of internal scope. Although there was no difference in acceptability between infinitival constructions with a head bearing agreement and without it in the case of mind-quantifiers, we keep on considering both variants because there can be differences in this respect in the case of other operators.

Let us now consider the other type of quantifier, the one containing the particle is ‘also’ (93).


	
(93) ● The inheritance of information structure in the case of infinitives:

II. Quantifier is ‘also’


	
a. Petit is el-küldtük a berni konferenciára.

Peti.Acc also away-send.Past.DefObj.1Pl the Bern.Adj conference.Sub

‘We also sent Peti to the conference in Bern.’


	
b. Na például Petit is el-küld-en-ünk / el-küld-eni

well for_instance Peti.Acc also away-send-Inf-1Pl / away-send-Inf

a berni konferenciára, az fölösleges volt.

the Bern.Adj conference.Sub that needless be.Past.3Sg

‘Well for instance, (for us) to send Peti as well to the conference in Bern, that was needless.’





As shown in (93b), is-quantifiers, just like mind-quantifiers, readily take internal scope in infinitival constructions; and in this respect, there is no difference in acceptability between inflected and uninflected infinitives. In the case of focus, however, the picture is more complex, witnessed by the four grammaticality judgments in (94b-b’).


	
(94) ● The inheritance of information structure in the case of infinitives: III. Focus


	
a. Csak Petit küldtük el a berni konferenciára.

only Peti.Acc send.Past.DefObj.1Pl away the Bern.Adj conference.Sub

‘We sent only Peti to the conference in Bern.’


	
b. csak Petit ?el-küld-en-ünk / *?[küld-en-ünk el]

only Peti.Acc away-send-Inf-1Pl / send-Inf-1Pl away

a berni konferenciára, az hiba volt.

the Bern.Adj conference.Sub that mistake be.Past.3Sg

‘Well for instance, for us to send only Peti to the conference in Bern, that was a mistake.’


	
b’. Na például csak Petit el-küld-eni / (?)[küld-eni el]

well for_instance only Peti.Acc away-send-Inf / send-Inf away

a berni konferenciára, az hiba volt.

the Bern.Adj conference.Sub that mistake be.Past.3Sg

‘Well for instance, to send only Peti to the conference in Bern, that was a mistake.’





As discussed in the third subsection of this subsection (see (83), focus obligatorily triggers a [head + verbal particle] order in the case of verbal constructions (83a), which is an option, though a less preferred one compared to the [verbal particle + head] order, in the case of infinitival constructions (83b-c). The grammaticality judgments in (94b’) corroborate this observation in the form that the focal expression readily takes internal scope in the case of both orders with the predicted slight difference if the infinitival head is uninflected. If the infinitival head is inflected, the difference in question is more radical, and both word-order variants are less acceptable, with the dispreferred order specifically being unacceptable (94b). The last observation (that the corresponding variant is associated with the grammaticality judgment ‘*?’) can be attributed to the construal that inflected infinitival constructions are “less verbal” than uninflected ones (see the conclusion of sub III) and hence do not tolerate the “verbal” [head + verbal particle] order.

Note at this point that in all cases in this subsection where there are two or more competing word-order variants there are—sometimes quite radical—speaker dependent differences in grammaticality judgments. This claim is based on small “pilot studies”, which (only) enable us to provide the potential factors behind speaker dependent preferences. It is postponed to target-oriented and/or theorybased future research to set up, say, Optimality Theory-style rankings of these factors in order to capture the microvariation among speakers in opting for the more or the less “verbal” alternative.

The distribution of grammaticality judgments in (95b-b’) in the case of negative focus (95a) illustrates the argumentation in the previous paragraph by showing a pattern different from that of the csak-focus, presented in (94b-b’). The present pattern can be characterized by the existence of a single convincingly acceptable option, which is the [head + verbal particle] order with uninflected infinitival head, see the second variant in (95b’). This choice can be interpreted as negative focus primarily (excessively) insisting on the “verbal” order, excluding the variants with the [verbal particle + infinitive] order in (95b-b’), which is not compatible with the “nominal” character of infinitival inflection, excluding the variants in (95b).


	
(95) ● The inheritance of information structure in the case of infinitives:


	
IV. Negative focus


	
a. Nem Petit küldtük el a berni konferenciára.

not Peti.Acc send.Past.DefObj.1Pl away the Bern.Adj conference.Sub

‘We sent not Peti but someone else to the conference in Bern.’


	
b. Na például nem Petit ??el-küld-en-ünk / ??[küld-en-ünk el]

well for_instance not Peti.Acc away-send-Inf-1Pl / send-Inf-1Pl away

a berni konferenciára, az hiba volt.

the Bern.Adj conference.Sub that mistake be.Past.3Sg

‘Well for instance, for us to send not Peti but someone else to the conference in Bern, that was a mistake.’


	
b’. Na például nem Petit ??el-küld-eni / (?)[küld-eni el]

well for_instance not Peti.Acc away-send-Inf / send-Inf away

a berni konferenciára, az hiba volt.

the Bern.Adj conference.Sub that mistake be.Past.3Sg

‘Well for instance, to send not Peti but someone else to the conference in Bern, that was a mistake.’







The negative quantifier provides a picture which is even more intricate, at least at first glance (96b-c’). The source of this intricacy is that, Hungarian is a Negative-Concord language (Surány 2006) and, in the input verbal construction, there are ab ovo two ways to express the negative particle that inevitably accompanies the negative quantifier in Hungarian (96a). As the translation indicates in (96a), there is no essential difference in meaning between the variants with nem ‘not’ and sem ‘also not’ (on the etymological and also synchronic scope-semantic analysis of sem as is+nem ‘also+not’ and senki ‘no-one’ as is+nem+ki ‘also+not+who’, see Szabolcsi 2018), but, as pointed out by Surányi (2006), nem (unlike sem) only occurs preverbally, which holds for all types of verb-based heads. In addition, the negative particles (‘NegPrt’) can potentially appear in the following three positions relative to the verbal particle (VPrt) and the infinitival head: (i) [NegPrt+VPrt+Inf], (ii) [NegPrt+Inf+VPrt], (iii) [VPrt+NegPrt+Inf]. There are thus twelve potentially competing variants to be investigated, given that the infinitival head can be chosen to be inflected or uninflected (232), see (96b-c’).


	
(96) ● The inheritance of information structure in the case of infinitives:

V. Negative quantifier


	
a. Senkit sem / nem küldtünk el a berni konferenciára.

no-one.Acc not / not send.Past.1Pl away the Bern.Adj conference.Sub

‘We sent no-one to the conference in Bern.’


	
b. Na például senkit *?[sem el-küld-en-ünk ] / *?[sem küld-en-ünk el] /

well for_instance no-one.Acc not away-send-Inf-1Pl / not send-Inf-1Pl away /

*[el sem küld-en-ünk] a berni konferenciára, az hiba volt.

not not away-send-Inf-1Pl the Bern.Adj conference.Sub that mistake be.Past.3Sg

‘Well for instance, for us to send no-one to the conference in Bern, that was a mistake.’


	
b’. Na például senkit ?[sem el-küld-eni] / (?)[sem küld-eni el] /

well for_instance no-one.Acc not away-send-Inf / not send-Inf away /

*[el sem küld-eni] a berni konferenciára, az hiba volt.

away not send-Inf the Bern.Adj conference.Sub that mistake be.Past.3Sg

‘Well for instance, to send no-one to the conference in Bern, that was a mistake.’


	
c. Na például senkit *?[nem el-küld-en-ünk] / *?[nem küld-en-ünk el] /

well for_instance no-one.Acc not away-send-Inf-1Pl / not send-Inf-1Pl away /

?[el nem küld-en-ünk] a berni konferenciára, az hiba volt.

away not send-Inf-1Pl the Bern.Adj conference.Sub that mistake be.Past.3Sg

‘Well for instance, for us to send no-one to the conference in Bern, that was a mistake.’


	
c’. senkit ??[nem el-küld-eni] / ??[nem küld-eni el] /

no-one.Acc not away-send-Inf / not send-Inf away / *?

[el nem küld-eni] a berni konferenciára, az hiba volt.

away not send-Inf the Bern.Adj conference.Sub that mistake be.Past.3Sg

‘Well for instance, to send no-one to the conference in Bern, that was a mistake.’


	
d. Na például senkinek *[a nem el-küld-és-e] /

well for_instance no-one.Dat the not away-send-Nmn-Poss /

*[a nem küld-és-e el] / ?[az el nem küld-és-e]

the not send-Nmn-Poss away / the away not send-Nmn-Poss

a berni konferenciára, az hiba volt.

the Bern.Adj conference.Sub that mistake be.Past.3Sg

‘Well for instance, sending no-one to the conference in Bern, that was a mistake.’


	
d’. ?Na például az el nem küld-és-e senkinek sem

well for_instance the away not send-Nmn-Poss no-one.Dat not

a berni konferenciára, az hiba volt.

the Bern.Adj conference.Sub that mistake be.Past.3Sg

‘Well for instance, sending no-one to the conference in Bern, that was a mistake.’





In order to interpret the twelve-element pattern of grammaticality judgments, it is worth considering the “nominal” (that is, DP-internal) syntactic behavior of the two negative particles. As illustrated in (96d-d’), while in (96a) nem and sem seem to be syntactically interchangeable, a (complex-event denoting) deverbal nominal matrix construction can serve as an indicator of their fundamental syntactic difference. The particle nem obligatorily appears in the nominal construction and unambiguously prefers the counterpart of order (iii) above, in this form: [VPrt+NegPrt+N] (96d-d’). The particle sem, however, does not dispense with the other negative particle (96d’), while the latter can dispense with the former (96d) (see also (708a) in N2.1.1.4.5). Furthermore, sem cannot be separated from the negative quantifier; in this respect, it syntactically entirely patterns with is ‘also’, which can be regarded as its positive counterpart when it cliticizes to non-universal quantifiers (NB: that is why sem, just like is, should appear in the postnominal complement zone in a deverbal nominal construction, as it is illustrated in (96d’), see (696a-a’) in N2.1.1.4.2, cf. (811e) in 2.2.1.2.2 and (820f) in N2.2.1.2.3.1).

With all this in mind, there is a quite simple plausible interpretation of the distribution of the twelve grammaticality judgments in (96b-c’). There is a division of labor between the two negative particles. The semantically more complex sem is readily associated with the “more verbal” uninflected infinitival construction: that is why no variants are sufficiently acceptable in (96b), and the variants in (96b’) are more or less acceptable, except for the one with the order [VPrt+NegPrt+Inf], peculiar to nem. The semantically less complex nem can be associated with the “less verbal, but somewhat nominal” inflected infinitival construction (see the conclusion of sub III in this subsection and the comments on (94b) and (95b-b’)): that is why no variants are sufficiently acceptable in (96c’). Of the variants in (96c), nem is correctly predicted to insist on the [VPrt+NegPrt+Inf] order.

It is to be emphasized at this point again that these intricate patterns of grammaticality judgments, together with the underlying ordered sets of microparameters, are highly exposed to speaker dependent differences. Our analysis can be regarded as a point of departure which can serve as the “null hypothesis” for would-be statistical tests whose aims should be decided on the basis of theoryinternal purposes.

Let us now turn to wh-words. The data and the associated semantic analyses demonstrated in (97) below illustrate that infinitives are basically incapable of inheriting information structures with question words, at least real question words with an interrogative function (cf. (99).

In (97b-b’), this incapability may be attributed to particular semantic reasons: it is the meaning of our usual matrix predicate (hiba volt ‘(it) was a mistake’) that is incompatible with an argument with an interrogative content. Nevertheless, the analogous examples in (97c) demonstrate that, even if the matrix predicate is compatible with an argument with an interrogative content, witnessed by (97c’), an infinitival phrase cannot host a wh-phrase with internal scope (cf. N2.1.1.4.6).


	
(97) ● The inheritance of information structure in the case of infinitives: VI. Wh-phrases


	
a. Kit küldtünk el a berni konferenciára?

who.Acc send.Past.1Pl away the Bern.Adj conference.Sub

‘Who did we send to the conference in Bern?’


	
b. *Na például kit el-küld-en-ünk / [küld-en-ünk el]

well for_instance who.Acc away-send-Inf-1Pl / send-Inf-1Pl away

a berni konferenciára, az hiba volt.

the Bern.Adj conference.Sub that mistake be.Past.3Sg

Uninterpretable internal-scope reading: [MISTAKE > WHOM > SEND]


	
b’. *Na például kit el-küld-eni / [küld-eni el]

well for_instance who.Acc away-send-Inf / send-Inf away

a berni konferenciára, az hiba volt.

the Bern.Adj conference.Sub that mistake be.Past.3Sg

Uninterpretable internal-scope reading: [MISTAKE > WHOM > SEND]


	
c. *Na például kit el-küld-en-ünk / [küld-en-ünk el] / el-küld-eni /

well for_instance who.Acc away-send-Inf-1Pl / send-Inf-1Pl away / away-send-Inf /

[küld-eni el] a berni konferenciára, az kérdés volt.

send-Inf away the Bern.Adj conference.Sub that question be.Past.3Sg

Intended internal-scope reading: [QUESTION > WHOM > SEND]

‘Well for instance, it was a question whom we should send to the conference in Bern.’


	
c’. Hogy kit küld-j-ünk el a berni konferenciára,

that who.Acc send-Subj-1Pl away the Bern.Adj conference.Sub

az kérdés volt.

that question be.Past.3Sg

‘It was a question whom we should send to the conference in Bern.’


	
d. *Kit el-küld-en-ünk / [küld-en-ünk el] / el-küld-eni / [küld-eni el]

who.Acc away-send-Inf-1Pl / send-Inf-1Pl away / away-send-Inf / send-Inf away

a berni konferenciára volt hiba? the Bern.Adj conference.Sub be.Past.3Sg mistake

Intended external-scope reading: ‘Who was the person in the case of whom it was a mistake (for us) to send them to the conference in Bern?’


	
d’. *Kit el-küld-en-ünk / [küld-en-ünk el] / el-küld-eni / [küld-eni el]

who.Acc away-send-Inf-1Pl / send-Inf-1Pl away / away-send-Inf / send-Inf away

a berni konferenciára hiba volt?

the Bern.Adj conference.Sub mistake be.Past.3Sg

Intended external-scope reading: ‘Who was the person in the case of whom it was a mistake (for us) to send them to the conference in Bern?’


	
d”. Kit volt hiba el-küld-en-ünk / el-küld-eni a berni konferenciára?

who.Acc be.Past.3Sg mistake away-send-Inf-1Pl / away-send-Inf the Bern.Adj

conference.Sub

External-scope reading: ‘Who was the person in the case of whom it was a mistake (for us) to send them to the conference in Bern?’





A question arises at this point as to the mere possibility of inserting a wh-word within an infinitival construction, at the obvious cost of permitting an external scope reading. What (97d-d’) illustrate is that the simplest ways of placing a wh-word within an infinitival construction and then attempting to place the whole InfP in the matrix sentence either as a constituent serving as a focus (97d) or another function (97d’) provide no acceptable constructions. The intended external-scope reading is available only at the cost of extracting the wh-word from the infinitival phrase to a matrix focus position (97d”).

One might think that the problem with the construction type presented in (97d) has to do with the characteristics of Hungarian that focus does not tolerate right branching (see (650b)) in N2.1.1.1, and see also Alberti, Farkas and Szabó (2015: 9– 14)). In particular, the sublative case marked noun phrase, within the narrow-focus configuration of the matrix sentence, can be construed in (97d) as an illegitimately right-branching constituent relative to the infinitival head. Let us thus investigate whether, by eliminating the right-branching problem, one can receive more acceptable infinitival constructions containing wh-words.

The example in (98a), in which the given wh-word still functions as an object within the infinitival phrase, suggests a negative answer to the question. What makes this fact even more surprising is that a semantically equivalent ÁS-noun construction (see (313a”) in N1.3.1.2.4.1, sub VII) is fully acceptable, witnessed by (98a’). The hypothesis is that infinitival phrases, in general, refuse the involvement of a wh-word (with an interrogative function) is also corroborated by the example presented in (98b), in which the given wh-word occupies the InfP-internal subject position (i.e., the output counterpart of the subject of the verbal construction serving as the basis for the InfP in question).


	
(98) ● Echo questions in infinitival phrases?


	
a. Kit *meg-látogat-n-unk / *?meg-látogat-ni volt hiba?

who.Acc perf-visit-Inf-1Pl / perf-visit-Inf be.Past.3Sg mistake

Intended meaning: ‘Who was the person in whose case it was a mistake (for us) to pay a visit to them?’


	
a’. Kinek a meg-látogat-ás-a volt hiba?

who.Dat the perf-visit-Nmn-3Sg be.Past.3Sg mistake

‘Who was the person in whose case it was a mistake to pay a visit to them?’


	
b. *Kinek haza-men-ni-e / haza-men-ni volt hiba?

who.Dat home-go-Inf-3Sg / home-go-Inf be.Past.3Sg mistake

Intended meaning: ‘Who was the person for whom it was a mistake to go home?’


	
c. Mibe ??bele-vág-n-unk / ?bele-vág-ni / *[vág-n-unk bele]

what.Ill into-cut-Inf-1Pl / into-cut-Inf / cut-Inf-1Pl into *[vág-ni bele] volt hiba?

cut-Inf into be.Past.3Sg mistake

‘What was the activity in the case of which it was a mistake (for us) to start doing that?’


	
d. Miről ??beszél-n-ünk / ?beszél-ni volt hiba?

who.Del speak-Inf-1Pl / speak-Inf be.Past.3Sg mistake

‘What was the topic in the case of which it was a mistake (for us) to speak about?’


	
e. Ki után ?koslat-n-om / (?)koslat-ni volt hiba?

who after go_after-Inf-1Sg / go_after-Inf be.Past.3Sg mistake

‘Who was the person in whose case it was a mistake (for me) to go after?’


	
f. Kinek ??be-szól-n-om / ??be-szól-ni volt hiba?

who.Dat into-say-Inf-1Sg / into-say-Inf be.Past.3Sg mistake

‘Who was he person in the case of whom it was a mistake (for me) to quip to?’





The construction types presented in (98c-f), however, weaken the hypothesis on the general incompatibility between infinitival phrases and accommodated wh-words. In the case of oblique case marked wh-expressions, the corresponding infinitival constructions reach the minimal level of acceptability, in the sense that, of the “competing” alternatives, there can be found sufficiently acceptable ones (on a somewhat speaker dependent basis), but never with an [infinitive + verbal particle] order, as illustrated in (98c). In addition to example (98c), example (98d) illustrates this observation in a case in which no verbal particle belongs to the infinitival head. Note, nevertheless, that getting rid of the potentially “disturbing” verbal particle does not seem to increase the acceptability of the resulting constructions. However, perhaps surprisingly, if the wh-expression appears in the form of a postpositional phrase, an almost perfect infinitival construction results (98e). Note also that an infinitival construction containing a dative case marked wh-word can also reach the lowest level of acceptability if the given wh-word is not the counterpart of the input subject but serves as a dative case marked argument “already” in the corresponding verbal construction (98f).

As the heading of the series of examples in (98) indicates, the given interrogative sentences are rather to be regarded as echo questions than normal ones. A reason for this classification is that they can typically serve as continuations to reactions such as “I could not hear/understand clearly....” Echo questions are regarded as belonging to methods of overwriting the basic system of syntactic rules, so their thorough discussion is outside the scope of this volume (but see M9). It is also left to future research whether the strings of words presented in (98) should indeed be considered to be echo questions, on the basis of a definition which enables us to systematically distinguish special “extensions” of the syntax (e.g., a syntax of titles, or the special morphosyntax of the exceptional HATNÉK-nouns illustrated in (494) in N1.3.1.5.2.1) from a baseline Hungarian syntactic system.

Nevertheless, all the foregoing does not mean that question words themselves are not permitted to appear inside the internal structure of infinitival phrases. They are permitted, at least under special conditions and in another function than being interrogative elements. In the construction type presented in (99a-a’), the wh-word serves as a non-specific, “existentially bound”, expression in a declaration, as shown by the near-paraphrases given in (99b). A separate subsection is devoted to this topic, see 1.4.1.


	
(99) ● Modal existential wh-constructions (Grosu 2004, Šimík 2011)


	
a. Van kit el-küld-en-ünk / *[küld-en-ünk el] a berni konferenciára.

be.3Sg who.Acc away-send-Inf-1Pl / send-Inf-1Pl away the Bern.Adj conference.Sub

‘We have someone, one or more persons, to send to the conference in Bern.’


	
a’. Van kit el-küld-eni / *[küld-eni el] a berni konferenciára.

be.3Sg who.Acc away-send-Inf / send-Inf away the Bern.Adj conference.Sub

‘There is someone, one or more persons, to send to the conference in Bern.’


	
b. Van valaki, akit elküldhetünk / [el lehet küldeni]

be.3Sg someone who.Acc away.send.Mod.1Pl / away be.Mod send.Inf

a berni konferenciára.

the Bern.Adj conference.Sub

‘[We have] / [There is] someone to send to the conference in Bern.’





We conclude the investigation of the inheritance of information structures containing special operators with a series of examples (100) which is concerned with the inheritance of the contrastive topic. As the absence of internal-scope interpretation presents in (100b-b’), the contrastive topic cannot be inherited by infinitives (NB: clarifying (and distinguishing) the precise logical and pragmatic details of the interpretation of “embedded” contrastive topics (Ürögdi 2012: 82), however, is a task that requires much future research). There is a special adverb that functions as a discourse marker expressing reproach, bezzeg, which is not obligatory in sentences with a contrastive topic (100a), but if it appears in a sentence, it can be regarded as an explicit indicator of the presence of a contrastive-topic constituent. The reproach, on behalf of the speaker, pertains to the maintenance of the very contrast, typically between the treatment of the speaker and that of another person (which, nevertheless, often remains implicit). Based on these factors, bezzeg is annotated as ‘[reproach+]’ in the relevant series of examples, by which we also intend to refer to the obligatorily concomitant contrastive matrix context. This indicator is shown in (100b) to be not allowed to appear inside infinitives; in its absence, however, if the noun phrase Petit is stressed, it is inevitably to be interpreted as a focus (expressing identification via exclusion), see the “available meaning” in (100b’).


	
(100) ● The inheritance of information structure in the case of infinitives:

VII. Contrastive topic


	
a. Petit (bezzeg) elküldtétek a berni konferenciára.

Peti.Acc [reproach+] away.send.Past.DefObj.2Pl the Bern.Adj conference.Sub

‘You sent Peti, in contrast to others, to the conference in Bern.’


	
b. *Na például Petit bezzeg el-küld-en-etek / el-küld-eni

well for_instance Peti.Acc [reproach+] away-send-Inf-2Pl / away-send-Inf

a berni konferenciára, az hiba volt.

the Bern.Adj conference.Sub that mistake be.Past.3Sg

Intended meaning: ‘Well for instance, (for you) to send Peti, in contrast to others, to the conference in Bern, that was a mistake.’


	
b’. #Na például Petit el-küld-en-etek / el-küld-eni

well for_instance Peti.Acc away-send-Inf-2Pl / away-send-Inf

a berni konferenciára, az hiba volt.

the Bern.Adj conference.Sub that mistake be.Past.3Sg

Non-available intended meaning: ‘Well for instance, (for you) to send Peti, in contrast to others, to the conference in Bern, that was a mistake.’

Available meaning: ‘Well for instance, (for you) to send exactly Peti to the conference in Bern, that was a mistake.’





In the following two series of examples (101–102), the inheritance of complex information structures will be tested. By this we mean that the input information structure contains (at least) two operators, the relative scope of which is unambiguously coded in Hungarian in the preverbal word order. The inheritance of these scope hierarchies is also worth testing.

As demonstrated in 1.1.2.2 (see the series of examples in (31), infinitives readily inherit complex information structures containing two or more operators, with a slight difference concerning grammatical functions. It seems to be a reasonable default strategy to use the operators in a word order that reflects their scope order (Bobaljik and Wurmbrand 2012). As shown in (101a’), in the case of three pre-head quantifiers, for instance, even if one of them is a subject (101a), the complex information structure is readily inherited, in both the inflected and the uninflected variant (on their special difference in the case of an input subject, see Remark 1 in this subsection).


	
(101) ● The inheritance of complex information structures


	
a. Mindkét barátom mindkét filmet többször is meg-nézte.

both friend.Poss.1Sg both film.Acc several_times also perfwatch.Past.DefObj.3Sg

‘Both friends of mine watched both films several times.’


	
a’. Na például mindkét barátom-nak mindkét filmet többször is

well for_instance both friend.Poss.1Sg-Dat both film.Acc several_times also

meg-néz-ni-e / (?)meg-néz-ni, az túlzás volt.

perf-watch-Inf-3Sg / perf-watch-Inf that exaggeration be.Past.3Sg

‘Well for instance, for both of my friends to watch both films several times, that was excessive.’


	
b. Mindkét konferenciára csak a főnök-öt küldtük el.

both conference.Sub only the boss-Acc send.Past.DefObj.1Pl away

[TO_BOTH_CONFERENCES > ONLY_THE_BOSS > SEND]

‘In the case of both conferences, it is only the boss that was sent to them by us.’


	
b’. Na például mindkét konferenciára csak a főnök-öt (?)el-küld-en-ünk /

well for_instance both conference.Sub only the boss-Acc away-send-Inf-1Pl /

??[külde-n-ünk el] / ✓el-küld-eni / (?)[küld-eni el], az hiba volt.

send-Inf-1Pl away / away-send-Inf / send-Inf away that mistake be.Past.3Sg

[MISTAKE > TO_BOTH_CONFERENCES > ONLY_THE_BOSS > SEND]

‘Well for instance, it was a mistake (for us), in the case of both conferences, to send only the boss there.’


	
c. (?)Csak a főnök-öt küldtük mindkét konferenciára el.

only the boss-Acc send.Past.DefObj.1Pl both conference.Sub away

[ONLY_THE_BOSS > TO_BOTH_CONFERENCES > SEND]

‘It is only the boss who was sent by us to both conferences.’


	
c’. Na például csak a főnök-öt mindkét konferenciára ?el-küld-en-ünk /

well for_instance only the boss-Acc both conference.Sub away-send-Inf-1Pl / (?)el-küld-eni, az hiba volt.

away-send-Inf that mistake be.Past.3Sg

[MISTAKE > TO_BOTH_CONFERENCES > ONLY_THE_BOSS > SEND]

‘Well for instance, it was a mistake that it was only the boss who was sent (by us) to both conferences.’


	
c”. Na például csak a főnök-öt ??küld-en-ünk / ?küld-eni

well for_instance only the boss-Acc send-Inf-1Pl / send-Inf

mindkét konferenciára el, az hiba volt.

both conference.Sub away that mistake be.Past.3Sg

[MISTAKE > TO_BOTH_CONFERENCES > ONLY_THE_BOSS > SEND]

‘Well for instance, it was a mistake that it was only the boss who was sent (by us) to both conferences.’





If one of the operators in a complex information structure is a focus, two word-order variants should be investigated: the “verbal” [head+verbal particle] order (cf. (101b)) and the “nominal” [verbal particle+head] order. Both orders are more or less acceptable (101b’,c’,c”), with the slight differences that (i) the uninflected variants are more acceptable in every word-order pair, and (ii) the “verbal” order is always more acceptable if the infinitive appears in its uninflected version (cf. the grammaticality judgments in (94–96), and see the comments on these series of examples and the conclusion of sub III in this subsection). As for the fact that the best variant in (101c’-c”) is somewhat less acceptable than that in (101b’), this may be because the [focus > quantifier] order (101c’-c”) is more “artificial” than the [quantifier > focus] order (101b’). In Hungarian, this generalization also holds for verbal constructions themselves, as demonstrated by the comparison of the grammaticality judgments given in (101c) and (101b).

A separate series of examples in (102) below is devoted to the question of whether scope ambiguity itself is, or may be, inherited (on scope ambiguity which is not inherited but due to interaction with a matrix predicate, see (31d-d’) in 1.1.2.2). Without going into a detailed discussion of this topic, we can safely state that the input ambiguity whose source is the post-head position of an operator can be inherited by the output infinitival construction if the operator in question is given a post-head position too. The two possible scope interpretations given in (102a) below are shown to also be available in (102b). It must be recalled at this point (see the comments on (6) in A.IV in the Introduction to the whole volume), however, that both the sentence type in (102a) with its postverbal quantifier and the corresponding infinitival expression type in (102b) can be called ambiguous only in the loose sense according to which the written strings of their words can be associated with two meanings (due to different scope distributions) but the associated meaning pairs are not realized with the same stress pattern. What is shown to be inherited, therefore, is ambiguity in this loose sense.


	
(102) ● Inherited scope ambiguity in infinitival phrases 


	
a. Csak a főnök-öt küldtük el mindkét konferenciára.

only the boss-Acc send.Past.DefObj.1Pl away both conference.Sub

Meaning1: [ONLY_THE_BOSS > TO_BOTH_CONFERENCES > SEND]

‘It is only the boss that was sent by us to both conferences.’

Meaning2: [TO_BOTH_CONFERENCES > ONLY_THE_BOSS > SEND]

‘In the case of both conferences, it is only the boss that was sent by us to them.’


	
b. Na például csak a főnök-öt ?el-küld-en-ünk / *?[küld-en-ünk el] /

well for_instance only the boss-Acc away-send-Inf-1Pl / send-Inf-1Pl away /

✓el-küld-eni / (?)[küld-eni el] mindkét konferenciára, az hiba volt.

away-send-Inf / send-Inf away both conference.Sub that mistake be.Past.3Sg

Meaning1: [ONLY_THE_BOSS > TO_BOTH_CONFERENCES > SEND]

‘Well for instance, that it was only the boss that was sent (by us) to both conferences, that was a mistake.’

Meaning2: [TO_BOTH_CONFERENCES > ONLY_THE_BOSS > SEND]

‘Well for instance, that in the case of both conferences, it was only the boss that was sent to them, that was a mistake.’





Finally, we can establish on the basis of the data provided in this subsection that the Hungarian verbal property of having a highly sophisticated information structure is characteristic of infinitives to an almost complete extent (NB: instances of failure in information-structure inheritance could always be attributed to pragmatico-semantic reasons, but formulating this as a generalization would require theory-internal concepts). Uninflected infinitives seem to be somewhat more verbal than inflected ones, just like in respect of (and in connection with) the separability of verbal modifiers (see sub III).


1.1.4.2 Nominal properties

This subsection discusses the nominal properties of infinitives in Table 2 in A.IV in the Introduction to the whole volume.


I Pluralization

Infinitives cannot be pluralized, as illustrated in (103a-a’) in the case of both inflected and uninflected infinitival constructions. In this respect, thus, they are similar to verbs, which have no plural forms to denote the multiple occurrences of a complex event (Laczkó 2000b: 319).


	
(103) ● Pluralization in the case of infinitives 


	
a. *Péter meg fogja látogat-ni-k Ilit.

Péter perf will.DefObj.3Sg visit-Inf-Pl Ili.Acc

Intended meaning: ‘Péter will visit Ili several times.’


	
a’. *Hiba volt Péternek meg-látogat-ni-a-k / meg-látogat-ni-k-a Ilit.

mistake be.Past.3Sg Péter.Dat perf-visit-Inf-3Sg-Pl / perf-visit-Inf-Pl-3Sg Ili.Acc

Intended meaning: ‘It was a mistake that Péter visited Ili several times.’


	
b. Péter [többször meg-] / meg-meg-látogatja Ilit.

Péter several_times perf / perf-perf-visit.DefObj.3Sg Ili.Acc

‘Péter visits Ili several times.’


	
b’. Péter [többször meg] / ??meg-meg fogja látogat-ni Ilit.

Péter several_times perf / perf-perf will.DefObj.3Sg visit-Inf-Pl Ili.Acc

‘Péter will visit Ili several times.’


	
b”. Hiba volt Péternek [többször meg-látogat-ni-a] /

mistake be.Past.3Sg Péter.Dat several_times perf-visit-Inf-3Sg /

?meg-meg-látogat-ni-a Ilit.

perf-perf-visit-Inf-3Sg Ili.Acc

‘It was a mistake that Péter paid a visit to Ili several times.’





It is shown in (103b’-b”) that the two “verbal” ways of creating plural eventualities (103b) are also more or less available to infinitival constructions. Having recourse to appropriate adverbs provides fully acceptable infinitival constructions in both types while verbal particle reduplication (Kiefer 1995) results in marked infinitival constructions.


II Possessive argument

As was discussed in connection with Table 2 in 1.1.1 (see also 1.1.4.1, sub II), in Hungarian both verbs and infinitives (in addition to nouns) can be provided with suffixes referring to person and number. However, there is a significant difference.

In the case of verbs, “more than two” paradigms are used since the verb agrees with the subject in number and person and it encodes the definiteness and the 2nd person of the object. In the case of infinitives, however, there is only one paradigm, similar to nouns, as illustrated in (82b-g) in 1.1.4.1, sub II: the infinitival head agrees only with its subject-like argument (in number and person). The infinitival paradigm is identical with the nominal paradigm (É. Kiss 2002: 219). In this respect, thus, infinitives are nominal. There is a debate in the generative literature, however, on whether the dative case marked argument with which the infinitival head agrees in number and person is to be regarded as a “possessive argument” (e.g., É. Kiss 1986, 1987, 2001), or not (e.g., Tóth 2002).

We do not enter into an inevitably theory-dependent argumentation in favor of or against the “possessive argument” status of the given argument type. Instead, we provide a series of examples (104) which presents that, in contrast to possessors within noun phrases (104b), although the arguments in question appear in both an unmarked and a dative case marked form, the choice is not optional but totally depends on the matrix predicate (104c-c”).


	
(104) ● Possessive argument in infinitival phrases? 


	
a. Péter haza-ment.

Péter home-go.Past.3Sg

‘Péter went home.’


	
b. [Péter kalapja] / [Péter-nek a kalapja] eltűnt.

Péter hat.Poss / Péter-Dat the hat.Poss vanish.Past.3Sg

‘Péter’s hat has vanished.’


	
c. Péter / *Péternek haza fog men-ni.

Péter / Péter.Dat home will.3Sg go-Inf

‘Péter will go home.’


	
c’. *Péter / ✓Péternek haza kell men-ni-e.

Péter / Péter.Dat home must.3Sg go-Inf-3Sg

‘Péter must go home.’


	
c”. Kár volt *Péter / ✓Péternek haza-men-ni-e.

pity be.Past.3Sg Péter / Péter.Dat home-go-Inf-3Sg

‘It was a pity that Péter went home.’


	
d. (?)Na például csak neki haza-men-ni-e, az hiba volt.

well for_instance only Dat.3Sg home-go-Inf-3Sg that mistake be.Past.3Sg

‘Well for instance, it was a mistake that only he went home.’


	
d’. *?Na például csak neki az elbocsát-ás-a, az hiba volt.

well for_instance only Dat.3Sg the dismiss-Nmn-3Sg that mistake be.Past.3Sg

‘Well for instance, it was a mistake to dismiss only him.’





Note in passing that in 1.1.4.1, sub VII, another difference between possessors of nouns and subjects of infinitives could be observed: while a wh-word readily appears as a noun-phrase-internal NAK possessor (98a’), it cannot appear InfPinternally as a subject (98b). Pronouns, however, show an opposite behavior: they readily appear InfP-internally (104d), but not noun-phrase-internally (104d’).

All in all, in respect of the nominal criterion of having a possessive argument, infinitives, at least at first glance, seem to be highly nominal due to their nominal agreement paradigm. Certain phenomena, however, suggest that they are definitely less nominal than deverbal nominals. The on-going dispute in the literature revolves around whether these phenomena should be regarded as arguments against the possessive-argument status of the subject of the infinitive or can each be explained by different independent factors.


III Case marking

Infinitives, just like verbs, cannot bear any kind of case marking, as illustrated in (14d) and (15d) in 1.1.1. We note (for the sake of theory-independence) that they cannot occur with any kind of postposition, either, see (17a) in 1.1.1. In this respect, thus, infinitives are not nominal.

Nevertheless, as presented in (13–15) in 1.1.1, infinitives (without any case marking) can serve as subjects and objects and they can also appear in the place of oblique case marked noun phrases, at least in certain cases (cf. (16) in 1.1.1).


IV Adjectival modification

This subsection can be regarded as the counterpart of subsection VI in 1.1.4.1 since there we discussed adverbial modification, typical of (finite and non-finite) verbs, while here we are going to review adjectival modification, which is held to be a nominal property.

As shown in (105) below, infinitives present unambiguously verbal behavior (105b’), since adjectival expressions cannot take the place of the input adverbs and such (adverbial-like) expressions as those in (105a) containing an oblique case marked noun or a postposition but retain them in their original form (105b). This also holds for verbal modifiers: infinitives unambiguously accept only the adverbial form of the input verbal modifier (105c-c’). This low degree of nominalness is in harmony with the general tendency of high verbalness, which was observed in 1.1.4.1, sub VI.


	
(105) ● Adjectival modification of infinitives 


	
a. Péter tegnap / állandó-an / idegesítő-en /

Péter yesterday / continuous-Adv / irritating-Adv /

Győr-ben / Pest-en / [a film alatt] / részeg-en / pizsamá-ban énekelgetett.

Győr-Ine / Pest-Sup / the film under / drunk-Adv / pajamas-Ine sing.Past.3Sg

‘Péter was singing yesterday / continuously / irritatingly / [in Győr] / [in Pest] / [during the film] / drunk / [in pajamas].’


	
b. Péternek nem kellett volna tegnap / állandó-an / idegesítő-en /

Péter.Dat not must.Past.3Sg be.Cond yesterday / continuous-Adv / irritating-Adv /

Győr-ben / Pest-en / [a film alatt] / részeg-en / pizsamá-ban énekelget-ni-e.

Győr-Ine / Pest-Sup / the film under / drunk-Adv / pajamas-Ine sing-Inf-3Sg

‘Péter should not have sung yesterday / continuously / irritatingly / [in Győr] / [in Pest] / [during the film] / drunk / [in pajamas].’


	
b’. *Péternek nem kellett volna tegnap-i / állandó / idegesítő /

Péter.Dat not must.Past.3Sg be.Cond yesterday-Adj / continuous / irritating /

győr-i / pest-i / [film alatt-i] / részeg / pizsamá-s énekelget-ni-e.

Győr-Adj / Pest-Adj / film under-Attr / drunk / pajamas-Adj sing-Inf-3Sg

Intended meaning: ‘Péter should not have sung yesterday / continuously / irritatingly / [in Győr] / [in Pest] / [during the film] / drunk / [in pajamas].’


	
c. Péter rossz-ul viselkedett.

Péter bad-Adv behave.Past.3Sg the spring.Adj holiday under

‘Péter behaved badly.’


	
c’. Kár volt Péternek rossz-ul / *rossz viselked-ni-e.

pity be.Past.3Sg Péter.Dat bad-Adv / bad behave-Inf-3Sg

‘It was a pity that Péter behaved badly.’


	
d. Ili puhá-ra főzte a húst.

Ili soft-Sub cook.Past.DefObj.3Sg the meat.Acc

‘Ili cooked the meat soft.’


	
d’. Kár volt Ilinek puhá-ra főz-ni-e a húst.

pity be.Past.3Sg Ili.Dat soft-Sub cook-Inf-3Sg the meat.Acc

‘It was a pity that Ili cooked the meat soft.’


	
e. Ili jó volt.

Ili good be.Past.3Sg

‘Ili was good.’


	
e’. Ili nem akart jó(*-nak) le-nni.

Ili not want.Past.3Sg good(-Dat) be-Inf

‘Ili did not want to be good.’


	
e”. Okos dolog volt Ilinek jó*(✓-nak) le-nni-e.

smart thing be.Past.3Sg Ili.Dat good-Dat be-Inf-3Sg

‘It was smart for Ili to be good.’





Note that adjectival verbal modifiers retain their adjectival form in the course of infinitivalization (105d-e”). As a default, they retain their case marking (105d-d’). If the input adjectival verbal modifier is unmarked (105e), it either retains this status (105e’), or obligatorily becomes dative case marked (105e”), depending on the matrix predicate (see also (58c-d) in 1.1.3, sub I).


V Definiteness and other degrees of referentiality

Nouns can be characterized as being capable of forming phrases that can refer to entities in a definite way, and nouns, in general, are also capable of forming phrases with lower-degree referential potentials.

As discussed in 1.1.1, in this respect, there is a significant difference between infinitives and nouns: an infinitive cannot form a constituent with the definite article, in any kind of syntactic environment; see (13d) in 1.1.1 and (106a) below. It was also shown in (14a), repeated here as (106b), that infinitives count as indefinite nonspecific phrases (É. Kiss 2001: 56, 2002: 204), witnessed by the indefinite conjugation (-Vk) triggered by the infinitival phrase in an argument position in the given example. Nevertheless, an infinitive cannot form a constituent with the numeral egy ‘one / a(n)’, or with any kind of numerals, see (106b’) (on Hungarian articles and numerals, see Remark 5 in N1.1.2.2).


	
(106) ● Degree of referentiality in the case of infinitives


	
a. *[az olvas-ni]

the read-Inf


	
b. Szeretek úsz-ni.

like.1Sg swim-Inf

‘I like swimming.’


	
b’. *[egy / két / néhány olvas-ni]

a / two / some read-Inf





As also discussed in 1.1.1, infinitives cannot appear in a prototypical predicative construction (see (18a)), where the copula is phonetically empty in the present indicative 3rd person forms. Although infinitives can appear in special kinds of predicative constructions, as illustrated in (18b,c,d,e), this does not count as an unquestionable argument for the nominalness of infinitives.

All in all, there are no straightforward formal arguments for attributing even the least degree of nominalness to infinitives in Hungarian; from a more abstract and somewhat theory-specific point of view, however, a certain degree of nominalness might be attributed to the Hungarian infinitival expression, as discussed in Remark 2 in 1.1.4.3.


VI Quantification and determination

In contrast to nouns, infinitives cannot be modified by quantifier determiners (107a) or in deed any kinds of determiners (107b). From a more abstract and somewhat theory-specific point of view, however, a certain degree of nominalness might be attributed to the Hungarian infinitival expression, as mentioned in Remark 2 in 1.1.4.3.


	
(107) ● Quantification and determination of infinitives


	
a. [*minden / *mindkét / *semelyik olvas-ni] every / both / none_of read-Inf

b. [*ezen / *első / *néhány / *sok olvas-ni] this / first / some / many read-Inf






1.1.4.3 Summary

We summarize our observations on verbal (1.1.4.1) and nominal (1.1.4.2) properties of inflected and uninflected infinitives in Table 4; on the properties, see the comments on Table 2 in the Introduction to the whole volume in A.IV, where the crucial point is that ‘verbal’ means what can be regarded as typical of verbs in their primary function (or what has been regarded as their primary function for thousands of years), which is the finite status.

As can be seen, both types of infinitives discussed in this chapter are decidedly not nominal, but verbal, with a slight difference between the two types. This is indicated by the checkmarks (‘✓’) and different question marks (‘(?)’, ‘?’) in the dark cells in the upper part of the table, representing the verbal properties, and the asterisks (‘*’) in the similarly dark cells in the lower part of the table, representing the nominal properties. Thus, the darker a cell is, the more verbal—and simultaneously the less nominal—the infinitive type is in the given respect. In the light of these properties both Hungarian infinitive types are highly verbal, with the uninflected infinitives being somewhat more verbal than the inflected ones (see Farkas 2020).

There are only two verbal properties that neither infinitive type shows: infinitives cannot (morphologically) express tense and mood, and agreement morphemes do not constitute (more than) two paradigms. In the latter respect, we follow É. Kiss (2002:219) in characterizing infinitives, at least the inflected type, as nominal, on the basis of the fact that “the agreement morphemes appearing on the infinitive are identical with the inflection morphemes appearing on the possessed noun.” In other respects, infinitives in Hungarian have no further nominal properties (at least at the trivial formal level considered here; but see Remark 2 below). Returning to the verbal properties, the uninflected type of infinitive (probably in harmony with the lack of the nominal property of “having declension”) has proved to be slightly but significantly more verbal in the respect of verbal particle separability and (probably as a consequence of this) of readiness for having internal information structure.


Remark 2. Alberti (2020) argues for an approach according to which much more nominalness can be attributed to the Hungarian infinitive than what can be observed at the “trivial” level of the facts considered in the previous paragraphs. This potential “abstract nominalness” has to do with analyzing the dative case marked agreeing argument of infinitives as their possessors (É. Kiss 1986, 1987, 2001). The relevant syntactic analyses rely on the percolation (Ortiz de Urbina 1990, 1993, Horvath 1997: 549–550, Kenesei 1998) of abstract features responsible for case marking, determination and quantification, and provide arguments for considering the infinitive in Hungarian to be highly nominal in these respects.


The dominant stance in Hungarian generative linguistics (Kenesei 2000: 116–128), based on a clear-cut syntactic point of view, rid of the traditional interference of semantic factors, that infinitives are not at all in a half-way position between verbs and nouns, but they are verbs (tenseless ones). This should be understood in the technical sense that the detailed syntactic structures of complex infinitival phrases (in various generative approaches) can include neither NPs (in a potential structure consisting of a verbal lower cycle and a nominal upper cycle) nor InfP constituents with a separate Inf category in the center (NB: referring to them as infinitives, as mentioned earlier, is only a shorthand). In this approach, the three non-verbal properties of infinitives listed in Table 4 are attributed not to an N head or a separate Inf head but to the fact that the VP structure in question contains, in the place of the [+FINITE] feature of finite verb phrases, a [–FINITE] feature, which is assumed to exclude the appearance of tense and mood morphemes. As for the verbal property of ‘two and a half paradigms of conjugation’, the lack of a [+FINITE] feature is also suitable for basing a plausible explanation of the lack of this complex agreement on it, on the following grounds. The property of having ‘two and a half paradigms of conjugation’ can be construed as follows: Hungarian is a language in which finite verbs can be characterized by a double agreement system, they can agree with subjects as well as objects (Bárány 2017b: 52). It is a basic assumption in generative linguistics that in English-type languages with a simple agreement system, the lack of a [+FINITE] feature is responsible for the lack of agreement in non-finite constructions; and this hypothesis can be extended to languages with nonsimple agreement systems in the way that the lack of a [+FINITE] feature will not delete the whole agreement system but only reduce it by one level. That is, in Hungarian, the double agreement system, typical of finite verbs, will be reduced to a simple (and optional) agreement system, in which objects do not trigger agreement.


1.2 Internal syntax of infinitives 

Judit Farkas and Gábor Alberti

This section discusses the internal structure of the infinitival phrase. We follow (the essentially universal semantic method of) SoD-NP and N2.1–2.2 in dividing its discussion into that of complementation and modification. Subsection 1.2.1 concentrates on the pre- and postinfinitival complement zone, that is, the inner core of the InfP, while 1.2.2 deals with the modification of the InfP, that is, the outer layer of the infinitive. The layers considered according to this approach are represented in (108); which is an ultimately simplified scheme, in a book in which no detailed syntactic representations are intended to be shown. In the practice of current Hungarian generative linguistics (see Surányi (2009b), Alberti and Farkas (2021), for instance), both complement zones and modifier zones are obviously highly hierarchized according to typically bifurcating (and not “flat”, see É. Kiss (1992)) syntactic structures. Nevertheless, we should continue to follow a uniform practice of not going into the details of complement-zone internal and modifier-zone internal hierarchies (as certain details are inevitably theory-dependent beyond the most trivial cases).


	
(108) ● The general structure of the infinitival phrase

[INFP preInf-modifier(s) [INFP Complement(s) Inf Complement(s)] postInf-modifier(s)]

The theory-neutral syntactic scheme in (108) is also insufficient in another respect: it does not account for the fact that InfPs are highly verbal constructions with a distribution similar to that of noun phrases. The dominant Hungarian generative stance (Kenesei 2000: 116–128) is that there is simply a V head, instead of the Inf head, in the center of the syntactic scheme in (108), and the NP-like distribution can be attributed to a [–FINITE] feature within this VP structure.


Remark 3. As discussed in Remark 2 in 1.1.4.3, it is also a plausible theory-dependent approach (e.g., É. Kiss 1986, 1987, 2001, Alberti 2020) that the in-between status of the infinitive is to be captured by means of a general syntactic scheme such as the one presented in (i), see Fu et al. (2001), for instance. In these approaches, the crucial question concerning the specification of the scheme is up to which node the embedded V is to be proposed to project (e.g., up to Asp(ectual)P, but not up to T(ense)P, and what nominal layers (e.g., that of a possessor) are to be proposed to build upon them (cf. Dékány 2014). As for the potential nominal layers, it is noteworthy that such typical nominal components as definite article, demonstratives, classifiers, and quantifier determiners will never appear in infinitival constructions (cf. N2: 662).


	[... [NP ... [VP ...]...]...]

	[INFP ... [INFP ... [INFP ...] ... ] ]


Another dimension in which the theory-neutral syntactic scheme in (108) should be improved, independent of the question whether there is a tenseless V head or a special N head, or a separate Inf head in its center, would be the Grohmannian (2003) cartographic scheme presented in (ii). In this scheme, arguments are represented as base-generated in the internal InfP (i.e., in InfP) whilst the place of free adjuncts is an outer ring (InfP). It is also in this outer ring that certain morphological features of arguments are assumed to be checked. Adjuncts and arguments are ordered here, at least in the post-head zone, preferably according to Behaghel’s Law, that is, according to their length or weight (see É. Kiss 2009b and N2.1.1.1: 673). The outmost ring, marked by InfP, is for both kinds of satellites with operator functions (topics, quantifiers, and foci).

Note in passing that the role of the node Inf is played by a Pred(icative) and/or a T(ense) head in the sentence level in the seminal approach by É. Kiss (2006, 2008) (cf. the method of “linearization” proposed in Farkas and Alberti (2016)).




The first series of examples (109) demonstrates the five positions in the infinitival construction from the center outward, where the center is the italicized infinitival head (109a). Then (109b) and (109b’) show the “appearance” of a preinfinitival and a postinfinitival complement, respectively, in the internal InfP-zone according to (108). Finally, (109c) and (109c’) exemplify a preinfinitival modifier position and a postinfinitival modifier position, outside the internal InfP-zone, as is shown in (108), too.


	
(109) ● The basic structure of the InfP


	
a. [INFP érkez-ni]

arrive-Inf

‘to arrive’


	
b. [INFP Pestre érkez-ni]

Pest.Sub arrive-Inf

‘to arrive in Pest’


	
b’. [INFP Pestre érkez-nie a fiadnak]

Pest.Sub arrive-Inf.3Sg the son.Poss.2Sg.Dat

‘for your son to arrive in Pest’


	
c. [INFP váratlanul [INFP Pestre érkez-nie a fiadnak] ]

unexpectedly Pest.Sub arrive-Inf.3Sg the son.Poss.2Sg.Dat

‘for your son to arrive unexpectedly in Pest’


	
c’. [INFP váratlanul [INFP Pestre érkez-nie a fiadnak ] 1992-ben]

unexpectedly Pest.Sub arrive-Inf.3Sg the son.Poss.2Sg.Dat 1992-Ine

‘for your son to arrive unexpectedly in Pest in 1992’





Due to the verbal character of the head (érkezni ‘to arrive’), the first extension in (109b) pertains to a position—the preinfinitival one, left-adjacent to the infinitival head—whose status is far from trivial (cf. Laczkó 1995: 125–154). Nevertheless, it is not by accident that we have started with this special position since it is “closer” to the head than other positions. It can be found so close to the head that their relationship may be regarded as a problem for morphology or for the lexicon, and not for syntax (although in the case of InfPs, similar to finite verb phrases, verbal modifiers are syntactically autonomous since they can be separated from the infinitival head, as shown in 1.1.4.1, sub III). An [argument + infinitive] unit like this, for instance, has a single stress on the first syllable of the “argument” component of the unit. This pattern is the same as that of the [argument + verb] unit which serves as the basis for the formation of the infinitival counterpart (110a). We are speaking about the intonational pattern of the often-discussed [verbal particle + verb stem] unit; see (110b), the infinitival counterpart of which is presented in (110b’).


	
(110) ● Stress pattern of the unit of a verb and the expression left-adjacent to it


	
a. Emlékszel? 'Váratlanul ['Pestre °érkezett] a 'fiad '1992-ben.

remember.2Sg unexpectedly Pest.Sub arrive.Past.3Sg the son.Poss.2Sg 1992-Ine

‘Do you remember? In 1992, your son unexpectedly arrived in Pest.’


	
b. Emlékszel? 'Váratlanul ['el-°utazott] a 'fiad '1992-ben.

remember.2Sg unexpectedly away-travel.Past.3Sg the son.Poss.2Sg 1992-Ine

‘Do you remember? Your son unexpectedly set off in 1992.’


	
b’. [INFP 'váratlanul [INFP 'el-°utaz-nia a 'fiadnak ] '1992-ben]

unexpectedly away -travel-Inf.3Sg the son.Poss.2Sg.Dat 1992-Ine

‘for your son to set off unexpectedly in 1992’





As illustrated in the series of examples in (111), what is given in (108) as the basic structure of the InfP can be overridden.

Example (111a) shows the regular order, where the complement is closer to the infinitival head, and hence precedes the modifier (see the expressions in italics). As shown in the (b)-examples, however, an adjunct can readily precede a phonetically heavier argument (111b) while the word order with an argument preceding a less heavy adjunct provides a somewhat marked sentence (111b’). This suggests the emergence of a Behaghel-type phonetic effect, proposed by É. Kiss (2009b) in the Hungarian literature (see Remark 3 above). Behaghel’s Law, according to which the optimal order of satellites of V in the right periphery of the Hungarian sentence is such that heavy phrases tend to come last, serves as a weak rule in the grammar in the sense that its violation does not give rise to ungrammaticality but only yields slightly marked variants. As is shown in (111b”), even the simultaneous violation of this phonetic tendency and the “arguments-precede-adjuncts” rule results in only slightly marked sentence variants. Note that the more sophisticated theory-specific syntactic structure given in (ii) in Remark 3 perfectly accounts for this distribution of grammaticality judgments by assuming that arguments and adjuncts (necessarily) coappear in an outer zone in which their order is adjusted by Behaghel’s Law. As for the argument order within the postinfinitival complement zone, a separate subsection, namely 1.2.1.1.3, is devoted to this question.


	
(111) ● Arguments and free adjuncts in infinitival phrases


	
a. Na például [meg-hív-ni-a Marinak Emánuelt az esküvőre

well for_instance perf-invite-Inf-3Sg Mari.Dat Emánuel.Acc the wedding.Sub

előzetes egyeztetés nélkül], az hiba volt.

previous agreement without that mistake be.Past.3Sg

‘Well for instance, for Mari to invite Emánuel to the wedding without any previous agreement, that was a mistake.’


	
b. Na például [meg-hív-ni-a Marinak Emánuelt egyeztetés

well for_instance perf-invite-Inf-3Sg Mari.Dat Emánuel.Acc agreement

nélkül Juli jövő hétre tervezett esküvőjére], az hiba volt.

without Juli next week.Sub planned wedding.Sub that mistake be.Past.3Sg

‘Well for instance, for Mari to invite Emánuel without any agreement to Juli’s wedding planned to be next week, that was a mistake.’


	
b’. (?)Na például [meg-hív-ni-a Marinak Emánuelt Juli jövő hétre

well for_instance perf-invite-Inf-3Sg Mari.Dat Emánuel.Acc Juli next week.Sub

tervezett esküvőjére egyeztetés nélkül], az hiba volt.

planned wedding.Sub agreement without that mistake be.Past.3Sg

‘Well for instance, for Mari to invite Emánuel without any agreement to Juli’s wedding planned to be next week, that was a mistake.’


	
b”. (?)Na például [meg-hív-ni-a Marinak előzetes egyeztetés nélkül

well for_instance perf-invite-Inf-3Sg Mari.Dat previous agreement without Emánuelt az esküvőre], az hiba volt.

Emánuel.Acc the wedding.Sub that mistake be.Past.3Sg

‘Well for instance, for Mari to invite Emánuel to the wedding without any previous agreement, that was a mistake.’


	
c. *Na például [tegnap nagyon Ilit Petinek is le-szid-ni-a],

well for_instance yesterday very_much Ili.Acc Peti.Dat also down-scold-Inf-3Sg

az már túlzás volt.

that already exaggeration be.Past.3Sg

Intended meaning: ‘Well for instance, for Peti to also scold Ili very much yesterday, that was excessive.’


	
c’. Na például [tegnap Ilit Petinek is nagyon le-szid-ni-a],

well for_instance yesterday Ili.Acc Peti.Dat also very_much down-scold-Inf-3Sg

az már túlzás volt.

that already exaggeration be.Past.3Sg

‘Well for instance, for Peti to also scold Ili very much yesterday, that was excessive.’


	
c”. Na például [Ilit tegnap Petinek is nagyon le-szid-ni-a],

well for_instance Ili.Acc yesterday Peti.Dat also very_much down-scold-Inf-3Sg

az már túlzás volt.

that already exaggeration be.Past.3Sg

‘Well for instance, for Peti to also scold Ili very much yesterday, that was excessive.’





As shown in (111c), the situation in the preinfinitival zone(s) is even more complicated than that in the postinfinitival zone. Certain adjuncts expressing mood and extent (see nagyon ‘very much’), for instance, cannot precede arguments in the preinfinitival zone at all. Other kinds of adjuncts, however, such as ones expressing tense, can appear more freely, as exemplified by tegnap ‘yesterday’ in (111c’-c”). This variegated pre-head mixture of adjuncts and arguments (more precisely, argument occurrences in non-base-generated positions) has obviously to do with the scope-taking potential of satellites (and can also easily be accounted for in the more sophisticated theory-specific syntactic structure given in (ii) in Remark 3). This topic will be returned to in the subsection devoted to the preinfinitival modifier zone, see 1.2.2. In connection with modification, thus, not only questions concerning adjuncts are discussed but also questions of scope taking arguments and adjuncts.


1.2.1 Complementation

This section discusses the innermost InfP core, that is, the pre- and postinfinitival complement zone of the infinitive, within the complete InfP domain presented in (108) above.

Subsection 1.2.1.1 is devoted to a general characterization of the pre- and postinfinitival complement zone, where the two main types of infinitives are discussed systematically, that is, the inflected and the uninflected type, illustrated in (112a-b), respectively. Subsection 1.2.1.2 deals with sentential arguments.


	
(112) ● The two types of infinitives with respect to complementation


	
a. Hiba volt [össze-vesz-ni-e Peti-nek Ili-vel a távirányító-n].

mistake be.Past.3Sg together-querrel-Inf-3Sg Peti-Dat Ili-Ins the remote_control-Sup

‘It was a mistake that Peti had a row with Ili because of the remote control.’


	
b. Peti utál [össze-vesz-ni Ili-vel a távirányító-n].

Peti hate.3Sg together-querrel-Inf Ili-Ins the remote_control-Sup

‘Peti hates having a row with Ili because of the remote control.’






1.2.1.1 General characterization of the complement zones

Subsection 1.2.1.1.1 is devoted to the discussion of the pre- and postinfinitival complement zones of infinitives in Hungarian and an overview of their felicity conditions. Subsection 1.2.1.1.2 discusses external and internal arguments of infinitives. Subsections 1.2.1.1.3 and 1.2.1.1.4 are concerned with the order and the information-structural function of arguments, respectively, both in the preinfinitival complement zone and in the postinfinitival complement zone.


1.2.1.1.1 Complement zones of infinitives

Let us start with a brief discussion of the preinfinitival complement zone of the Hungarian InfP, which will be followed by a discussion of the postinfinitival complement zone.

In the preinfinitival complement zone practically all categories of phrases can appear. This is obviously due to the fact that infinitives correspond to finite VPs; and Hungarian verbs—as well as the infinitives formed from them—can be immediately preceded by complements of the following categories: referential (113b) or bare noun phrases (113c-c’), and postpositional (113d), adjectival (113e), participial (113f), adverbial (113g), converbial (113h) or infinitival phrases (113i). Note that all phrases retain their form in the course of infinitivalization (namely, their categories and case markings).


	
(113) ● Categories of preinfinitival complements


	a. [INFP ... [INFP Complement Inf ... ] ... ]

	
b. [INFP [DP Pestre] érkezni]

Pest.Sub arrive.Inf

‘to arrive in Pest’


	
c. [INF [NP kutyát] sétáltatni]

dog.Acc walk.Inf

‘to walk the dogs’


	
c’. [INFP [NP sarokba] gurítani a labdát]

corner.Ill roll.Inf the ball.Acc

‘to roll the ball into a corner’


	
d. [INFP [PP pad alá] gurítani a labdát]

bench to_under roll.Inf the ball.Acc

‘to roll the ball under a bench’


	
e. [INFP [AP pirosra] festeni a hintákat]

red.Sub paint.Inf the swing.Pl.Acc

‘to paint the swings red’


	
f. [INFP [PARTP Marinak tetsz-ő-re] alakítani a házat]

Mari.Dat please-Part-Sub rebuild.Inf the house.Acc

‘to rebuild the house into one that pleases Mari’


	
g. [INFP [ADVP udvariasan]

bánni a vendégekkel] politely treat.Inf the guest.Pl.Ins

‘to treat guests in a polite manner’


	
h. [INFP [CONVP nyitva]

tartani az üzletet] open.Conv keep.Inf the shop.Acc

‘to keep the shop open’


	
i. [INFP [INFP győzni] akarni] ]

win.Inf want.Inf

‘to want to win’


	
j. [INFP el (nem) olvasni a könyvet]

away not read.Inf the book.Acc

‘to (not) read the book’





Example (113j) illustrates the use of the verbal particle. The verbal particle is in the same preverbal position left-adjacent to the verbal head as the phrases discussed in (113b-i); moreover, it is the most typical “occupier” of the given position. Nevertheless, it is not clear whether it can be regarded as a lexically selected argument of a nominal head, or another status is to be attributed to it, and if so, what status? The example in (113j) also shows that it is not impossible to separate it from the infinitival head (and, as illustrated in 1.1.4.1, sub III, their order is interchangeable). All in all, the analogy suggests that the verbal particle occupies the preinfinitival complement zone in (113j), but its argumenthood is questionable.

Note in passing that nominal elements of the given pre-head zone left-adjacent to the verbal or infinitival head can often be characterized by “reduced” complementhood because they tend to lose their referential power, in order to obtain some “institutionalized” meaning (cf. P3.2.2.3). Examples (113c-d) illustrate the phenomenon; which also emerges in the case of the nominal components of the constructions presented in (114a,b,c). Even the DP status of the proper name Pestre ‘Pest.Sub’ in the special preinfinitival complement zone is questionable (probably there is only an N in the given position; but a detailed analysis of the problem would require theory-specific argumentation, and the problem of proper names that obligatorily (e.g., a Dunához ‘the Danube.All’) or optionally (e.g., (a) Péterhez ‘(the) Péter.All’) come with definite articles is also worth future research).

The preinfinitival complement zone tends to host only one argument. Nevertheless, a few types of counterexamples can be created, as illustrated in the primeless examples in (114); see also subsection 1.2.1.1.3, which is devoted to the argument order in pre- and postinfinitival complement zone. The expression pairs in italics are regarded as constructing preinfinitival complement zones for two reasons. First, they bear a single stress together (on the first syllable of the given [bare noun + verbal particle] sequences). Second, they are situated between a low adverb (Surányi 2008: 176), which is ügyesen ‘skillfully’ in the particular examples, and the (non-finite) verb stem that the given adverb belongs to. As can be observed in the primed examples, the pre-head complement zone of verbs cannot host more than one expression. Thus, infinitives pattern with other categories with a verbal lexical basis (that is, participles and converbs, see (107) in 2.2.1.1.1 and (99) in 3.2.1.1.1, respectively), including deverbal nominals (see N1.4.2.1.3, ex. (631) and N2.1.1.3, ex. (675–676)), in having a potentially two-slot pre-head complement zone.


	
(114) ● Several preinfinitival complement positions?


	
a. Na például [INFP ügyesen [INFP [NP 'pénzt] °kölcsön-kérni]],

well for_instance skillfully money.Acc loan-ask.Inf

azt csak Mari tud.

that.Acc only Mari capable.3Sg

‘Well for instance, as for skillfully borrowing money, it is only Mari who is capable of that.’


	
a’. *Mari ügyesen 'pénzt °kölcsön-kért.

Mari skillfully money.Acc loan-ask.Past.3Sg

Intended meaning: ‘Mari skillfully borrowed money.’


	
b. Na például [INFP ügyesen [INFP [NP 'professzornak] °ki-adni magát]],

well for_instance skillfully professor.Dat out-give.Inf self.Acc

arra csak Mari képes.

that.Sub only Mari capable.3Sg

‘Well for instance, as for skillfully pretending to be a professor, it is only Mari who is capable of that.’ b’. *Mari ügyesen 'professzornak °ki-adta magát.

Mari skillfully professor.Dat out-give.Past.DefObj.3Sg self.Acc

Intended meaning: ‘Mari pretended to be a professor skillfully.’


	
c. Na például [INFP ügyesen [INFP [NP 'vízből] °ki-menteni egy katicát]],

well for_instance skillfully water.Ela out-save.Inf a ladybird.Acc

arra csak Mari képes közülünk. that.Sub only Mari capable.3Sg among.1Pl

‘Well for instance, as for skillfully saving a ladybird from water, it is only Mari who is capable of that among us.’ c’. *Mari ügyesen 'vízből °ki-mentett egy katicát.

Mari skillfully water.Ela out-save.Past.3Sg a ladybird.Acc

Intended meaning: ‘Mari skillfully saved a ladybird from water.’





Let us now turn to the question of the postinfinitival complement zone (115a). The series of examples presented in (115b-h’) is devoted to the illustration of the categories which can appear in this zone. To ensure constituency, the matrix construction given in (115a’), containing the ‘for instance’-construction, is used (see Alberti, Farkas and Szabó (2015) and N2.1.1.1). This construction is suitable for serving as a constituency test due to the fact that the edges of a constituent in contrastive topic position can be marked explicitly with such extra clues as a ‘for instance’-expression (Na például...) in the left periphery of the topicalized phrase and a resumptive pronoun (az ‘that’) preceded by a comma-pause in its right periphery.

Remark 4. It is to be noted that, in the role of the indicator of the left edge of the ‘for instance’ test construction, the expression például can quite readily be replaced by or completed with other discourse markers such as szerintem/szerinte ‘according to me/[him/her]’, talán ‘perhaps’ and mintha ‘as if’, including certain clusters formed from them (i). Note in passing that the [csak ‘only’ ... Vstem] focus test and the [még ... is] ‘even ... too’ test, mentioned by Dékány (2021: 191) as alternatives to the ‘for instance’-test, are also such that their left-edge indicator can be completed with talán and/or mintha (ii-iii) (NB: constructions (ii-iii) are ab ovo not suitable for testing potential constituents that contain right-branching phonetic material from the head).


	
Na például szerintem talán Ilinek a

well for_instance according_to.1Sg perhaps Ili.Dat the

könyvét, azt szívesen elolvasnák

book.Poss.Acc that.Acc with_pleasure away.read.Cond.3Pl

a diákok.

the student.Pl

‘Well for instance, as for Ili’s book, I think the students would perhaps be happy to read that.’


	
Még talán Ilinek a könyvét is szívesen

even perhaps Ili.Dat the book.Poss.Acc also with_pleasure elolvasnák a diákok.

away.read.Cond.3Pl the student.Pl

‘Even Ili’s book is such that the students would perhaps be happy to read it.’


	
(?)Csak talán Ilinek a könyvét olvasnák

only perhaps Ili.Dat the book.Poss.Acc read.Cond.3Pl

el szívesen a diákok. away with_pleasure the student.Pl

‘Only Ili’s book is such that the students would perhaps be happy to read it.’



A post-head complement position is prototypically occupied by a referential noun phrase (Alberti 1997); (115b) serves as an illustration of this in the case of infinitival heads. As shown below, however, similar to verbs, practically almost all categories of phrases can appear in the postinfinitival complement zone, obviously depending on the particular infinitival head; namely, referential and bare noun phrases (115b-c), and postpositional, adjectival, adverbial (or converbial) and infinitival phrases (115d-g). Of these, participial phrases (115e’) somewhat less readily occupy a postinfinitival complement position. As also shown below, even more than one phrase can readily co-appear in the postinfinitival complement zone, and they can be of the same category (115b,e) as well as of different categories (115c,d’-f’).


	
(115) ● Categories of postinfinitival complements


	a. [INFP ... [INFP ... Inf ... Complement(s)] ... ]

	
a’. Na például [...], az hiba volt.

well for_instance that mistake be.Past.3Sg

‘Well for instance, [...], that was a mistake.


	
b. [INFP összevesznie [DP a fiúnak] [DP a lánnyal] [DP a távirányítón]]

a together.querrel.Inf.3Sg the boy.Dat the girl.Ins the remote_control.Sup

‘for the boy to have a querrel with the girl because of the remote control’


	
c. [INFP megetetni [DP a majmokat] [NP éretlen banánnal] ]

perf.feed.Inf.3Sg the monkey.Pl.Acc unripe banana.Ins

‘to feed the monkeys with unripe bananas’


	
d. [INFP bebújni [PP a pad alá] ]

into.hide.Inf the bench to_under

‘to hide under the bench’


	
d’. [INFP bebújnia [DP Petinek] [PP a pad alá]]

into.hide.Inf.3Sg Peti.Dat the bench to_under

‘for Peti to hide under the bench’


	
e. [INFP átfesteni [DP a hintákat] [AP zöldről] [AP pirosra] ]

repaint.Inf the swing.Pl.Acc green.Del red.Sub

‘to repaint the swings red from green’ e’. ?[INFP átalakítani [DP a házat] [PARTP Marinak tetszőre] ] rebuild.Inf the house.Acc Mari.Dat please.Part.Sub

‘to rebuild the house into one that pleases Mari’


	
f. [INFP elhelyezni [DP az e egyenest] [ADVP merőlegesenADV az f egyenesre] ]

away.place.Inf the e line.Acc perpendicular.Adv the f line.Sub

‘to place line e perpendicular to line f’


	
f’. [INFP elhelyezni [DP az e egyenest] [CONVP tengelyesen tükrözve] ]

away.place.Inf the e line.Acc axially reflect.Conv

‘to place line e by axially reflecting it’


	
g. [INFP megpróbálni [INFP úszni] ]

perf.try.Inf swim.Inf

‘to try to swim’


	
h. [INFP várni (azt / arra), [CP hogy megjelenjen] ]

wait.Inf that.Acc / that.Sub that perf.appear.Subj.3Sg

‘to wait for it to appear’


	
h’. [INFP reménykedni (abban), [CP hogy megjelenik] ]

hope.Inf that.Ine that perf.appear.3Sg

‘to be hoping that it appears’





The next question to investigate is the degree of referentiality of arguments in the postinfinitival complement zone. As illustrated in the series of examples of (116), all kinds of noun phrases can ab ovo appear here. Nevertheless, there are differences between the acceptability of different noun-phrase types in the zone in question. Proper nouns and other types of definite noun phrases (116a) can readily be hosted in the postinfinitival complement zone in the case of all kinds of matrix constructions while specific and non-specific noun phrases (116b-b’), as well as bare noun phrases (116c), can only be hosted here in the case of appropriate matrix clauses. Specific noun phrases require matrix constructions with complex-event meaning (116b), while non-specific (116b’) and bare noun phrases (116c) require matrix constructions with event-type meaning; in the relevant examples, the hiba volt ‘was a mistake’ versus hiba lenne ‘would be a mistake’ difference is meant to trigger the appropriate type of meaning.

As shown in (116d), the same also holds for constructions in which infinitives bear agreement suffixes.


	
(116) ● The degree of referentiality of arguments of infinitives in the postinfinitival complement zone


	
a. Hiba lenne / volt kirúgni Károlyt / [az informatikust].

mistake be.Cond.3Sg / be.Past.3Sg out.fire.Inf Károly.Acc / the IT_specialist.Acc

‘It [would be] / was a mistake to fire Károly / [the IT specialist].’


	
b. Három informatikus és öt titkárnő dolgozott a cégnél.

three IT_specialist and five secretary work.Past.3Sg the firm.Ade

Hiba volt kirúgni [egy+SPEC informatikust].

mistake be.Past.3Sg out.fire.Inf an IT_specialist.Acc

‘Three IT specialists and five secretaries used to work for the firm. It was a mistake to fire an IT specialist.’


	
b’ Hiba lenne kirúgni [egy-SPEC informatikust].

mistake be.Cond.3Sg out.fire.Inf an IT_specialist.Acc

‘It would be a mistake to fire an IT specialist.’


	
c. Hiba lenne / *?volt kirúgni [informatikust].

mistake be.Cond.3Sg / be.Past.3Sg out.fire.Inf IT_specialist.Acc

‘It would be a mistake to fire (one or more) IT specialists.’ /

Intended meaning: It was a mistake to fire (one or more) IT specialists.


	
d. Hiba lenne kirúgnod [az / egy+SPEC / egy-SPEC / — informatikust].

mistake be.Cond.3Sg out.fire.Inf.2Sg the / an / an / IT_specialist.Acc

‘It would be a mistake for you to fire [the IT specialist] / [a (particular) IT specialist] / [an IT specialist] / [(one or more) IT specialists].’





It requires future research to precisely and exhaustively describe the connection between, on the one hand, the position of an indefinite expression relative to the head (pre- vs. post-head) and, on the other, its [SPECIFICITY], or its sort of specificity (e.g., ‘a member of a set available in the context’ (Enç 1991) vs. ‘a definite reference from the speaker’s viewpoint simultaneously with an indefinite reference from the addressee’s viewpoint’ (SoD-NP: 688)).

It is not black and white, either, whether bare noun phrases can appear in the postinfinitival complement zone without any further restrictions beyond the requirement concerning the event-type level of reference. This is especially relevant in the light of the fact that bare noun phrases are excluded from the post-head complement zone of finite verbal constructions (117a’,b’,c’), except for existential sentences (117a”,b”,c”). On the basis of (117a,b,c), we can be led to the conclusion that the phonetic length and/or the complexity of the expressions concerned immensely influence their degree of grammaticality, in correlation with some kind of “naturalness” in meaning difficult to grasp.


	
(117) ● The degree of referentiality of arguments in the postinfinitival complement zone:

Bare noun phrases


	
a. *?Hiba lenne eladni [kutyust] [lánynak].

mistake be.Cond.3Sg away.give.Inf puppy.Acc girl.Dat

Intended meaning: ‘It would be a mistake to sell (one or more) puppies to (one or more) girls.’


	
a’. *Eladtam [kutyust] [lánynak].

away.give.Past.1Sg puppy.Acc girl.Dat

Intended meaning: ‘I sold (one or more) puppies to (one or more) girls.’


	
a”. Adtam már el [kutyust] [lánynak].

away.give.Past.1Sg already away puppy.Acc girl.Dat

‘I have already sold (one or more) puppies to (one or more) girls.’


	
b. ?Hiba lenne eladni [énekesmadarat] [skandinávnak].

mistake be.Cond.3Sg away.give.Inf songbird.Acc Scandinavian.Dat

Intended meaning: ‘It would be a mistake to sell (one or more) songbirds to (one or more)

Scandinavians.’


	
b’. *Eladtam [énekesmadarat] [skandinávnak] tegnap 5-kor.

away.give.Past.1Sg songbird.Acc Scandinavian.Dat yesterday 5-at

Intended meaning: ‘I sold (one or more) songbirds to (one or more) Scandinavians yesterday at 5 o’clock.’


	
b”. Adtam már el [énekesmadarat] [skandinávnak].

away.give.Past.1Sg already away songbird.Acc Scandinavian.Dat

‘I have already sold (one or more) songbirds to (one or more) Scandinavians.’


	
c. Hiba lenne eladni [hiperaktív kölyökkutyust]

mistake be.Cond.3Sg away.give.Inf hyperactive puppy.Acc

[megbízhatatlan fiatal lánynak].
 
unreliable young girl.Dat

‘It would be a mistake to sell (one or more) hyperactive puppies to (one or more) unreliable young girls.’


	
c’. *Eladtam [hiperaktív kölyökkutyust]

away.give.Past.1Sg hyperactive puppy.Acc

[megbízhatatlan fiatal lánynak] tegnap 5-kor.

unreliable young girl.Dat yesterday 5-at

Intended meaning: ‘I sold (one or more) hyperactive puppies to (one or more) unreliable young girls yesterday at 5 o’clock.’


	
c”. Adtam már el [hiperaktív kölyökkutyust]

away.give.Past.1Sg already away hyperactive puppy.Acc

[megbízhatatlan fiatal lánynak].

unreliable young girl.Dat

‘I have already sold (one or more) hyperactive puppies to (one or more) unreliable young girls.’


	
d. *Hiba lenne adni el [hiperaktív kölyökkutyust]

mistake be.Cond.3Sg give.Inf away hyperactive puppy.Acc

[megbízhatatlan fiatal lánynak].

unreliable young girl.Dat

Intended meaning: ‘It would be a mistake to sell (one or more) hyperactive puppies to (one or more) unreliable young girls.’





A comparison between the primeless and the double primed examples in (117) might lead someone to the conclusion that infinitival constructions pattern with finite verbal constructions in having an existential alternative (see the double primed examples) to the neutral one (see the primed examples). As shown in (117d), however, infinitival constructions do not have two formally distinguishable (wordorder) alternatives for the two meaning variants. It is then a research question, undecidable in a theory-neutral approach, whether infinitival constructions are underspecified in the relevant respect or, in their case, the complex-event based alternatives and the corresponding existential ones coincide on the surface.

The last examples in (115h-h’) are devoted to raising the question whether a subordinate clause (CP) can be regarded as an argument of an infinitive in its postinfinitival complement zone. The answer is theory-specific, depending on the stance concerning the status of the pronoun which the subordinate clause belongs to (but does not necessarily appear explicitly). If the pronoun in question is considered to serve as a contentful pronoun (e.g., Szűcs 2017), the CP should be analyzed as not an argument of the infinitive but part of a DP, and this DP functions as the argument of the infinitive. According to the standard view (e.g., Kenesei 1994), on which the pronoun in question is an expletive, the CP can be regarded as the argument of the InfP.

All in all, with respect to their argument taking capacity, infinitives are highly similar to verbs, obviously due to the fact that infinitives are formed from verbs and they themselves are highly verbal (1.1.4.1). Nevertheless, there are two types of difference between the two categories.

First, infinitives cannot have nominative case marked subject-like arguments; this non-trivial topic is thoroughly discussed in the subsection on external arguments (1.2.1.1.2.1).

Second, infinitives cannot host finite verbs or verb phrases in their complement zones, a possibility that is extremely exceptional even in the case of finite heads. There is only one construction (with a somewhat dialectal flavor) in which a finite verb (phrase) appears as an argument within a finite construction (118a). The phenomenon is discussed in 1.1.1, see the comments on the examples presented in (9c-c”) and (10c-c”). As shown in (118b), the construction in question cannot be infinitivalized, which also holds for the version in which the argument of the “input” finite predicate is an InfP, see (118a’)).


	
(118) ● A difference between the postverbal and the postinfinitival complement zone


	
a. (?)Meg kell fog-j-ak egy legy-et.

perf must.3Sg catch-Subj-1Sg a fly-Acc

‘I have to catch a fly.’


	
a’. Meg kell fog-n-om egy legy-et.

perf must.3Sg catch-Inf-1Sg a fly-Acc

‘I have to catch a fly.’


	
b. *Na például [INFP meg kelleni fog-j-ak / fog-n-om egy legyet],

well for_instance perf must.Inf catch-Subj-1Sg / catch-Inf-1Sg a fly-Acc

az ellenemre volt.

that against.1Sg be.Past.3Sg

Intended meaning: ‘It is against my will that I should catch a fly.’





In Hungarian, hence, there is no infinitive taking a finite verb phrase as its argument.


1.2.1.1.2 Arguments of infinitives

The notion of complementation is usually associated with the verbal domain. Verbs have argument structures, specifying the number and thematic roles of their arguments. Arguments of verbs are (typically) divided into internal and external arguments (see subsection 2.1.2 in SoD-NP; on the debate on internal and external arguments in the Hungarian clause structure, see M9 and V2). The internal argument in a sense completes the predicate, as a result of which it can be predicated of the external argument. The semantic arguments of the verb are normally realized as syntactic arguments: the external argument typically corresponds to the subject (i.e., the nominative case marked argument), whereas internal arguments generally surface in Hungarian as accusative or oblique case marked noun phrases or postpositional phrases.

As infinitives are originated from verbs and they themselves are highly verbal (1.1.4.1), they take the same arguments essentially in the same forms and essentially in the same combinations as the verbs they correspond to (1.1.2.1). As in the case of verbs, we distinguish external and internal arguments in the case of infinitives as well; subsections 1.2.1.1.2.1 and 1.2.1.1.2.2 are devoted to their discussion, respectively.


1.2.1.1.2.1 The external argument of infinitives

As infinitival constructions show similarities to complex event nominals in that they both take external arguments, the question arises whether it takes an external argument in the way in which, in the Williamsian (1981) approach, verbs do or in which nouns do. We follow SoD-VP1 (pp. 24–35) and SoD-NP (p. 122) in using the usual labels Agent, Theme, Experiencer, etc. for semantic roles associated with the arguments in the event structure denoted by verbal predications and referring to the special external argument of nouns in their predicative use as the ‘referent’ (Ref), that is, the entity to which the property denoted by the nominal predicate applies. We also follow SoD-NP (p. 122) in assuming that a non-predicatively used noun takes no external argument instead of the (now syntactically non-realizable) one with a ‘Ref’ thematic role.

It is illustrated in (119a-b) how verbs and nouns take external arguments.

In the case of a verb, it is held to be the typical situation (e.g., SoD-VP1: 24–35) that the Agent serves as the external argument whilst reference to the complex event itself denoted by the verb phrase as a whole cannot be constructed as a syntactically explicit argument (119a). Note that if the subject of a verb is not an Agent or an Experiencer but a Theme (120d), the given verb is held to have no external argument (SoD-VP1:24–35).

As shown in (119a-a’), a demonstrative pronoun denoting the given complex event (e.g., ez ‘this’) can appear only in a separate clause. If, however, an Ás-noun construction is chosen to denote a complex event with its nominal head used predicatively (119b), it is the argument denoting the event that is to be held to serve as the external argument of the noun in question (119b), instead of the Agent that the deverbal noun “inherits” from the verb serving as its derivational basis, see SoD-NP (p. 122) and SoH-NP (p. 688).


	
(119) • The external argument of infinitives, compared to that of nouns


	
a. (*Ez) PetiAgent átverte MaritTheme.

this Peti across.hit.Past.DefObj.3Sg Mari.Acc

‘Peti deceived Mari.’ / Intended meaning: ‘This is an instance of Peti deceiving Mari.’


	
a’. Ez nem lepett meg senkit.

this not surprise.Past.3Sg perf no-one.Acc

‘This was no surprise to anyone.’


	
b. EzRef most [az át-ver-és-e Mari-nakTheme ] / át-ver-és?

this now the across-hit-Nmn-Poss Mari.Dat / across-hit-Nmn

‘This is now [an instance of deceiving Mari] / [a scam]?’


	
c. *EzRef most át-ver-ni(-e) (Peti-nekAgent) (MaritTheme)?

this now across-hit-Inf(-3Sg) Peti-Dat Mari.Acc

Intended meaning: ‘This is now an instance of Peti / someone deceiving Mari / someone?’


	
d. Hiba volt át-ver-ni-e Peti-nekAgent MaritTheme.

mistake be.Past.3Sg across-hit-Inf-3Sg Peti-Dat Mari.Acc

‘It was a mistake for Peti to deceive Mari.’ d’. Nem is dicsekedett vele.

not also brag.Past.3Sg Ins.3Sg

‘He actually refrained from bragging about it.’ [‘it’ refers to ‘Peti deceived Mari’]


	
d”. Rá is jött erre hamar.

onto also come.Past.3Sg this.Sub soon

‘He has actually realized it soon.’ [‘it’ refers to ‘it was a mistake for him to...’]





As witnessed by (119c-d’), infinitives pattern with finite verbs in the relevant sense, and not with deverbal nominals. As for the selection problem of an external argument, the potential eventual argument associated with an infinitival phrase cannot be expressed as the subject of a clause with the infinitival head used predicatively (119c). This has to do with the fact that an infinitival head cannot be used at all as the predicate of a finite clause, as illustrated in (18a) in 1.1.1, but rather as different types of argument (13–15). The type of eventual referent which belongs to an InfP can only be expressed in a separate clause, for instance, in the form of a demonstrative pronoun, as shown in (119d’-d”). Note in passing that there are two implicit eventual arguments belonging to a sentence like the one presented in (119d): while the instrumental case marked pronoun in (119d’) refers back to the event denoted by the infinitival phrase in (119d), the sublative case marked one in (119d”) refers to the eventuality denoted by the whole sentence given in (119d).

Therefore, it is plausible to assume that infinitives take external/internal arguments exactly in the same way as finite verbs do, with the slight difference that the subject is dative case marked in an InfP (see (21) in 1.1.2.1). Hence, typically an Agent serves as the external argument of an infinitival head (120a-b). Subject Experiencers are also held to serve as an external argument (120e-e’), see SoD-VP1 (p. 26). A Theme, however, is a typical internal argument, even if it appears as the subject of the corresponding verb (121a).


	
(120) • Sensibility to external/internal distinction among arguments of infinitives and the [HUMAN] feature?

I. Agent and Experiencer


	
a. PéterAgent megírta [a jelentést]Theme.

Péter perf.write.Past.DefObj.3Sg the report.Acc

‘Péter wrote the report.’


	
b. Meg kellett írnia Péter-nekAgent [a jelentést]Theme.

perf must.Past.3Sg write.Inf.3Sg Péter-Dat the report.Acc

‘Péter had to write the report.’


	
b’. Meg kell ett írni [a jelentést]Theme.

perf must.Cond.3Sg write.Inf the report

‘The report had to be written.’


	
c. Meg kellett írnia Péter-nekAgent [a jelentést]Theme,

perf must.Past.3Sg write.Inf.3Sg Péter-Dat the report.Acc

hiszen teljesítettnek minősítették a projektet.

since completed.Dat qualify.Past.DefObj.3Pl the project.Acc

‘Péter must have written the report since the project has been qualified as completed.’


	
c’. *Meg kellett írni (-a) [a jelentést]Theme,perf must.Past.3Sg write.Inf(-3Sg) the report.Acc

hiszen teljesítettnek minősítették a projektet.

since completed.Dat qualify.Past.DefObj.3Pl the project.Acc

Intended meaning: ‘The report must have been written since the project has been qualified as completed.’

Available non-intended meaning: ‘A definite person must have written the report since the project has been qualified as completed.’


	
c”. Be kellett esteledni*(✓-e) addigra,

into must.Past.3Sg night_fall.Inf(-3Sg) by_then

hiszen elővették a zseblámpákat.

since take_out.Past.DefObj.3Pl the torch.Pl.Acc

‘Night must have fallen since they took out the torches.’


	
d. Hiba lett volna megírnia Péter-nekAgent [a jelentést]Theme.

good be.Past.3Sg be.Cond perf.write.Inf.3Sg Péter-Dat the report.Acc

‘It would have been a mistake if Péter had written the report.’


	
d’. Hiba lett volna megírni [a jelentést]Theme.

good be.Past.3Sg be.Cond perf.write.Inf the report.Acc

‘It would have been a mistake if the report had been written.’


	
e. IliExperiencer szereti [az ilyen gyerekeket]Theme.

Ili like.DefObj.3Sg the such child.Pl.Acc

‘Ili likes children like those.’


	
e’. [Az ilyen gyerekeket]Theme szeret-ni kell,

the such child.Pl.Acc like-Inf must.3Sg

mert különben depresszióba esnek.

because otherwise depression.Ill fall.3Pl

‘Such children should be loved, or else they get really depressed.’


	
f. Oda kellett úsz-ni a hídhoz.

towards must.Past.3Sg swim-Inf the bridge.All

Deontic reading: ‘Every person (relevant in the conversation) had to swim to the bridge.’

Epistemic reading: –


	
f. Oda kellett úsz-ni-a a hídhoz.

towards must.Past swim-Inf -3Sg the bridge.All

Deontic reading: ‘The person salient in the conversation had to swim to the bridge.’

Epistemic reading: ‘He/she/it (salient in the conversation) must have floated to the bridge.’





Two differences can be observed in the corresponding pairs of examples in (120b-d’) and (121b-d).

The (b)-examples illustrate that the deontic kell-construction is acceptable only if the subject of the given infinitive is an Agent, that is, an external argument. It is noteworthy that it is permitted to omit this Agent, resulting in a semantically subjectless infinitival construction (120b’), which resembles a passive construction, as shown by the translation. An analogous passive-like infinitival construction can also be constructed if the omitted subject is an Experiencer (120e’), which also serves here as an example of an external argument.

The (c)-examples are devoted to showing that the epistemic kell-construction is not sensitive to the external/internal (or at least the Agent/Theme) difference: both relevant variants are fully acceptable. It is noteworthy that the epistemic kellconstruction does not tolerate a passive-like, subjectless, variant (independently of the external/internal character of the subject to be deleted), as shown in (120c’). This is especially interesting in the light of the fact that an ab ovo subjectless verbal construction can readily serve as the input of an epistemic kell-construction (120c”) (on the role of infinitival inflection in subjectless constructions, see (5a) in 1.1.1 and (32) in 1.1.2.3, and also (8) in 1.1.1).

The evaluative constructions in the (d)-examples show that the agentivity characteristic of external arguments is the key to acceptability, just like in the case of the deontic kell-constructions, presented in the (b)-examples. This phenomenon is what is discussed in subsections 1.1.2.3 (see sub. III and VI) and 1.1.3 (see sub. I and III-V) under the term agentlessness effect. The evaluative construction is also similar to the deontic kell-construction in that the omission of the external argument is permitted, see (120d’).

The minimal pair in (120f-f’) illustrates a topic related to the question of thematic roles: the observation that the phonetically null subject of an uninflected infinitive is to be interpreted as an arbitrary pronoun (PROarb), which is obligatorily [+HUMAN]. The pro-dropped pronoun that serves as the subject of an inflected infinitive is the “control group”: its interpretation is not restricted in animacy (NB: the construction of the minimal pair exploits the fact that úszik in Hungarian can be interpreted both as a volitional swimming and as an involitional floating).\


	
(121) • Sensibility to external/internal distinction among arguments of infinitives?

II. Theme


	
a. Elhervadt [a virág]Theme.

away.wither.Past.3Sg the flower

‘The flower withered.’


	
b. *El kellett hervadnia [a virág-nak]Theme.

away must.Past.3Sg wither.Inf.3Sg the flower-Dat

Intended meaning: ‘There was an obligation for creating a situation in which the flower has withered.’


	
c. El kellett hervadnia [a virág-nak]Theme,

away must.Past.3Sg wither.Inf.3Sg the flower-Dat hiszen kidobták.

since out.throw.Past.DefObj.3Pl

‘The flower must have withered since it has been thrown away.’


	
d. ??Hiba lett volna elhervadnia [a virág-nak]Theme.

mistake be.Past.3Sg be.Cond away.wither.Inf.3Sg the flower-Dat

‘It would have been a mistake if there had come about a situation in which the flower had withered.’





Although example (120e’) with its Experiencer external argument suggests that the observed Agent/Theme difference can be generalized to an external/internal difference between arguments of infinitives (depending on the matrix constructions), the more marked or less marked status of the corresponding evaluative constructions with Experiencer subjects presented in (75d) and (76d) in 1.1.3, sub. V shows a more complicated picture. Experiencer participants are held to be similar to Agents in containing a certain amount of at-least-potential volitionality (Dowty 1991), which can be regarded as a common basis for qualifying an argument of a verb as an external one. The interpretation of the details in question, however, including the general question of external/internal argumenthood, requires theoryspecific tools.


Remark 5. We conclude this subsection with a puzzle. Example (ii) is a topic construction with a resumptive pronoun formed from the auxiliary based infinitival constructions shown in (i). The puzzling phenomenon is that the resumptive pronoun cannot be unmarked (or nominative case marked) but the preferred case marking (which is not fully acceptable and obviously subject to a high speaker dependent variation but unquestionably acceptable to a major extent) is the accusative, whilst neither the auxiliaries nor the weather verb havazni ‘to snow’ can plausibly be construed as an accusative-case assigner.


	
Nem fog / szokott havazni ilyenkor.

not will.3Sg / used_to.Past.3Sg snow.Inf at_this_time

‘It is not going to snow this time.’ / ‘It does not (usually) snow this time.’


	
Havazni, *az / (?)azt nem fog / szokott ilyenkor.

snow.Inf that / that.Acc not will.3Sg / used_to.Past.3Sg at_this_time

‘As for snowing, [it is not going to snow] / [it does not (usually) snow] this time.’





1.2.1.1.2.2 Internal arguments of infinitives

This subsection discusses internal arguments of infinitives. Sections on arguments typically begin with the topic of their differentiation from adjuncts. As declared in the Introduction to the whole volume on non-finite phrases (see B.I), we consider it a common property of non-finite constructions that the argument/adjunct distinction (and the distinctions across argument types with respect to thematic roles) are determined at the level of the finite verbal construction which the given non-finite construction corresponds to. The factors which are determined on the level of the syntax of the given non-finite construction are only such thing as the expressibility of the given satellite (and its exact form) and the internal/external distinction in the case of arguments. Hence, as for sophisticated details of distinguishing arguments from adjuncts, including tests, the interested reader is referred to V2.

As pointed out in the subsection on argument-structure inheritance (1.1.2.1), apart from the change in finiteness, the argument structure of the verb remains unaffected by the formation process. That is, as illustrated in (122), arguments retain both their thematic functions and their forms. This holds for accusative (122aa’,d-d’) and oblique case marked arguments (122a-a’,b-b’) as well as postpositional phrases (122c-c’). This also holds for arguments which serve as verbal modifiers (122e-e’), see the verbal particles oda ‘to’ in (122a-a’) and le ‘down’ and el ‘away’ in (123), too.


	
(122) ● Internal arguments of infinitives: I. Explicitly case marked arguments


	
a. Oda-adták [Peti-nek]Beneficiary [a könyv-et]Theme.

to-give.Past.DefObj.3Pl Peti-Dat the book-Acc

‘Peti has been given the book.’


	
a’. Na például oda-ad-ni [Peti-nek]Beneficiary [a könyv-et]Theme,

well for_instance to-give-Inf Peti-Dat the book-Acc az hiba volt.

the mistake be.Past.3Sg

‘Well for instance, as for giving Peti the book, that was a mistake.’


	
b. [Peti]Agent gyakran beszélget [Ili-vel]Co-Agent [a politiká-ról]Theme.

Peti often talk.3Sg Ili-Ins the politics-Del

‘Peti often talks politics with Ili.’


	
b’. Na például [Peti-nek]Agent gyakran beszélget-ni-e [Ili-vel]Co-Agent

well for_instance Peti-Dat often talk-Inf-3Sg Ili-Ins

[a politiká-ról]Theme, az fölösleges volt.

the politics-Del that needless be.Past.3Sg

‘Well for instance, as for Peti talking politics with Ili, that was needless.’


	
c. [Peti]Agent [Ili után]Goal koslat.

Peti Ili after go_after.3Sg

‘Peti goes after Ili.’


	
c’. Na például [Peti-nek]Agent [Ili után]Goal koslat-ni-a, az hiba volt.

well for_instance Peti-Dat Ili after go_after-Inf-3Sg that mistake be.Past.3Sg

‘Well for instance, as for Peti going after Ili, that was a mistake.’


	
d. [Peti]Experiencer szereti [Ili-t]Theme.

Peti like.DefObj.3Sg Ili-Acc

‘Peti likes Ili.’


	
d’. [Peti-nek]Experiencer szeret-ni-e kellett [Ili-t]Theme,

Peti-Dat like-Inf-3Sg must.Past.3Sg Ili-Acc hiszen mindig olyan türelmes volt vele.

since always so patient be.Past.3Sg Ins.3Sg

‘Peti must have liked Ili since he was always so patient with her.’


	
e. Tegnap [Bécs-be]Goal utaztam.

yesterday Vienna-Ill travel.Past.1Sg

‘Yesterday, I traveled to Vienna.’


	
e’. Na például tegnap [Bécs-be]Goal utaz-n-om, az fölösleges volt.

well for_instance yesterday Vienna-Ill travel-Inf-1Sg that needless be.Past.3Sg

‘Well for instance, as for me traveling to Vienna, that was superfluous.’





In the course of infinitivalization, only the constituents with no explicit case marking in the input verbal construction undergo certain changes, depending on the requirements of the matrix construction, see 1.1.2.1 again. Arguments with nominative case marking in finite verbal constructions are typically subjects, which appear as dative case marked arguments in the corresponding infinitival constructions. They typically function as external arguments of verbs (1.2.1.1.2.1), but we follow SoD-VP1 (p. 24–35) in assuming that if a subject does not function as an Agent or an Experiencer but as a Theme or a Natural Force, it is held to be an internal argument.

As illustrated in (123a’,b’), subjects as internal arguments (123a,b) also appear as dative case marked arguments in the corresponding infinitival constructions. This also holds for subjects functioning as verbal modifiers (123c-c’).


	
(123) ● Internal arguments of infinitives: II. Subject


	
a. [Ödön / Az antenna]Theme le-esett [a tető-ről]Source.

Ödön / the antenna down-fall.Past.3Sg the roof-Del

‘Ödön / [The antenna] fell off the roof.’


	
a’. [Ödön-nek / Az antenná-nak]Theme le kellett es-ni-e [a tető-ről]Source,

Ödön-Dat / the antenna -Dat down must.Past.3Sg fall-Inf-3Sg the roof-Del

hiszen látom a nyomát a földön.

since see.DefObj.1Sg the trace.Poss.Acc the ground.Sup

‘Ödön / The antenna must have fallen off the roof since I can see his/its trace on the ground.’


	
a”. Na például le-es-ni [a tető -ről]Source, az veszélyes.

well for_instance down-fall-Inf the roof-Del that dangerous

Available meaning: ‘Well for instance, as for someone falling off the roof, that is dangerous.’

Non-available meaning: ‘Well for instance, as for the falling of something off the roof, that is dangerous.’


	
b. El-árasztotta a falu-t [a folyó]NaturalForce / [egy terrorista]Agent.

away-flood.Past.DefObj3Sg the village-Acc the river / a terrorist

‘The river / A terrorist flooded the village.’


	
b’. El kellett áraszta-ni-a a falu-t [a folyó-nak]NaturalForce /

away must.Past.3Sg flood-Inf-3Sg the viggage-Acc the river-Dat /

[egy terroristá-nak]Agent, hiszen szörnyű állapotban vannak a házak.

a terrorist-Dat since horrible state.Ine be.3Pl the house.Pl

‘The river / A terrorist must have flooded the village since the houses are in horrible conditions.’


	
b”. Na például el-áraszta-ni [a falu-t]Theme, az veszélyes volt.

well for_instance away-flood-Inf the village-Acc that dangerous be.Past.3Sg

Available meaning: ‘Well for instance, as for someone flooding the village, that was dangerous.’

Non-available meaning: ‘Well for instance, as for some kind of water flooding the village, that was dangerous.’


	
c. [Gyermek]Theme született a szomszédban.

child be_born.Past.3Sg the neighborhood.Ine

‘A child was born in the neighborhood.’


	
c’. [Gyermek-nek]Theme kellett szület-ni-e a szomszédban,

child-Dat must.Past.3Sg be_born-Inf-3Sg the neighborhood.Ine

hiszen egész nap gyereksírást hallani.

since whole day children_crying.Acc hear.Inf

‘A child must have been born in the neighborhood since sounds of children crying can be heard all day.’





The examples in (123a”,b”) illustrate a noteworthy property of subjects as internal arguments, analogous to a property of Ás-nouns observed by Laczkó (1995: 73). If the given argument is not expressed explicitly in the infinitival construction, it is inevitably to be interpreted as referring to a [+HUMAN] participant (cf. the translations above labeled ‘non-available’).

All in all, the two sides of the coin can be formulated as follows. On the one hand, internal arguments of verbs can uniformly be expressed in infinitival constructions; that is, it holds for no internal argument that its explicit expressibility vanishes in the course of infinitivalization. On the other hand, it holds for no [–HUMAN] internal argument, either, that its obligatory explicit expressing in the finite verbal context turns to optional during infinitivalization. It is not clear whether in (123a”) more agentivity is attributed to the [+HUMAN] participant falling off the roof than otherwise.


1.2.1.1.3 Argument order in complement zones

This subsection discusses the topic of argument order both in the preinfinitival and in the postinfinitival complement zones.

Let us start with the discussion of argument order in the preinfinitival complement zone. As illustrated in (114) in 1.2.1.1.1, it is possible for more than one argument to appear in this zone, shown by the facts that these elements have only a single, initial-syllable, stress and are preceded by a low adverb (which can be regarded as separating the modifier zone from the complement zone in the preinfinitival domain).

The number of arguments, claimed to be potentially ‘more than one’, is practically at most two. It is illustrated in (124b-b’) that the simultaneous presence of three arguments in the preinfinitival complement zone already results in unacceptability, with a slight difference depending on the order of arguments. The given three arguments can appear preinfinitivally in the matrix construction presented in (124a) at the cost of placing (at least) one of the arguments before the low adverb. The choice of the arguments remaining in the complement zone is not free but depends on the thematic roles and the functions of arguments. The acceptable two-slot variant is the [Theme + verbal particle] combination in the preinfinitival complement zone, strictly in this order (124c), compared to the fully unacceptable reverse order (124d) and the much less acceptable [Beneficiary + verbal particle] alternative (124c’). Note that it is presumably also due to this order preference that, of the two unacceptable variants in (124b,b’), the former with its [... + Theme + verbal particle] order is significantly less unacceptable than the latter. Note also that the fully unacceptable example type in (124d) is devoted also to the illustration of a generalization according to which a verbal particle, if there is one, can never occupy the first position in a two-slot preinfinitival complement zone; that is, a verbal particle must immediately precede the infinitival head in this type of construction.


	
(124) ● More than two arguments in the preinfinitival complement zone?


	
a. Na például [...], azt csak Mari tud.

well for_instance that.Acc only Mari capable

‘Well for instance, as for [...], it is only Mari who is capable of that.’


	
b. *?[INFP ügyesen [NP 'külföldinek]Beneficiary [NP °lakást]Theme °ki-ad-ni]

skillfully foreigner.Dat flat.Acc out-give-Inf

Intended meaning: skillfully renting a flat to a foreigner’


	
b’. *[INFP ügyesen [NP 'lakást]Theme [NP °külföldinek]Beneficiary °ki-ad-ni]

skillfully flat.Acc foreigner.Dat out-give-Inf

Intended meaning: skillfully renting a flat to a foreigner’


	
c. [INFP [NP 'külföldinek]Beneficiary ügyesen [NP 'lakást]Theme °ki-adni]

foreigner.Dat skillfully flat.Acc out-give.Inf

‘skillfully renting a flat to a foreigner’


	
c’. ??[INFP [NP 'lakást]Theme ügyesen [NP 'külföldinek]Beneficiary °ki-ad-ni]

flat.Acc skillfully foreigner.Dat out-give.Inf

‘skillfully renting a flat to a foreigner’


	
d. *[INFP [NP 'külföldinek]Beneficiary ügyesen °ki [NP 'lakást]Theme ad-ni]

foreigner.Dat skillfully out flat.Acc give-Inf

Intended meaning: ‘skillfully renting a flat to a foreigner’


	
e. (?)[INFP [NP 'külföldinek]Beneficiary [NP 'lakást]Theme ügyesen °ki-ad-ni]

foreigner.Dat flat.Acc skillfully out-give-Inf

‘skillfully renting a flat to a foreigner’


	
e’. (?)[INFP [NP 'lakást]Theme [NP 'külföldinek]Beneficiary ügyesen °ki-ad-ni]

flat.Acc foreigner.Dat skillfully out-give-Inf

‘skillfully renting a flat to a foreigner’





The pair of examples in (124e-e’) shows that the simultaneous placing of the two non-verbal-particle-like arguments before the low adverb is also possible. In this case, their order is arbitrary, in connection with their InfP-internal topic-like positions (see also (124c)). These operator positions are discussed in the subsection on modification (1.2.2), where it is pointed out that infinitival phrases are different from finite ones in that topics are released from a specificity requirement in infinitival phrases (132).

The series of examples in (125) illustrates the basic cases of the thematic buildup of two-slot preinfinitival complement zones. The first two examples present the most typical pattern, which consists of a Theme and a verbal particle, strictly in this order, where the verbal particle can be either a basic/ancient one (125a) or a less typical one (125b). Sporadically, the verbal particle is replaced with a lative case marked argument (125c); which is in harmony with the essentially lative character of Hungarian verbal particles.

As for the first element of the two-slot preinfinitival complement zone, in addition to the most typical Theme role (125a-c), Goals can also be regarded as typical occupiers of this position (125d). Sporadically, Sources (125e) appear there, too. As illustrated in (127b’) below, even Locations can occupy the first position of a two-slot preinfinitival complement zone, under special circumstances.


	
(125) ● Argument order in the preinfinitival complement zone

I. Basic two-slot constructions in respect of thematic roles


	
a. Na például [INFP NP ?'adatot / (?)'hústTheme 'ügyesen NP 'adatot / ?'hústTheme

well for_instance item.Acc / meat.Acc skillfully item.Acc / meat.Acc

°fel-dolgoz-ni], azt csak Mari tud.

up-work-Inf that.Acc only Mari capable

‘Well for instance, as for skillfully processing data / meat, it is only Mari who is capable of that.’


	
b. Na például [INFP <NP ?'pénzt / (?)'távirányítót>Theme 'ügyesen

well for_instance money.Acc / remote_control.Acc skillfully

<NP✓'pénzt / ?'távirányítót>Theme °kölcsön-kér-ni], azt csak Mari tud. money.Acc / remote_control.Acc loan-ask-Inf that.Acc only Mari capable

‘Well for instance, as for skillfully borrowing money / [a remote control], it is only Mari who is capable of that.’


	
c. Na például [INFP <NP ?'horgot / (?)'palackot>Theme 'ügyesen

well for_instance hook.Acc / bottle.Acc skillfully

<NP (?)'horgot /??'palackot>Theme °vízbeGoal hajíta-ni], azt csak Jocó tud. hook.Acc / bottle.Acc water.Ill throw-Inf that.Acc only Jocó capable

‘Well for instance, as for skillfully throwing a hook / bottle to water, it is only Jocó who is capable of that.’


	
d. Na például [INFP <NP ?'angoltanárrá>Goal 'hatékonyan <NP ✓'angoltanárrá>Goal

well for_instance English_teacher.TrE effectively English_teacher.TrE

°át-képez-ni egy orosztanárt], arra csak Mari képes.

across-train-Inf a Russian_teacher.Acc that.Sub only Mari capable

‘Well for instance, as for effectively converting a Russian teacher to an English teacher, it is only Mari who is capable of that.’


	
e. Na például [INFP <NP ?'vízből / (?)bablevesből>Source 'ügyesen

well for_instance water.Ela / bean_soup.Ela skillfully

<NP (?)'vízből / ??bablevesből >Source °ki-mente-ni egy katicát],

water.Ela / bean_soup.Ela out-save-Inf a ladybird.Acc

arra csak Mari képes közülünk.

that.Sub only Mari capable among.1Pl

‘Well for instance, as for skillfully saving a ladybird from water / [bean soup], it is only Mari who is capable of that among us.’





As can be observed in (125a-c), lexically different bare nominal expressions are not equally acceptable in the preinfinitival complement zone. Their acceptability presumably primarily depends on the degree of institutionalization in the certain case. If the denotatum of a bare argument is part of an institutionalized state of affairs, the construction is more like a complex word. It is a relevant factor that, in the case of infinitives, a bare noun retains even its accusative case marking (1.1.4.1, sub V); which makes it possible for an argument like this to be placed further from the infinitival head, outside the preinfinitival complement zone. This placement should preferably be opted for in the case of non-institutionalized arguments. Note in passing that a similar type of displacement is not possible in the case of the corresponding deverbal nominal constructions, due to the loss of accusative case marking (cf. adat(*-ot)-fel-dolgoz-ás data(-Acc)-up-work-Nmn ‘data processing’, see N1.3.1.2.2.3, sub IV, and N2.1.1.3).

The factor of institutionalization also prevails more or less in the case of nonTheme arguments, as illustrated by the word-order variants in (125e).

Most of the examples in question also suggest that, in addition to institutionalization, the phonetic weight/length of bare nominal expressions is obviously another potential factor influencing the acceptability of two-slot preinfinitival complement zone constructions.

The series of examples in (126) demonstrates that Agents (126a-a’) and Experiencers (126b-c”) are not appropriate fillers of the first position of two-slot preinfinitival complement zones. This constraint has obviously to do with the general exclusion of these two thematic roles from the verbal-modifier position even in the case of finite constructions (see also M6).


	
(126) ● Argument order in the preinfinitival complement zone:

II. Unacceptable two-slot constructions in respect of thematic roles


	
a. Na például [INFP 〈NP *?'diáknak〉Agent 'gyorsan 〈NP *'diáknak〉Agent °ki-tölte-ni(-e)

well for_instance student.Dat fast student.Dat out-fill-Inf(-3Sg)

egy tesztet], az még nem fordult elő.

a test.Acc that yet not turn.Past.3Sg fore

Intended meaning: ‘Well for instance, as for a student to fill in a test fast, that has not occurred yet.’


	
a’. Na például [INFP 〈NP ?'diákkal〉Agent 'gyorsan 〈NP *'diákkal〉Agent °ki-töltet-ni

well for_instance student.Ins fast student.Ins out-fill.Caus-Inf

egy tesztet], arra csak Mari képes.

a test.Acc that.Sub only Mari capable.3Sg

‘Well for instance, as for making a student fill in a test fast, it is only Mari who is capable of that.’


	
b. Na például [INFP 〈NP *?'diáknak〉Experiencer 'gyorsan 〈NP *'diáknak〉Experiencer

well for_instance student.Dat fast student.Dat

°meg-szeret-ni(-e) a szintaxist], az még nem fordult elő.

perf-like-Inf(-3Sg) the syntax.Acc that yet not turn.Past.3Sg fore

Intended meaning: ‘Well for instance, as for a student filling in a test fast, that has not occurred yet.’


	
b’. Na például [INFP 〈NP *?'diákkal〉Experiencer 'gyorsan 〈NP *'diákkal〉Experiencer

well for_instance student.Ins fast student.Ins

°meg-szerettet-ni a szintaxist], arra csak Mari képes.

perf-like.Caus-Inf the syntax.Acc that.Sub only Mari capable.3Sg

Intended meaning: ‘Well for instance, as for making a student like syntax in a fast, it is only Mari who is capable of that.’


	
c. *Na például [INFP 〈NP 'diáknak〉Experiencer 'nagyon 〈NP 'diáknak〉Experiencer

well for_instance student.Dat very.much student.Dat

°meg-tetsze-ni(-e) a szintaxis-nak], az még nem fordult elő.

perf-please-Inf(-3Sg) the syntax.Dat that yet not turn.Past.3Sg fore

Intended meaning: ‘Well for instance, as for a student becoming fond of syntax very much, that has not occurred yet.’


	
c’. *Na például [INFP 〈NP 'diákot〉Experiencer 'nagyon 〈NP 'diákot〉Experiencer

well for_instance student.Acc very.much student.Acc

°fel-zaklat-ni(-a) egy rossz osztályzat-nak], az manapság ritka.

perf-bother-Inf(-3Sg) a bad grade-Dat that nowadays rare

Intended meaning: ‘Well for instance, as for a student being bothered by a bad grade very much, that is rare nowadays.’


	
c”. Na például [INFP 〈NP ?'diákot〉Experiencer 'nagyon 〈NP *'diákot〉Experiencer

well for_instance student.Acc very.much student.Acc

°fel-zaklat-ni egy rossz osztályzat-tal], arra csak Mari képes.

perf-bother-Inf a bad grade-Ins that.Sub only Mari capable

‘Well for instance, as for a student being bothered with a bad grade very much, it is only Mari who is capable of that.’





Let us consider the details. As an Agent or an Experiencer tends to appear as a nominative case marked argument in a finite construction, its counterpart in an infinitival construction typically appears dative case marked (depending on the matrix construction), see (23) in 1.1.2.1. Examples (126a,b) present this basic situation, and it can be seen that neither a dative case marked Agent nor a dative case marked Experiencer can occupy the first position of a two-slot preinfinitival complement zone. It is also shown in (126a,b) that, although placing these arguments outside of the complement zone results in somewhat more acceptable variants, these variants are still unacceptable.

Examples (126a’,b’) illustrate an attempt to place instrumental case marked Agents and Experiencers in the first position of two-slot preinfinitival complement zones; the resulting data are still fully unacceptable (NB: what is more or less acceptable is only placing the instrumental case marked bare Agent outside of the complement zone before the low adverb (126a’)).

As an Experiencer can also appear in a finite construction as a dative or an accusative case marked argument, the InfP-counterparts of these cases are also to be considered. As illustrated in (126c), and in (126c’-c”), respectively, these case markings will not provide acceptable preinfinitival-complement-zone variants, either (NB: what is more or less acceptable is only placing the accusative case marked bare Experiencer outside of the complement zone before the low adverb (126c”)).

The last illustration of two-slot [... + verbal particle] preinfinitival complement zones is devoted to the demonstration of a strange type, the specialty of which is that there are no corresponding input [verbal particle + verb stem] constructions in the given cases, as presented in (127a,b). Instead, the [bare nominal expression + verb stem + verbal particle] order is acceptable in the finite input constructions, as is also shown in (127a,b). This order, however, is poorly acceptable in the corresponding InfP-constructions (127a”,b”); and what is preferred is the same [bare nominal expression + verbal particle + verb stem] order, typical of the basic types reviewed in (125).


	
(127) ● Argument order in the preinfinitival complement zone:

III. Acceptable two-slot constructions with no corresponding input [verbal particle + verb stem] constructions


	
a. 'Gyorsan 'barátság 〈*'/°ki-〉alakult 〈✓°ki〉 a skót és a walesi között.

fast friendship out-form.Past3Sg out the Scot and the Welsh between

‘A friendship has developed fast between a Scot and a Welshman.’


	
a’. Na például [INFP 〈NP *?'barátságnak〉Theme 'gyorsan 〈NP? 'barátságnak〉Theme

well for_instance friendship.Dat fast friendship.Dat

°ki-alakul-ni-a egy skót és egy walesi között], az ritkán fordul elő.

out-form-Inf-3Sg a Scot and a Welsh between that yet turn.Past.3Sg fore

‘Well for instance, as for friendship developing between a Scot and a Welshman fast, that rarely occurs.’


	
a”. Na például [INFP 〈NP *'barátságnak〉Theme 'gyorsan 〈NP ??'barátságnak〉Theme

well for_instance friendship.Dat fast friendship.Dat

alakul-ni-a °ki egy skót és egy walesi között], az ritkán fordul elő.

form-Inf-3Sg out a Scot and a Welsh between that yet turn.Past.3Sg fore

‘Well for instance, as for friendship developing between a Scot and a Welshman fast, that rarely occurs.’


	
b. Az iparnegyed teljesen 〈DP a ' folyóparton〉Loc 〈*'/°el-〉terül 〈✓°el〉.

the industrial_area completely the riverbank.Sup away-cover.3Sg away

‘The industrial area lies completely on the riverbank.’


	
b’. Na például [INFP a tervezett iparnegyednek 〈DP *a 'folyóparton〉Loc 'teljesen

well for_instance the planned industrial_area.Dat the riverbank.Sup completely

〈DP (?)a 'folyóparton〉Loc °el-terül-ni-e], az nem lenne szerencsés.

the riverbank.Sup away-cover-Inf-3Sg that not be.Cond.3Sg felicitous

‘Well for instance, as for the planned industrial area lying completely on the riverbank, that would not be felicitous.’


	
b”. Na például [INFP a tervezett iparnegyednek 〈DP *a 'folyóparton〉Loc 'teljesen

well for_instance the planned industrial_area.Dat the riverbank.Sup completely

〈DP ?a 'folyóparton〉Loc terül-ni-e °el], az nem lenne szerencsés.

the riverbank.Sup cover-Inf-3Sg away that not be.Cond.3Sg felicitous

‘Well for instance, as for the planned industrial area lying completely on the riverbank, that would not be felicitous.’





Let us now turn to the felicity conditions concerning the postinfinitival complement zone.

The first potential influencing factor is the phonetic weight, and the mere existence, of the agreement suffix on the infinitival head. What raises this question is a somewhat similar phenomenon observed in the case of Hungarian noun phrases with postnominal complement zones: the phonetic weight of the case marker on the nominal head “in the center” of a nominal construction is pointed out to influence the acceptability of the given nominal construction in a way that the heavier the case marker, the less acceptable the nominal construction, see (651) in N2.1.1.1 and Table 47 in N2.1.1.3.

As presented below, however, neither the existence (128a) nor the nonexistence (128b-c’) of an agreement suffix nor the difference in phonetic weight and/or feature complexity between singular (128b-b’) and plural (128c) agreement suffixes serve as factors influencing the acceptability of InfP variants (consider, for instance, the incompatibility of the associative plural suffix -ék with plural agreement markers, illustrated in (6d-d’) in N1.1.1.3.1). All variants are fully acceptable. An obvious reason for this is that the variants in question are all associated with different meanings (and not competing phonetic forms with the same meaning). The non-suffixed variant is different from the suffixed ones in providing practically a passive alternative (according to which ‘Mari is quarreled with’) to the active ones with different Agents.


	
(128) ● The potential influence of the phonetic weight (and/or feature complexity) of the agreement suffix on the infinitival head


	
a. Hiba lenne vitatkoz-ni Marival.

mistake be.Cond.3Sg quarrel-Inf Mari.Ins

‘It would be a mistake to quarrel with Mari.’


	
b. Hiba lenne vitatkoz-n-om / vitatkoz-n-od Marival.

mistake be.Cond.3Sg quarrel-Inf-1Sg / quarrel-Inf-2Sg Mari.Ins

‘It would be a mistake for me/youSg to quarrel with Mari.’


	
b’. Hiba lenne vitatkoz-ni-a Marival.

mistake be.Cond.3Sg quarrel-Inf-3Sg Mari.Ins

‘It would be a mistake for him/her to quarrel with Mari.’


	
c. Hiba lenne vitatkoz-n-un-k / vitatkoz-n-ot-ok / vitatkoz-ni-uk Marival.

mistake be.Cond.3Sg quarrel-Inf -1-Pl / quarrel-Inf-2-Pl / quarrel-Inf-3Pl Mari.Ins

‘It would be a mistake for us/youPl/them to quarrel with Mari.’





Another potential set of factors influencing the well-formedness of postinfinitival complement zones is argument ordering. Argument-order preferences potentially come from the following characteristics of arguments: thematic role (129), phonetic weight (130), degree of referentiality (131–132), grammatical function (133–134), and coinciding case markers (135–136).

The first factor to discuss here which influences the order of arguments in the postinfinitival complement zone is their thematic roles. The data presented in the series of examples in (129) below and the observations associated with them are to be regarded as a point of departure for future research; for brevity’s sake, long words in (129e-f’) are abbreviated using their initials.

A Co-Agent, for instance, preferably precedes the Theme in the postinfinitival complement zone (129b) rather than following it (129b’). The same holds for a Goal and a Beneficiary: both of their orders are acceptable, with a preference for the [Beneficiary > Goal] order (129c-c’).


	
(129) ● Dependence on thematic roles


	
a. Hiba lenne [...].

mistake be.Cond.3Sg

‘It would be a mistake [...].’


	
b. vitatkozni PéterrelCo-Agent MarirólTheme

quarrel.Inf Péter.Ins Mari.Del

‘to quarrel with Péter about Mari’


	
b’. ?vitatkozni MarirólTheme PéterrelCo-Agent

quarrel.Inf Mari.Del Péter.Ins

‘to quarrel with Péter about Mari’


	
c. eladni [a gitárt]Theme [a szomszédnak]Beneficiary [100 fontért]Goal

away.sell.Inf the guitar.Acc the neighbor.Dat 100 pound.Cau

‘to sell the guitar to the neighbor for 100 pounds’


	
c’. ?eladni [a gitárt]Theme [100 fontért]Goal [a szomszédnak]Beneficiary

away.sell.Inf the guitar.Acc 100 pound.Cau the neighbor.Dat

‘to sell the guitar to the neighbor for 100 pounds’


	
d. átcipeltetni PéterrelAgent [a bőröndöt]Theme

transport.Cau.Inf Péter.Ins the suitcase

[a lakásból]Source [a sufniba]Goal [egy talicskával]Ins

the flat.Ela the shed.Ill a wheelbarrow.Ins

‘for Péter to transport the suitcase from the flat to the shed with a wheelbarrow’


	
d’. ? átcipeltetni [a bőröndöt]Theme [a sufniba]Goal [a lakásból]Source

transport.Cau.Inf the suitcase.Acc the shed.Ill the flat.Ela

‘having the suitcase transported from the flat to the shed’


	
e. átcipeltetned [a bőröndöt]Theme ??[P-relAgent egy t-valIns] /

transport.Cau.Inf.2Sg the suitcase.Acc P-Ins a wb-Ins /

*?[egy t-valIns P-relAgent]

a wb-Ins P-Ins

‘for you to make Péter transport the suitcase with a wheelbarrow’


	
e’. ? átcipeltetned P-relAgent [a bőröndöt]Theme [egy t-valIns]

transport.Cau.Inf.2Sg P-Ins the suitcase.Acc a wb-Ins

‘for you to make Péter transport the suitcase with a wheelbarrow’


	
e”. *?átcipeltetned [egy t-valIns] [a bőröndöt]Theme P-relAgent

transport.Cau.Inf.2Sg a wb-Ins the suitcase.Acc P-Ins

‘for you to make Péter transport the suitcase with a wheelbarrow’


	
f. átcipeltetned 〈P-relAgent〉 [a bőröndöt]Theme 〈(?)P-relAgent〉

transport.Cau.Inf.2Sg P-Ins the suitcase.Acc P-Ins

[a lakásbólSource 〈(?)?P-relAgent〉 a sufnibaGoal 〈(?)P-relAgent〉 the flat.Ela P-Ins the shed.Ill P-Ins

‘for you to make Péter transport the suitcase from the flat to the shed’


	
f’. átcipeltetned 〈??egy t-valIns〉 [a bőröndöt]Theme 〈?egy t-valIns〉

transport.Cau.Inf.2Sg a wb-Ins the suitcase.Acc a wb-Ins

a lakásbólSource 〈??egy t-valIns〉 a sufnibaGoal 〈✓egy t-valIns〉

the flat.Ela a wb-Ins the shed.Ill a wb-Ins

‘for you to make Péter transport the suitcase from the flat to the shed with a wheelbarrow’





It is exemplified in (129d) that the natural order of the quintuple of a (Forced) Agent, a Theme, a Source, a Goal and an Instrument in the postinfinitival complement zone is exactly this. Putting the Source and the Goal in the opposite order results in a marked construction (129d’). Placing a (Forced) Agent immediately next to an Instrument in this order results in a highly marked construction while the reversed order is unacceptable, as shown by the first and the second variants in (129e), respectively. The high level of unacceptability in these cases is presumably due to the coinciding case suffixes (cf. (135–136). If, however, the (Forced) Agent and the Instrument are separated from each other, the resulting construction becomes only marked in the case of a [(Forced) Agent > Instrument] order (129e’) while the reversed order remains unacceptable (129e”). It is illustrated in (129f-f’) that a (Forced) Agent is quite acceptable (‘?’) even at the end of a postinfinitival complement zone, while constructions with an Instrument heading the complex postinfinitival complement zone are not sufficiently acceptable. It is also shown in (129f-f’) that neither a (Forced) Agent nor an Instrument can readily appear between a Source and a Goal; it is generally true that it is disadvantageous to separate the arguments referring to the two extreme points of a movement.

What is common in all these observations is that, of two participants comparable with respect to activity, the more active participant preferably precedes the less active one. Note in passing that the tendencies are the same as those observed in the case of nouns (see N2.1.1.3 ex. (648)).

Let us continue the investigation of argument ordering with the question of phonetic weight. It is illustrated in (130a) as a point of departure that, in the case of equal phonetic weight and equal further relevant factors, the thematic roles define the ideal word order: in particular, a Theme is to precede a Beneficiary. This, however, is only a slight preference (130a’), which can be overridden by selecting the Theme to be a phonetically significantly heavier constituent than the other argument (130b’). As discussed in connection with the series of examples in (111) in the introductory part of 1.2, this preference can be attributed to the emergence of a Behaghel-type phonetic effect, according to which heavy phrases tend to come last. It also holds for this case that Behaghel’s Law only serves as a weak rule in the grammar in the sense that its violation does not give rise to ungrammaticality but only yields slightly marked variants (130b). Even the simultaneous violation of this phonetic tendency and the thematic one results in only marked sentence variants (130c’), relative to the fully acceptable variant in (130c), which satisfies both criteria.


	
(130) ● Argument ordering on the basis of phonetic weight


	
a. Hiba lenne eladni [Bogáncsot]Theme [Marcsinak]Beneficiary.

mistake be.Cond.3Sg away.give.Inf Bogáncs.Acc Marcsi.Dat

‘It would be a mistake to sell Bogáncs to Marcsi.’


	
a’. (?)Hiba lenne eladni [Marcsinak]Beneficiary [Bogáncsot]Theme.

mistake be.Cond.3Sg away.give.Inf Marcsi.Dat Bogáncs.Acc

‘It would be a mistake to sell Marcsi Bogáncs.’


	
b. (?)Hiba lenne eladni [azt a kis foltos kutyust] [Marcsinak].

mistake be.Cond.3Sg away.give.Inf that.Acc the small spotty puppy.Acc Marcsi.Dat

‘It would be a mistake to sell that small spotty puppy to Marcsi.’


	
b’. Hiba lenne eladni [Marcsinak] [azt a kis foltos kutyust].

mistake be.Cond.3Sg away.give.Inf Marcsi.Dat

that.Acc the small spotty puppy.Acc

‘It would be a mistake to sell Marcsi that small spotty puppy.’


	
c. Hiba lenne eladni [Bogáncsot]

mistake be.Cond.3Sg away.give.Inf Bogáncs.Acc

[annak a megbízhatatlan elefántcsontparti lánynak].

that.Dat the unreliable Ivorian girl.Dat

‘It would be a mistake to sell Bogáncs to that unreliable Ivorian girl.’


	
c’. ?Hiba lenne eladni

mistake be.Cond.3Sg away.give.Inf

[annak a megbízhatatlan elefántcsontparti lánynak] [Bogáncsot].

that.Dat the unreliable Ivorian girl.Dat Bogáncs.Acc

‘It would be a mistake to sell that unreliable Ivorian girl Bogáncs.’





Two series of examples are devoted to the investigation of the role of degree of referentiality in argument ordering. As presented in (116–117) in 1.2.1.1.1, no degrees of referentiality are ab ovo excluded from the postinfinitival complement zone; even bare noun phrases can appear here, though it is the preinfinitival (complement) zone which can be regarded as their primary place, see (21c-c’) in 1.1.2.1, (113c-c’) and (114) in 1.2.1.1.1 and (124–125) in this subsection. As can be observed in (131a-a’), where the constituents satisfy the preferred [Theme > Beneficiary] thematic order (130a-a’), a bare noun phrase can equally readily follow or be followed by a definite noun phrase; both orders are fully acceptable. If the thematic order is violated, there is a slight preference for the [referential > nonreferential] order (131b-b’).


	
(131) ● The degree of referentiality of arguments I: Bare noun phrases


	
a. Hiba lenne eladni [(a) hiperaktív kölyökkutyust]Theme

mistake be.Cond.3Sg away.give.Inf the hyperactive puppy.Acc [megbízhatatlan kislánynak]Beneficiary. unreliable girl.Dat

‘It would be a mistake to sell (one or more) hyperactive puppies to (one or more) unreliable girls.’


	
a’. Hiba lenne eladni [hiperaktív kölyökkutyust]Theme

mistake be.Cond.3Sg away.give.Inf hyperactive puppy.Acc

[(a) megbízhatatlan kislánynak]Beneficiary.

the unreliable girl.Dat

‘It would be a mistake to sell (one or more) hyperactive puppies to (one or more) unreliable girls.’


	
b. Hiba lenne eladni [?(✓a) megbízhatatlan kislánynak]Beneficiary

mistake be.Cond.3Sg away.give.Inf the unreliable girl.Dat

[hiperaktív kölyökkutyust]Theme.

hyperactive puppy.Acc

‘It would be a mistake to sell (one or more) hyperactive puppies to (one or more) unreliable young girls.’


	
b’. Hiba lenne eladni [megbízhatatlan kislánynak]Beneficiary

mistake be.Cond.3Sg away.give.Inf unreliable girl.Dat

[?((?)a) hiperaktív kölyökkutyust]Theme.

the hyperactive puppy.Acc

‘It would be a mistake to sell (one or more) hyperactive puppies to (one or more) unreliable young girls.’





To sum up, the degree of referentiality of arguments is a relevant factor only in cases in which the order of arguments does not follow the thematic hierarchy. In an optimality-theoretical terminology, this rule ensuring some preference for the [referential > non-referential] order is to be regarded as a low ranked rule.

It might be understood as a similar tendency that an indefinite noun phrase is more readily interpreted as [+specific] before a definite noun phrase (132a,b’) than after it (132a’,b), independently of the thematic order (130a-a’).


	
(132) ● The degree of referentiality of arguments II: Specificity


	
a. Hiba lenne eladni [egy+SPEC / (?)egy-SPEC kutyust] [Marcsinak].

mistake be.Cond.3Sg away.give.Inf a / a puppy.Acc Marcsi.Dat

‘It would be a mistake to sell a puppy to Marcsi.’


	
a’. Hiba lenne eladni [Marcsinak] [?egy+SPEC / ✓egy-SPEC kutyust].

mistake be.Cond.3Sg away.give.Inf Marcsi.Dat a / a puppy.Acc

‘It would be a mistake to sell Marcsi a puppy.’


	
b. Hiba lenne eladni [Bogáncsot] [(?)egy+SPEC /✓egy-SPEC kollégának].

mistake be.Cond.3Sg away.give.Inf Bogáncs.Acc a / a colleague.Dat

‘It would be a mistake to sell Bogáncs to a colleague.’


	
b’. Hiba lenne eladni [(?)egy+SPEC / ?egy-SPEC kollégának] [Bogáncsot].

mistake be.Cond.3Sg away.give.Inf a / a colleague.Dat Bogáncs.Acc

‘It would be a mistake to sell a colleague Bogáncs.’





The “take-home message” suggested by (131–132) in the hot universal topic of posthead argument ordering in the function of discourse-linkedness is that Hungarian can be characterized by a quite high level of freedom with low ranked slight tendencies (presumably due to the explicit lexical differentiation between three levels of referentiality and in spite of the lack of such differentiation in specificity between indefinite noun phrases). Nevertheless, much more systematic research including testing all potential order combinations and evaluating frequency distributions in corpora is required in the future.

The next factor in argument ordering in the postinfinitival complement zone is the grammatical function of the arguments. It would go beyond the scope of this book to execute a separate exhaustive investigation on potential orders of different case marked arguments, given that there is a strong correlation between grammatical functions and thematic roles (129). Instead, the position of the subjectlike grammatical function relative to the infinitival head and the other arguments is concentrated on (133), with respect to the agreement between the subject-like argument and the head. As discussed in Remark 1 in 1.1.4.1, sub VII, however, the picture is more intricate since the agreement mentioned is omissible in evaluative constructions like (133a); see also (4d) and (7) in 1.1.1.

In (133), three different positions of the subject-like argument are considered, with a fixed Co-Agent > Theme order, which we have claimed to be the preferred order between these two particular thematic roles (see (129b-b’)).


	
(133) ● The order of the (potentially agreeing) subject-like argument and other arguments


	
a. Na például [...], az hiba lenne.

well for_instance that mistake be.Cond.3Sg

‘Well for instance, as for [...], that would be a mistake.’


	
b. ZolinakAgent vitatkozni(-a) PéterrelCo-Agent MarirólTheme

Zoli.Dat quarrel.Inf Péter.Ins Mari.Del

‘for Zoli to quarrel with Péter about Mari’


	
c. vitatkozni??((?)-a) ZolinakAgent PéterrelCo-Agent MarirólTheme

quarrel.Inf Zoli.Dat Péter.Ins Mari.Del

‘for Zoli to quarrel with Péter about Mari’


	
c’. vitatkozni??(?-a) PéterrelCo-Agent ZolinakAgent MarirólTheme

quarrel.Inf Péter.Ins Zoli.Dat Mari.Del

‘for Zoli to quarrel with Péter about Mari’


	c”. vitatkozni??(?-a) PéterrelCo-Agent MarirólTheme ZolinakAgent quarrel.Inf Péter.Ins Mari.Del Zoli.Dat ‘for Zoli to quarrel with Péter about Mari’




Compared to the preferred order with the subject-like argument preceding the infinitival head, shown in (133b), if the subject-like argument is in the postinfinitival complement zone, its best place is immediately next to the infinitival head: variant (133c) is almost fully acceptable while the other two variants (133c’c”) are somewhat marked. This holds for the case, referred to as the canonical one in Remark 1, when the infinitival head bears the agreement suffix. The obvious reason for the slight difference is just the agreement relation: it is to be regarded as preferred to have the agreeing elements next to each other. Note in passing that the same phenomenon can be observed in the case of nouns phrases: the best place for the possessor argument, which (obligatorily) agrees with the noun head, is immediately after the noun head, if it appears in the postnominal complement zone (see N2.1.1.3, examples (677–680)).

In the non-canonical case, when the agreement marker is omitted, there is no difference between the acceptability of the variants, which are all highly marked (133c-c”). Given that variant (133b) is perfect with the uninflected form of the infinitival head, in the lack of agreement, the subject-like argument seems to require a distinguished position; it is dispreferred for it to remain “hidden” mixed among the different arguments in the postinfinitival complement zone.

Note that it would be worth investigating the interaction of prosody with grammatical functions in argument ordering in the postinfinitival complement zone. The series of examples presented in (134) may serve as a point of departure for systematic future research, necessarily including experimental tools to precisely measure even pauses beyond stress.


	
(134) ● The influence of stress reduction on the order of the agreeing subject-like argument and other arguments


	
a. Hiba volt [...].

mistake be.Past.3Sg

‘It was a mistake [...].’


	
b. kirúgni-a 'KárolynakAgent 'BarnabástTheme

out.kick.Inf-3Sg Károly.Dat Barnabás.Acc

‘for Károly to fire Barnabás’


	
b’. *?kirúgni-a °KárolynakAgent 'BarnabástTheme

out.kick.Inf-3Sg Károly.Dat Barnabás.Acc

Intended meaning: ‘for Károly to fire Barnabás’


	
c. ?kirúgni-a 'BarnabástTheme 'KárolynakAgent

out.kick.Inf-3Sg Barnabás.Acc Károly.Dat

‘for Károly to fire Barnabás’


	
c’. (?)kirúgni-a °BarnabástTheme 'KárolynakAgent

out.kick.Inf-3Sg Barnabás.Acc Károly.Dat

‘for Károly to fire Barnabás’





What can be claimed purely on the basis of introspection is that the application of stress reduction (Hunyadi 2002) to the constituent immediately right-adjacent to the infinitival head results in almost full ungrammaticality in the case of an agentive subject-like argument (134b’). An object with a Theme role, however, can readily appear without stress in the position in question (134c’); this variant is somewhat even more acceptable (‘(?)’) than the one with a uniform distribution of stress (‘?’) (134c). The reason for this might be in connection with the marked status of the [Theme > Agent] word order: destressing the Theme may be regarded as a kind of “post-head incorporation”, by which the violation of the ordering constraint on thematic roles can be understood as avoided. Nevertheless, it would go far beyond the scope of this book either to present a reasonable theoretical model of the syntax of an approach like this or to provide a systematic and exhaustive exploration of the interaction between stress reduction and the other factors under discussion influencing argument ordering in the postinfinitival complement zone.

The requirement of placing the subject-like argument closer to the infinitival head than other arguments in the postinfinitival complement zone also holds in the (infelicitous) special case when the case markers of two arguments coincide. This happens when the given postinfinitival complement zone contains a subject-like argument and a dative case marked Beneficiary; which is, however, a constellation typically implying ambiguity. The potential word-order variants of such a case are illustrated in (135b-d’). The grammaticality judgments clearly show how infelicitous the coincidence of case markers is (presumably partly due to the aforementioned systematic ambiguity), especially in the case of phrases next to each other (135c-c’). As is exemplified in (135b), however, separating the two -nAkphrases by means of a third argument somewhat improves the acceptability of the construction, on condition that the subject-like argument comes first; if the two -nAk-phrases are in the reverse order, the construction is unacceptable (135b’). Separating the two -nAk-phrases by a phonetically heavy argument results in an even more acceptable construction (135d); and if it also holds for a construction like this that it satisfies the slight preference that definite arguments precede indefinite ones (131), the resulting construction is fully acceptable (135d’).


	
(135) ● Coinciding case markers of arguments [InfP ... Inf ... DP-nAk ... DP-nAk ...]:

I. Word-order variants and separation


	
a. Hiba volt [...].

mistake be.Past.3Sg

‘It was a mistake [...].’


	
b. ??odaadni-a 'KárolynakAgent 'BogáncsotTheme 'MarcsinakBeneficiary

to.give.Inf-3Sg Károly.Dat Bogáncs.Acc Marcsi.Dat

‘for Károly to give Bogáncs to Marcsi’ *?


	
b’. odaadni-a 'KárolynakBeneficiary 'BogáncsotTheme 'MarcsinakAgent

to.give.Inf-3Sg Károly.Dat Bogáncs.Acc Marcsi.Dat

Intended meaning: ‘for Marcsi to give Károly Bogáncs’


	
c. *?odaadni-a 'KárolynakAgent 'MarcsinakBeneficiary 'BogáncsotTheme

to.give.Inf-3Sg Károly.Dat Marcsi.Dat Bogáncs.Acc

‘for Károly to give Marcsi Bogáncs’


	
c’. *odaadni-a 'KárolynakBeneficiary 'MarcsinakAgent 'BogáncsotTheme

to.give.Inf-3Sg Károly.Dat Marcsi.Dat Bogáncs.Acc

‘for Marcsi to give Károly Bogáncs’


	
d. (?)odaadni-a KárolynakAgent [azt a kis foltos kutyust]Theme

to.give.Inf-3Sg Károly.Dat that.Acc the small spotty puppy.Acc

[a megbízhatatlan elefántcsontparti lánynak]Beneficiary

the unreliable Ivorian girl.Dat

‘for Károly to give that small spotty puppy to the unreliable Ivorian girl’


	
d’. odaadni-a KárolynakAgent [azt a kis foltos kutyust]Theme

to.give.Inf-3Sg Károly.Dat that.Acc the small spotty puppy.Acc

[egy megbízhatatlan elefántcsontparti lánynak]Beneficiary

a unreliable Ivorian girl.Dat

‘for Károly to give that small spotty puppy to an unreliable Ivorian girl’


	
e. KárolynakAgent odaadni-a BogáncsotTheme MarcsinakBeneficiary

Károly.Dat to.give.Inf-3Sg Bogáncs.Acc Marcsi.Dat

‘for Károly to give Bogáncs to Marcsi’


	
e’. ? KárolynakAgent odaadni-a MarcsinakBeneficiary BogáncsotTheme

Károly.Dat to.give.Inf-3Sg Marcsi.Dat Bogáncs.Acc

‘for Károly to give Bogáncs to Marcsi’


	
f. *KárolynakBeneficiary odaadni-a 〈BogáncsotTheme〉 MarcsinakAgent 〈BogáncsotTheme〉

Károly.Dat to.give.Inf-3Sg Bogáncs.Acc Marcsi.Dat Bogáncs.Acc

Intended meaning: ‘for Marcsi to give Bogáncs to Károly’





As discussed earlier, the preferred position for the subject-like argument is before the infinitival head. In this case, even construction variants with two -nAk-phrases are acceptable (135e-e’); the particular grammaticality judgments depend on the satisfaction of other constraints (e.g., on thematic roles, phonetic weight). As illustrated in (135f), the pre-head -nAk-phrase cannot be interpreted as a Beneficiary, presumably due to an effect of disambiguation.

This all leads us to the following generalization. Although it is dispreferred for two phrases in one and the same complement zone to be marked with the same case suffix, this constellation is not excluded ab ovo; if the two phrases in question (i) can be identified on the basis of word order, and (ii) are separated from each other by one or more further (preferably phonetically heavy) satellites of the head of the given complement zone, the constellation in question is more or less tolerated.

The ambiguity potentially coming from the coexistence of two -nAk-phrases in a postinfinitival complement zone does not emerge if the number and/or the person features of the given -nAk-phrases are different, since the agreement suffix on the infinitival head that the given complement zone belongs to unequivocally identifies the subject-like argument. If the subject-like argument does not appear explicitly, the infinitival construction with a dative case marked Beneficiary in the postinfinitival complement zone is fully acceptable (136b). If the Beneficiary in question is placed immediately after the infinitival head (136b’), the construction is somewhat less acceptable (‘(?)’), with essentially the same trend of decrease in acceptance that can be observed in (130a-a’); the decrease can presumably be attributed to the violation of the thematic order and not to the emergence of ambiguity.


	
(136) ● Coinciding case markers of arguments [InfP ... Inf ... DP-nAk ... DP-nAk ...]:

II. Different number and/or person features


	
a. Hiba volt [...].

mistake be.Past.3Sg

‘It was a mistake [...].’


	
b. eladn-om 'BogáncsotTheme 'MarcsinakBeneficiary

away.give.Inf-1Sg Bogáncs.Acc Marcsi.Dat

‘for me to sell Bogáncs to Marcsi’


	
b’. (?)eladn-om 'MarcsinakBeneficiary 'BogáncsotTheme

away.give.Inf-1Sg Marcsi.Dat Bogáncs.Acc

‘for me to sell Bogáncs to Marcsi’


	
c. ? eladn-om nekem isAgent a kutyámatTheme MarcsinakBeneficiary

away.give.Inf-1Sg Dat.1Sg also the dog.Poss.1Sg.Acc Marcsi.Dat

‘for me, too, to sell my dog to Marcsi’


	
c’. (?)eladn-om nekem isAgent egy kutyátTheme MarcsinakBeneficiary

away.give.Inf-1Sg Dat.1Sg also a dog.Acc Marcsi.Dat

‘for me, too, to sell a dog to Marcsi’


	
c”. ? eladn-om nekem isAgent MarcsinakBeneficiary egy kutyátTheme

away.give.Inf-1Sg Dat.1Sg also Marcsi.Dat a dog.Acc

‘for me, too, to sell Marcsi a dog’


	
d. (?)eladn-om nekem isAgent [egy fajtiszta dalmatát]Theme

away.give.Inf-1Sg Dat.1Sg also an pure-bred Dalmatian.Acc

[a megbízhatatlan elefántcsontparti lánynak]Beneficiary

the unreliable Ivorian girl.Dat

‘for me, too, to sell a pure-bred Dalmatian to the unreliable Ivorian girl’


	
d’. eladn-om nekem isAgent [azt a kis foltos kutyust]Theme

away.give.Inf-1Sg Dat.1Sg also that.Acc the small spotty puppy.Acc

[egy megbízhatatlan elefántcsontparti lánynak]Beneficiary

a unreliable Ivorian girl.Dat

‘for me, too, to sell that small spotty puppy to an unreliable Ivorian girl’


	
e. nekem isAgent eladn-om egy kutyátTheme MarcsinakBeneficiary

Dat.1Sg also away.give.Inf-1Sg a dog.Acc Marcsi.Dat

‘for me, too, to sell a dog to Marcsi’


	
e’. (?)nekem isAgent eladn-om MarcsinakBeneficiary egy kutyátTheme

Dat.1Sg also away.give.Inf-1Sg Marcsi.Dat a dog.Acc

‘for me, too, to sell Marcsi a dog’


	
f. MarcsinakBeneficiary eladn-om 〈(?)egy kutyátTheme〉 nekem isAgent 〈??egy kutyátTheme〉

Marcsi.Dat away.give.Inf-1Sg a dog.Acc Dat.1Sg also a dog.Acc

‘for me, too, to sell a dog to Marcsi’





The examples in (136c-d’) present constructions in which the subject-like argument is a phonetically explicit personal pronoun. As the grammaticality judgments show, it is not preferred for a personal pronoun to appear in the postinfinitival complement zone even if the explicitness of the pronoun is made obligatory by the presence of the particle is ‘also’. In harmony with the tendencies observed so far, the best variant is the one in which the two dative case marked arguments are separated by an indefinite object (136c’) while the worst is the variant with the two dative case marked elements next to each other (136c”). If the phonetic weight of the arguments in question clearly satisfies Behaghel’s Law, the resulting constructions are more acceptable (136d-d’). Note that if there is a heavy Theme preceding an even heavier Beneficiary, the degrees of referentiality count, at least to a slight extent: it is preferred for a definite argument to come first.

As discussed earlier, the preferred position for the subject-like argument is before the infinitival head (136e-e’). What was observed in the case of (136c-c”) also holds for this case: the construction with an indefinite Theme preceding a definite Beneficiary (136e) is more acceptable than the reversed order (136e’).

Note that, in contrast to (135f), it is possible to place the Beneficiary preinfinitivally in the presence of a subject-like argument in the postinfinitival complement zone, presumably due to the fact that the arguments in question can be differentiated on the basis of their different number/person features (136f); nevertheless, the resulting constructions are marked. In this case, the more acceptable variant is the one in which the (indefinite) Theme precedes the subjectlike argument, presumably due to the greater distance between the two dative case marked arguments.


1.2.1.1.4 Operators in complement zones

Since research into information structure plays a crucial role in the Hungarian generative literature, it is worth investigating whether the pre- and postinfinitival complement zones can host various types of operators. The (basic) operators to be investigated are listed in (5) in the Introduction to the volume (in A.IV), also see 1.1.4.1, sub VII.

Let us first consider the capability of the preinfinitival complement zone for hosting operators.

As is briefly illustrated in the series of examples in (137) below (by means of mind-quantifiers and is-quantifiers, which proved to serve readily as InfP-internal operator expressions in 1.1.4.1, sub VII), the preinfinitival complement zone, in general, cannot host the arguments as operators. This is obviously in connection with the fact that nominal expressions that can appear in this zone at all are single words or non-fully-fledged expressions while operators are based on a degree of referentiality which is incompatible with ‘non-fully-fledgedness’ (cf. the comments on (113b) in 1.2.1.1.1 concerning the potential N status of proper names instead of their default DP status).

As for the details, (137b) shows the stress pattern of the preinfinitival complement zone with non-operator-like minimal (word-size?) nominal expressions, the definite factor of which is that the infinitival head is unstressed; if it is stressed, the resulting construction is unacceptable (137b’). The non-finite element can be stressed, but only at the cost of attaching a verbal particle to the infinitival head; in this case, however, it is the verbal particle that will bear the stress, providing a construction in which the nominal expression before the infinitival head with a verbal particle will serve as a topic outside the preinfinitival complement zone (137b”).


	
(137) ● Operators in preinfinitival complement zone?


	
a. Hiba volt [...].

mistake be.Past.3Sg

‘It was a mistake [...].’


	
b. Pétert 'Pécsre / 'vidékre °küld-eni

Péter.Acc Pécs.Sub / countryside.Sub send-Inf

‘to send Péter to Pécs / [the country]’


	
b’. *Pétert 'Pécsre / 'vidékre 'küld-eni

Péter.Acc Pécs.Sub / countryside.Sub send-Inf

Intended meaning: ‘to send Péter to Pécs / [the country]’


	
b”. Pétert 'Pécsre / 'vidékre 'el-küld-eni

Péter.Acc Pécs.Sub / countryside.Sub away-send-Inf

‘to send Péter to Pécs / [the country]’


	
c. *Pétert 'mindkét °városba °küld-eni

Péter.Acc both city.Ill send-Inf

Intended meaning (with the stress pattern indicated): ‘to send Péter to both cities’


	
c’. *Pétert 'mindkét °városba 'küld-eni

Péter.Acc both city.Ill send-Inf

Intended meaning (with the stress pattern indicated): ‘to send Péter to both cities’


	
c”. Pétert 'mindkét °városba 'el-küld-eni

Péter.Acc both city.Ill away-send-Inf

‘to send Péter to both cities’


	
d. *Pétert 'Pécsre °is °küld-eni

Péter.Acc Pécs.Sub also send-Inf

Intended meaning (with the stress pattern indicated): ‘to send Péter to Pécs, too’


	
d’. *Pétert 'Pécsre °is 'küld-eni

Péter.Acc Pécs.Sub also send-Inf

Intended meaning (with the stress pattern indicated): ‘to send Péter to Pécs, too’


	
d”. Pétert 'Pécsre °is 'el-küld-eni

Péter.Acc Pécs.Sub also away-send-Inf

‘to send Péter to Pécs, too’





As the series (137c-c”) and (137d-d”) of examples are constructed in an analogous way to the series (137b-b”), the distribution of grammaticality judgments suggests that the quantified noun phrases under investigation cannot occupy a position in the preinfinitival complement zone (137c,d). Instead, such expressions can occupy a position outside this zone (137c”,d”), before a version of the infinitival head with a verbal particle, cf. (137c’,d’).

The postinfinitival complement zone much more readily hosts the same kinds of key operators, presumably due to the verbal character of infinitives (cf. the general high level of inclination of deverbal nominals to host operators in their postnominal complement zones, in contrast to non-deverbal nominals, see N2.1.1.4). Separate series of examples of this section are devoted to the question of compatibility with mind-quantifiers, is-quantifiers, foci, negative foci, negative quantifiers, and wh-phrases.

Two test constructions are used in this section. These are presented in (138a-b) below.

The first is the ‘for instance’-construction (138a), which guarantees the constituency of the sequences of words tested, as was illustrated in (115) in 1.2.1.1.1. Recall that this test is suitable for revealing internal information structure (see the relevant comments on (92a”) in 1.1.4.1, sub VII): an operator within this “island” cannot be interpreted with external scope reading (ESR), only an internalscope one (ISR).


	
(138) ● Test constructions


	
a. Na például előzetes egyeztetés nélkül el-bocsát-ani / el-bocsát-an-od

well for_instance previous agreement without away-allow-Inf / away-allow-Inf-2Sg

[mindkét titkárnőt], az hiba volt.

both secretary.Acc that mistake be.Past.3Sg

ISR: ‘Well for instance, (for you) to (simultaneously) dismiss [both secretaries] without any previous agreement, that was a mistake.’


	
b. Hiba volt [előzetes egyeztetés nélkül el-bocsát-ani / el-bocsát-an-od

mistake be.Past.3Sg previous agreement without away-allow-Inf / away-allow-Inf-2Sg

[mindkét titkárnőt]].

both secretary.Acc

(?)ISR: ‘It was a mistake (for you) to (simultaneously) dismiss [both secretaries] without any previous agreement.’

✓ESR: ‘In the case of [both secretaries], it was a mistake (for you) to dismiss each of them without any previous agreement.’


	
b’. Hiba volt [előzetes egyeztetés nélkül el-bocsát-ani / el-bocsát-an-od]

mistake be.Past.3Sg previous agreement without away-allow-Inf / away-allow-Inf-2Sg

[mindkét titkárnőt].

both secretary.Acc

ESR: ‘In the case of [both secretaries], it was a mistake (for you) to dismiss each of them without any previous agreement.’





The other test construction used in this subsection, which tolerates external scope too, is one in which the given infinitival expressions with postinfinitival complement zones are placed postverbally, practically in the right periphery of test sentences.

Nevertheless, it must be taken into account that it is not very useful to base a constituency test on the postverbal complement zone. If the phrase of an infinitive with its potential complement is placed in sentence in the postverbal complement zone, it cannot be decided unequivocally (especially in a theory-neutral approach) whether the given complement occupies a syntactic position in the postinfinitival complement zone of the infinitive in question (e.g., elbocsátani ‘away.allow.Inf’ in (138b)) or one in the complement zone of the finite verb (e.g., volt ‘be.Past.3Sg’ in (138b’)), separated from the infinitive.

Although there is no straightforward answer to this question due to the absence of any explicit clues in the given sentence structures, Behaghel’s Law can help to a certain extent in the following way: if a phonetically quite light noun phrase tested belonged separately to the matrix verb, it would precede a heavier infinitival phrase, so, say, the order presented in (138b’) would be dispreferred and, hence, more or less marked (see (130) in subsection 1.2.1.1.3). That is not the case, however: the word-order variant presented in (138b-b’) is fully acceptable, which provides an argument for the sentence structure presented in (138b) and against the one presented in (138b’).

Nevertheless, it is theory-dependent whether Behaghel’s Law is regarded as a constraint that holds for complement zones with operators as well, or operator status (due to is semantic significance) is regarded as overriding such phonetic effects.

The first operator to discuss is the type of mind-quantifier, which serves readily as an infinitival-phrase-internal operator expression, witnessed by (92) in 1.1.4.1, sub VII.

It is exemplified in (139) that infinitives host mind-quantifiers readily in their postinfinitival complement zones within the postverbal zone. The grammaticality judgments unequivocally show that the given operator expression can always be readily associated with an internal-scope reading, demonstrating that it obtains an information-structural function in the internal information structure of the corresponding infinitives—even if it is placed in the post-head complement zone, which is held to be an atypical place for operators (NB: assigning an ideal syntactic structure to expressions containing operators in the post-head zone poses a great challenge for syntactic theories (see, e.g., É. Kiss 1992: 167–171 and Surányi 2010: Section 2.5); in this book, however, our only task is to establish that operators can be found in certain surface word-order positions). As for potential external-scopereading options, they are also readily available in the same word-order variants (with slightly different stress patterns), but to a somewhat lesser extent.


	
(139) ● Mind-quantifiers in the postinfinitival complement zone I.


	
a. Hiba volt meg-hív-ni / meg-hív-n-od a koncertre

mistake be.Past.3Sg perf-invite-Inf / perf-invite-Inf-2Sg the concert.Sub

[mindkét elkényeztetett fiadat].

both spoiled son.Poss.2Sg.Acc

ISR: ‘It was a mistake (for you) to (simultaneously) invite, to the concert, [both of your spoiled sons].’

(?)ESR: ‘In the case of [both of your spoiled sons], it was a mistake (for you) to invite, to the concert, each of them.’


	
a’. Hiba volt meg-hív-ni / meg-hív-n-od [mindkét fiadat]

mistake be.Past.3Sg perf-invite-Inf / perf-invite-Inf-2Sg both son.Poss.2Sg.Acc

arra a méregdrága koncertre.

that.Sub the overpriced concert.Sub

ISR: ‘It was a mistake (for you) to (simultaneously) invite [both of your sons] to that overpriced concert.’

(?)ESR: ‘In the case of [both of your sons], it was a mistake (for you) to invite each of them to that overpriced concert.’


	
b. Hiba volt meg-hív-ni / meg-hív-n-od a fiaidat

mistake be.Past.3Sg perf-invite-Inf / perf-invite-Inf-2Sg the son.Poss.Pl.2Sg.Acc

[mindkét méregdrága koncertre].

both overpriced concert.Sub

ISR: ‘It was a mistake (for you) to (simultaneously) invite your sons [to both overpriced concerts].’

(?)ESR: ‘In the case of [both overpriced concerts], it was a mistake (for you) to invite your sons to each of them.’


	
b’. Hiba volt meg-hív-ni / meg-hív-n-od [mindkét koncertre]

mistake be.Past.3Sg perf-invite-Inf / perf-invite-Inf-2Sg both concert.Sub

[az elkényeztetett fiaidat].

the spoiled son.Poss.Pl.2Sg.Acc

ISR: ‘It was a mistake (for you) to (simultaneously) invite, [to both concerts], your spoiled sons.’

(?)ESR: ‘In the case of [both concerts], it was a mistake (for you) to invite, to each of them, your spoiled sons.’


	
c. Hiba volt el-men-ni-e a koncertre

mistake be.Past.3Sg away-go-Inf-3Sg the concert.Sub

[mindkét elkényeztetett fiadnak].

both spoiled son.Poss.2Sg.Dat

(?)ISR: ‘It was a mistake for [both of your spoiled sons] to (simultaneously) go to the concert.’

?ESR: ‘In the case of [both of your spoiled sons], it was a mistake for each of them to go to the concert.’


	
c’. Hiba volt el-men-ni-e [mindkét fiadnak]

mistake be.Past.3Sg away-go-Inf-3Sg both son.Poss.2Sg.Dat

arra a méregdrága koncertre.

that.Sub the overpriced concert.Sub

(?)ISR: ‘It was a mistake for [both of your sons] to (simultaneously) go to that overpriced concert.’

?ESR: ‘In the case of [both of your sons], it was a mistake for each of them to go to that overpriced concert.’





It is also illustrated in the series of examples presented in (139) that the particular word-order position of the operator expression under investigation within the postinfinitival complement zone does not count, once Behaghel’s Law is satisfied. The grammatical function of the given operator expression does not count either (139a-b’), except for the subject-like function, providing one-degree worse grammaticality judgments in the case of both scopes (139c-c’) (in harmony with the general observation that subject-like elements do not prefer post-head positions). The “investigative field” in this subsection, hence, can reasonably be restricted to the simplified scheme shown in (140a’,b’), in which the postinfinitival complement zone consists of the single operator expression itself and only the [SUBJECT-LIKE] grammatical-function alternatives are considered; but the same constructions are simultaneously tested in the ‘for instance’-construction (140a,b), given that it is this test construction that unquestionably ensures constituency in the case of rightbranching phrases.

It is corroborated in (140) that mind-quantifiers readily appear in postinfinitival complement zones, with a slight difference between the two test constructions (in addition to the fact that the ‘for instance’-construction restricts scope facilities to the internal one): inflected infinitives are less tolerated in the ‘for instance’-construction than uninflected ones (140a). The reason for this is not clear; and the extent of this “intolerance” is quite speaker dependent.


	
(140) ● Mind-quantifiers in the postinfinitival complement zone II.


	
a. Na például el-bocsát-ani / (?)el-bocsát-an-od [mindkét informatikust],

well for_instance away-send-Inf / away-send-Inf-2Sg both IT_specialist.Acc

az hiba volt.

that mistake be.Past.3Sg

ISR: ‘Well for instance, (for you) to (simultaneously) dismiss [both IT specialists], that was a mistake.’


	
a’. Hiba volt el-bocsát-ani / el-bocsát-an-od [mindkét informatikust].

mistake be.Past.3Sg away-send-Inf / away-send-Inf-2Sg both IT_specialist.Acc

ISR: ‘It was a mistake (for you) to (simultaneously) dismiss [both IT specialists].’

(?)ESR: ‘In the case of [both IT specialists], it was a mistake (for you) to dismiss each of them.’


	
b. (?)Na például le-mond-ani-a [mindkét szakértőnek],

well for_instance down-say-Inf-3Sg both expert.Dat

az hiba volt.

that mistake be.Past.3Sg

ISR: ‘Well for instance, for [both experts] to (simultaneously) resign, that was a mistake.’


	
b’. (?)Hiba volt le-mond-ani-a [mindkét szakértőnek].

mistake be.Past.3Sg down-say-Inf-3Sg both expert.Dat

(?)ISR: ‘It was a mistake for [both expert] to (simultaneously) resign.’

?ESR: ‘In the case of [both expert], it was a mistake for each of them to resign.’





Infinitives also readily host is-quantifiers in their postinfinitival complement zones (141). The same tendencies can be observed as in the case of mind-quantifiers: (i) in the postverbal zone, the external-scope reading is somewhat less available than the internal-scope one (141a’,b’), (ii) inflected infinitives are less tolerated in the ‘for instance’-construction (141a) than in the postverbal zone (141a’), and (iii) a subjectlike is-quantifier is acceptable in the postinfinitival complement zone, but its appearance here is dispreferred (141b-b’).


	
(141) ● Is-quantifiers in the postinfinitival complement zone


	
a. Na például el-bocsát-ani / (?)el-bocsát-an-od [Petit is],

well for_instance away-send-Inf / away-send-Inf-2Sg Peti.Acc also

az hiba volt.

that mistake be.Past.3Sg

ISR: ‘Well for instance, (for you) to dismiss [also Peti], that was a mistake.’


	
a’. Hiba volt el-bocsát-ani / el-bocsát-an-od [Petit is].

mistake be.Past.3Sg away-send-Inf / away-send-Inf-2Sg Peti.Acc also

ISR: ‘It was a mistake (for you) to dismiss [also Peti].’

(?)ESR: ‘In the case of [Peti], too, it was a mistake (for you) to dismiss him.’


	
b. (?)Na például le-mond-ani-a [Petinek is], az hiba volt.

well for_instance down-say-Inf-3Sg Peti.Dat also that mistake be.Past.3Sg

ISR: ‘Well for instance, for [also Peti] to resign, that was a mistake.’


	
b’. (?)Hiba volt le-mond-ani-a [Petinek is].

mistake be.Past.3Sg down-say-Inf-3Sg Peti.Dat also

(?)ISR: ‘It was a mistake for [also Peti] to resign.’

?ESR: ‘In the case of [Peti], too, it was a mistake for him to resign.’





Let us turn to the investigation of the appearance of focus expressions in postinfinitival complement zones. Hungarian focus is widely known for explicitly demonstrating its scope by obligatorily appearing immediately left-adjacent to the verb stem (142d-d’), which predicts that a focus expression cannot appear in the postverbal zone. The prediction is unequivocally borne out: every word-order variant based on the “postverbal” test construction is fully unacceptable with an external scope (142a’,b’).


	
(142) ● Focus in the postinfinitival complement zone


	
a. Na például ?el-bocsát-ani / ??el-bocsát-an-od [csak Petit],

well for_instance away-send-Inf / away-send-Inf-2Sg only Peti.Acc

az hiba volt.

that mistake be.Past.3Sg

ISR: ‘Well for instance, (for you) to dismiss [only Peti], that was a mistake.’


	
a’. ??Hiba volt el-bocsát-ani / el-bocsát-an-od [csak Petit].

mistake be.Past.3Sg away-send-Inf / away-send-Inf-2Sg only Peti.Acc

??ISR: ‘It was a mistake (for you) to dismiss [only Peti].’

*ESR: ‘It is in the case of [only Peti] that it was a mistake (for you) to dismiss him.’


	
b. ??Na például le-mond-ani-a [csak Petinek ],

well for_instance down-say-Inf-3Sg only Peti.Dat

az hiba volt.

that mistake be.Past.3Sg

ISR: ‘Well for instance, for [only Peti] to resign, that was a mistake.’


	
b’. ??Hiba volt le-mond-ani-a [csak Petinek].

mistake be.Past.3Sg down-say-Inf-3Sg only Peti.Dat

??ISR: ‘It was a mistake for [only Peti] to resign.’

*ESR: ‘It is in the case of [only Peti] that it was a mistake for him to resign.’


	
c. *Na például bocsát-ani / bocsát-an-od el [csak Petit],

well for_instance send-Inf / send-Inf-2Sg away only Peti.Acc

az hiba volt.

that mistake be.Past.3Sg

Intended meaning (ISR): ‘Well for instance, (for you) to dismiss [only Peti], that was a mistake.’


	
c’. *Hiba volt bocsát-ani / bocsát-an-od el [csak Petit].

mistake be.Past.3Sg send-Inf / send-Inf-2Sg away only Peti.Acc

Intended meanings:

*ISR: ‘It was a mistake (for you) to dismiss [only Peti].’

*ESR: ‘It is in the case of [only Peti] that it was a mistake (for you) to dismiss him.’


	
d. *[Bocsátották el] / *El-bocsátották [csak Petit].

send.Past.3Pg away / away-send.Past.3Pl only Peti.Acc

Intended meaning: ‘[Only Peti] was dismissed.’


	
d’. [Csak Petit] [bocsátották el] / *el-bocsátották.

only Peti.Acc send.Past.3Pg away / away-send.Past.3Pl

‘[Only Peti] was dismissed.’





As exemplified in (142a-b’), the generalization that a focus expression embedded in a matrix constituent tends to render this entire matrix constituent a focus expression does not invariably hold for foci in internal information structures of infinitival phrases (with an “internal scope”). Nevertheless, a neutral placement of the matrix constituent—for instance, a position in the postverbal zone—is not “sufficient” (142a’,b’): this word-order variant is highly marked (‘??’). Perhaps surprisingly, however, placing the given infinitival phrases with the embedded focus expression in their postinfinitival complement zones in a ‘for instance’-construction sometimes provides quite acceptable variants (142a,b). The fact that the ‘for instance’construction makes it possible to place the focus in the postinfinitival complement zone is presumably due to the operator character of this matrix construction and the close relationship between focus and contrastive topic (Ürögdi 2012: 82): it is as if some operator character of a matrix construction lent operator character to the whole embedded phrase, including its complement.

The three tendencies observed in the case of mind- and is-quantifiers also hold for focus expressions, with a uniform (but somewhat speaker dependent) decrease in grammaticality judgments: (i) in the postverbal zone, the external-scope reading is not only “somewhat less available than the internal-scope one” but simply “not available” (142a’,b’), (ii) inflected infinitives are less tolerated in the ‘for instance’construction (142a) than in the postverbal zone (142a’), and (iii) although a subjectlike focus expression is acceptable in the postinfinitival complement zone, its appearance here is highly dispreferred (142b-b’).

The fully unacceptable word-order variants in (142c-c’) are meant to illustrate that the post-head position of verbal particles, typical of Hungarian narrow-focus constructions with finite verbs in their center (142d’), provides no viable alternatives to the test constructions presented in (142a-a’).

Negated constituents in Hungarian function as foci. However, in contrast to the not fully unacceptable “positive foci” (142a-b’), these “negative foci” cannot appear in the postinfinitival complement zone (with any grammatical function), nor embedded in a ‘for instance’-construction (143a,b,c), nor in the postverbal zone with either scope relation (143a’,b’,c’).


	
(143) ● Negative focus in the postinfinitival complement zone


	
a. Na például *?el-bocsát-ani / *el-bocsát-an-od [nem Petit],

well for_instance away-send-Inf / away-send-Inf-2Sg not Peti.Acc

az hiba volt.

that mistake be.Past.3Sg

Intended meaning (ISR): ‘Well for instance, (for you) to dismiss [anyone else than Peti], that was a mistake.’


	
a’. *?Hiba volt el-bocsát-ani / el-bocsát-an-od [nem Petit].

mistake be.Past.3Sg away-send-Inf / away-send-Inf-2Sg not Peti.Acc

Intended meanings:

*?ISR: ‘It was a mistake (for you) to dismiss [anyone else than Peti].’

*ESR: ‘It is in the case of [anyone else than Peti] that it was a mistake (for you) to dismiss him or her.’


	
b. *?Na például le-mond-ani-a [nem Petinek ],

well for_instance down-say-Inf-3Sg not Peti.Dat

az hiba volt.

that mistake be.Past.3Sg

Intended meaning (ISR): ‘Well for instance, for [anyone else than Peti] to resign, that was a mistake.’


	
b’. *?Hiba volt le-mond-ani-a [nem Petinek].

mistake be.Past.3Sg down-say-Inf-3Sg not Peti.Dat

Intended meanings:

*?ISR: ‘It was a mistake for [anyone else than Peti] to resign.’

*ESR: ‘In the case of [anyone else than Peti], it was a mistake for him or her to resign.’


	
c. *Na például bocsát-ani / bocsát-an-od el [nem Petit],

well for_instance send-Inf / send-Inf-2Sg away not Peti.Acc az hiba volt.

that mistake be.Past.3Sg

Intended meaning: the same as in (143a)


	
c’. *Hiba volt bocsát-ani / bocsát-an-od el [nem Petit].

mistake be.Past.3Sg send-Inf / send-Inf-2Sg away not Peti.Acc

Intended meaning: alternatives: the two variants presented in (143a’).





The next question to discuss is whether it is possible for negative (universal) quantifiers to appear in the postinfinitival complement zone (cf. (96) in 1.1.4.1, sub VII). In the course of the investigation of this operator type we have to face the proliferation of options to be taken into account in the areas of both semantic factors and word orders.

Negative quantifiers are special in that they inevitably require Negative Concord: a negative particle (i.e., nem ‘not’) must appear, always preinfinitivally, within the phrase of the infinitive whose postinfinitival complement zone contains the given negative quantifier. The negative particle must precede the infinitival head, but relative to this double pillar the verbal particle can appear in all the three potential positions: (i) the verbal particle can be preceded by these elements, resulting in a [NegPrt+Inf+VPrt] order (see the primeless examples in (144), (ii) it can appear between the negative particle and the infinitival head in a [NegPrt+VPrt+Inf] order (see the primed examples in (144), or (iii) it can precede the negative particle and the infinitival head in a [VPrt+NegPrt+Inf] order (see the double primed examples in (144). It is also investigated in the series of examples in (144) whether a further negative particle, namely sem ‘also not’, is present or not, as its presence is optional in these constructions. Moreover, this latter negative particle has a stylistic alternative without the last consonant m: the se variant is more casual. Nevertheless, in the series of examples below, the sem and se variants are not considered separately, because their stylistic difference seems to imply no difference in acceptability. These factors are investigated in uninflected infinitival constructions (144b-b”) and in inflected ones (144c-d”). It is also to be considered whether the negative universal quantifier is a subject-like element (144d-d”) or it has another grammatical function (144b-c”).


	
(144) ● Negative universal quantifiers in the postinfinitival complement zone I:

‘for instance’-constructions


	
a. Na például [...], az hiba volt.

well for_instance that mistake be.Past.3Sg

ISR: ‘Well for instance, [...], that was a mistake.’


	
b. nem bocsát-ani el [senkit (se(m))]

not send-Inf away no-one.Acc not


	
b’. nem el-bocsát-ani [senkit ( se(m))]

not away-send-Inf no-one.Acc not


	
b”. el nem bocsát-ani [senkit (se(m))]

away not send-Inf no-one.Acc not

‘to dismiss [no-one]’


	
c. nem bocsát-an-od el [senkit (se(m))]

not send-Inf-2Sg away no-one.Acc not


	
c’. nem el-bocsát-an-od [senkit (se(m))]

not away-send-Inf-2Sg no-one.Acc not


	
c”. el nem bocsát-an-od [senkit (se(m))]

away not send-Inf-2Sg no-one.Acc not

‘for you to dismiss [no-one]’


	
d. nem mond-ani-a le [senkinek (se(m))]

not say-Inf-3Sg down no-one.Dat not


	
d’. nem le-mond-ani-a [senkinek (se(m))]

not down-say-Inf-3Sg no-one.Dat not


	
d”. le nem mond-ani-a [senkinek (se(m))]

down not say-Inf-3Sg no-one.Dat not

‘[for no-one] to resign’





We provide two series of judgments in Table 5 for the tests based on the ‘for instance’-construction, where only one scope relation is expected, given the fact that even the authors have provided quite different grammaticality judgments concerning the set of altogether 18 cases. It is not surprising that these intricate patterns of grammaticality judgments, presumably due to the underlying ordered sets of microparameters (with potentially different orderings), are highly exposed to speaker dependent differences. Our analysis can be regarded as a point of departure which can serve as the “null hypothesis” for would-be statistical tests whose aims should be decided on the basis of theory-internal purposes.



Table 5 : Grammaticality judgments from two speakers pertaining to the test constructions given in (144)⏎


	(144)
	b
	b’
	b”
	c
	c’
	c”
	d
	d’
	d”



	
SP1

	
?/✓

	
??/*?

	
(?)/?

	
?/??

	
??/*?

	
(?)/??

	
(?)/??

	
?/??

	
(?)/??



	
SP2

	
?/✓

	
?/??

	
??/*?

	
*/*

	
?/??

	
*/*

	
?/??

	
(?)/?

	
*?/*?



As shown by the x/y pairs of grammaticality judgments in Table 5, in the case of both speakers, constructions with se(m) ‘also not’ score somewhat worse than those without it, with one, remarkable, exception. The exception is the uninflected infinitival expression with the [NegPrt+Inf+VPrt] order (144b), which, however, is the best construction with sem for both speakers in the whole series of examples and the only fully acceptable variant of all variants also for both speakers.

As the grammaticality judgments associated with the primeless examples show, some Hungarians (like speaker1) tolerate well the ‘verbal particle last’ constructions also in inflected infinitival constructions, while others (like speaker2) do not (see also Farkas 2020).

It is also noteworthy how differently native speakers evaluate constructions with the [NegPrt+VPrt+Inf] order: of the three possibilities, it is the worst for speaker1 while it is the best for speaker2. For speaker2, the worst word order is the one containing the [VPrt+NegPrt+Inf] order.

If the constructions under investigation are not “closed” in a ‘for instance’construction, generally two readings are expected, which can be referred to as ‘internal’ versus ‘external’. In the case of negative universals, however, instead of two scope hierarchies, altogether six scope hierarchies are to be considered, as presented in (145). This multiplication of scope hierarchies is due to the fact that negative universals consist of two logical elements: negation and universal quantification, and hence three logical components should be arranged in different orders. The six permutations are illustrated in (145a,b,c,d,e,f), associated with logical-build-up reflecting English examples, followed by, in the corresponding primed examples, analogous Hungarian constructions containing no phonetically content postinfinitival complement zones.


	
(145) ● Negative universal quantifiers in the postinfinitival complement zone II:

Potential scope hierarchies


	
a. M > ∀ > ¬ > D

‘It was a mistake that in the case of each person it was decided that they would not be dismissed.’


	
a’. Hiba volt senkit sem el-bocsát-ani.

mistake be.Past.3Sg no-one.Acc not away-send-Inf


	
b. M > ¬ > ∀ > D

‘It was a mistake that it had not been the case that each person would be dismissed.’


	
b’. Hiba volt nem mindenkit el-bocsát-ani.

mistake be.Past.3Sg not everyone.Acc away-send-Inf


	
c. ∀ > M > ¬ > D

‘In the case of each person it was a mistake that they had not been dismissed.’


	
c’. Mindenkit hiba volt nem el-bocsát-ani.

everyone.Acc mistake be.Past.3Sg not send away- -Inf


	
d. ∀ > ¬ > M > D

‘In the case of each person it was not a mistake that they had been dismissed.’


	
d’. Senkit sem volt hiba el-bocsát-ani.

no-one.Acc not be.Past.3Sg mistake away-send-Inf


	
e. ¬ > ∀ > M > D

‘It is not the case that in the case of each person it was a mistake that they had been dismissed.’


	
e’. Nem mindenkit volt hiba el-bocsát-ani.

not everyone.Acc be.Past.3Sg mistake away-send-Inf


	
f. ¬ > M > ∀ > D

‘It is not the case that it was a mistake that each person had been dismissed.’


	
f’. Nem volt hiba mindenkit el-bocsát-ani.

not be.Past.3Sg mistake everyone.Acc not away-send-Inf


	
g. Hiba volt nem bocsát-ani el [senkit (se(m))].

mistake be.Past.3Sg not send-Inf away no-one.Acc not

‘It was a mistake that in the case of each person it had been decided that they would not been dismissed.’





As shown by the translation given in (145g), the meaning of the construction with a negative universal in the postinfinitival complement zone coincides with the meaning presented in (145a). One might suppose that the word-order variants (with a present or absent se(m)) listed in (146b-d”) are associated with different meaning variants of the six listed in (145a-f’), but that is not the case. No variant of those shown in (146b-d”) can be associated with other meanings than the one illustrated in (145a) and (145g).


	
(146) ● Negative universal quantifiers in the postinfinitival complement zone III:

Internal-scope readings


	
a. Hiba volt [...].

mistake be.Past.3Sg

‘It was a mistake [...].’


	
b. nem bocsát-ani el [senkit (se(m))]

not send-Inf away no-one.Acc not


	
b’. nem el-bocsát-ani [senkit (se(m))]

not away-send-Inf no-one.Acc not


	
b”. el nem bocsát-ani [senkit (se(m))]

away not send-Inf no-one.Acc not

‘to dismiss [no-one]’


	
c. nem bocsát-an-od el [senkit (se(m))]

not send-Inf-2Sg away no-one.Acc not


	
c’. nem el-bocsát-an-od [senkit (se(m))]

not away-send-Inf-2Sg no-one.Acc not


	
c”. el nem bocsát-an-od [senkit (se(m))]

away not send-Inf-2Sg no-one.Acc not

‘for you to dismiss [no-one]’


	
d. nem mond-ani-a le [senkinek (se(m))]

not say-Inf-3Sg down no-one.Dat not


	
d’. nem le-mond-ani-a [senkinek (se(m))]

not down-say-Inf-3Sg no-one.Dat not


	
d”. le nem mond-ani-a [senkinek (se(m))]

down not say-Inf-3Sg no-one.Dat not

‘for [no-one] to resign’





There are, obviously, rich systems of (partly speaker dependent) differences in acceptability of the variants given in (146b-d”) as expressions of the single potential meaning given in (145a) and (145g). Table 6 is devoted to the demonstration of the judgments of the two authors.



Table 6 : Grammaticality judgments from two speakers pertaining to the test constructions given in (146)⏎


	(146)
	b
	b’
	b”
	c
	c’
	c”
	d
	d’
	d”



	
SP1

	
??/(?)

	
?/*?

	
?/*?

	
?/??

	
?/*?

	
?/*?

	
??/?

	
??/*?

	
*?/*?



	
SP2

	
?/?

	
?/?

	
*/*

	
*?/*?

	
?/?

	
*?/*?

	
?/??

	
?/??

	
*/*



The x/y pairs of grammaticality judgments in Table 6 are more or less in harmony with the tendencies formulated on the basis of the evaluations presented in Table 5. In the case of both speakers, constructions with se(m) ‘also not’ score somewhat worse than those without it, with the exception of the [NegPrt+Inf+VPrt] order (146b). It is thus, again, the uninflected infinitival expression that, for both speakers, tolerates best the ‘verbal particle last’ order and scores better than, or at least as well as, its alternatives, though in this test series even this variant fails to reach the fully acceptable status.

Speaker2 consistently prefers the (primed) [NegPrt+VPrt+Inf] order while dispreferring the (double primed) [VPrt+NegPrt+Inf] order. Speaker1 tends to prefer the (primeless) ‘verbal particle last’ variants with not differentiating between the other two word-order types, at least in the (b-c) versions; the ‘subject last’ (d) variants tend to be basically rejected.

All in all, the main generalization up to this point is as follows: if the negative particle nem ’not’ is immediately attached to (the two components of) the infinitival unit with a verbal particle, only the internal-scope reading is available, and only with a [∀ > ¬] scope order, given in (145a). The external-scope reading can be triggered only at the cost of attaching the negative particle to the finite predicate (resulting in the construction nem volt hiba ’it was not a mistake’), similar to the case of deverbal nouns (N2.1.1.4.5). As presented in the series of examples in (147), it is possible to get external-scope reading in this way. The constructions are more or less acceptable, with the preference of the variants containing the (second) negative particle sem. Note in passing that in this case there was no significant difference in the grammaticality judgments of the two authors.


	
(147) ● Negative universal quantifiers in the postinfinitival complement zone IV:

External-scope readings


	
a. Nem volt hiba [...].

not be.Past.3Sg mistake

‘It was not a mistake [...].’


	
b. el-bocsát-ani [senkit ?((?)se(m))]

away-send-Inf no-one.Acc not

‘to dismiss [anyone]’


	
c. el-bocsát-an-od [senkit ??((?)se(m))]

away-send-Inf-2Sg no-one.Acc not

‘for you to dismiss [anyone]’


	
d. le-mond-ani-a [senkinek ??(?se(m))]

down-say-Inf-3Sg no-one.Dat not

‘for [anyone] to resign’





Thus, the position of the negative particle disambiguates between the internal/external scope-reading alternatives. It can be regarded as a noteworthy property of Hungarian that intricate negation system proves to play some role in disambiguation between scopal alternatives. Note that several variants considered in the last four series of examples, those with se(m), practically contain three negative elements, since, in addition to the explicit expression of negation in the form of the negative particle nem, both se(m) and senki include negation (Szabolcsi 2018: 240), as shown in (148a).


	
(148) ● Three negative elements and scope possibilities


	
a. nem … s-en-ki … s-e(m)

not also-not-who also-not


	b. … ∀ > ¬ …

	b’. *[… ∀ > X > ¬ …]

	c. M > ∀ > ¬ → internal scope

	c’. ∀ > ¬ > M → external scope




As for the potential interpretations of the (148a)-type constructions with the optional presence of se(m), we can be led to the conclusion that, of the six scopal options overviewed in (145), only two are available, see (148c-c’). The restriction on the six options can be captured as follows: the universal quantification always has scope over negation (148b), in particular an immediate scope (148b’) (in the sense that the scopal effect of the finite predicate ‘was a mistake’, marked by ‘M’, cannot appear between the two logical operators).

The last question to discuss in this subsection is whether wh-phrases can appear in the postinfinitival complement zone.

As in the case of postnominal complement zones (N2.1.1.4.6), the answer is a definite “no” (149). Since a wh-phrase “insists on” the presence of focus in its scopal domain, it cannot have an external scope on the conditions tested (149a’,b’), for the reasons discussed in the subsection on focus in the postinfinitival complement zone, see the comments on (142a’,b’,c’). A wh-phrase is also not capable of taking infinitival-phrase-internal scope (149a,b); this is for semantic reasons: the meaning of the matrix predicate (hiba volt ‘(it) was a mistake’) is incompatible with an argument with an interrogative content. The analogous pair of examples in (149c-c’) serves as an illustration of the fact that an infinitival phrase cannot host an internal-scope wh-phrase in its postinfinitival complement zone (149c) even if the matrix predicate is compatible with an argument with an interrogative content (149c’).


	
(149) ● Wh-phrases in the postinfinitival complement zone?


	
a. *Na például el-bocsát-ani / el-bocsát-an-od kit,

well for_instance away-send-Inf / away-send-Inf-2Sg who.Acc

az hiba volt?

that mistake be.Past.3Sg

ISR: -


	
a’. *Hiba volt el-bocsát-ani / el-bocsát-an-od kit?

mistake be.Past.3Sg away-send-Inf / away-send-Inf-2Sg who.Acc

ISR: -

Intended meaning (ESR): ‘Whom does it hold for that it was a mistake (for you) to dismiss?’


	
b. *Na például fel-mond-ani-a kinek, az hiba volt?

well for_instance up-say-Inf-3Sg who.Dat that mistake be.Past.3Sg

ISR: -


	
b’. *Hiba volt fel-mond-ani-a kinek?

mistake be.Past.3Sg up-say-Inf-3Sg who.Dat

ISR: -

Intended meaning (ESR): ‘Whom does it hold for that it was a mistake for him or her to quit?’


	
c. *Na például el-bocsát-ani / el-bocsát-an-od kit, azt megkérdeztem.

well for_instance away-send-Inf / away-send-Inf-2Sg who.Acc that.Acc ask.Past.1Sg

Intended meaning (ISR): ‘Well for instance, as for the question as to who had been dismissed (by you), I have asked it.’


	
c’. Megkérdeztem, hogy kit bocsátottak / bocsátottál el.

ask.Past.1Sg that who.Acc send.Past.3Pl / send.Past.2Sg away

‘I asked who had been dismissed (by you).’


	
c”. Van 〈kit〉 elbocsátani / elbocsátanod 〈*kit〉.

be.3Sg who.Acc away.send.Inf / away.send.Inf.2Sg who.Acc

‘There is someone (for you) to dismiss.’





Note in passing that the incapability of wh-phrases for taking internal scope within an infinitival phrase holds not only for wh-phrases in the postinfinitival complement zone but also for anywhere within an infinitival phrase. The construction presented in (149c”) seems to serve as a counterexample since the infinitival phrase contains a wh-expression. As shown in 1.4.1, however, the wh-phrases in modal existential wh-constructions do not function as interrogative elements (but as somebody-like indefinite pronouns).

The next part of the subsection provides two tables summarizing the extent to which particular arguments of uninflected and inflected infinitives can appear in the postinfinitival complement zone as different types of operators with internal scope (Table 7) or external scope (Table 8).



Table 7 : Readiness of arguments of different types of infinitives to take internal scope in the postinfinitival complement zone⏎


	
	Argument type
	mind
	is
	se-
	csak
	nem
	wh



	
INFINITIVE

	
non-subject-like

	
✓/✓

	
✓/✓

	
✓/?

	
?/??

	
*?/*?

	
*/*



	
INFINITIVEAGR

	
non-subject-like

	
(?)/✓

	
(?)/✓

	
?/?

	
??/??

	
*/*?

	
*/*



	
INFINITIVEAGR

	
subject-like

	
(?)/(?)

	
(?)/(?)

	
(?)/?

	
??/??

	
*?/*?

	
*/*





Table 8 : Readiness of arguments of different types of infinitives to take external scope in the postinfinitival complement zone⏎


	
	Argument type
	mind
	is
	se-
	csak
	nem
	wh



	
INFINITIVE

	
non-subject-like

	
(?)

	
(?)

	
(?)

	
*

	
*

	
*



	
INFINITIVEAGR

	
non-subject-like

	
(?)

	
(?)

	
(?)

	
*

	
*

	
*



	
INFINITIVEAGR

	
subject-like

	
?

	
?

	
?

	
*

	
*

	
*



In Table 7 each cell contains two grammaticality judgments due to the fact that both test constructions demonstrated in (138a-b) ab ovo make an internal-scope reading possible. The first grammaticality judgments belong to the ‘for instance’construction, demonstrated in (138a), in the case of which only the internal-scope reading is possible, while the second grammaticality judgments belong to the postverbal test context, demonstrated in (138b), in the case of which, besides the internal-scope reading, there is also a possibility of an external-scope reading. As can be seen, the structural possibility of external-scope readings does not tend to have a considerable impact on the acceptability of the competing internal-scope readings: the corresponding results tend to show a one-grade difference with nonuniform direction (in contrast to the analogous case of postnominal complement zones, see N2.1.1.4.7). That is, the results do not show a significant dependence on the choice of the test construction.

As for the six operator types investigated, there are significant differences between them with respect to their possible occurrence in the postinfinitival complement zone. The mind-quantifier and the is-quantifier tend to score (equally) best as an internal-scope taker with their uniform essential acceptability while the negative (nem-) focus and the wh-phrase can never take internal scope, constituting the opposite extreme. Of the two further operator types investigated, the negative (se-) quantifier can still be qualified as “rather acceptable” in the given position, with the (csak-) focus being “borderline”. All in all, the data in Table 7 lead us to the following elegant generalization: (i) the six operator types can be characterized by a monotonous preference order (in the sense that if the judgment pair x/y is left to the pair x’/y’ in any row of the table, then xx’ and yy’). As for differences between argument types, two slight tendencies can be observed (in the columns of the table): (ii) the non-suffixed status of the infinitival head is the preferred one, and (ii’) constructions with non-subject-like arguments tend to score better.

Let us now summarize to what extent particular arguments of the three types investigated can appear in the postinfinitival complement zone as different types of operators with external scope. As can be seen in Table 8, mind-quantifiers, isquantifiers and negative (se-) quantifiers can more or less readily take external scope as postinfinitival operators while (csak-) foci, negative (nem-) foci and whphrases can never take external scope.

Although the distribution of data concerning external-scope taking (see Table 8) is immensely less complex than that of data concerning internal-scope taking, this almost black-and-white picture also satisfies the three monotonous preference orders (between operator types horizontally and argument/head-suffixation types vertically, with the same orders in both directions), numbered as (i), (ii) and (ii’) above in the comments concerning Table 7.

The final part of this subsection is devoted to the investigation of whether it is possible to have more than one operator in the postinfinitival complement zone. As illustrated in (150), the answer to the question is positive. It is worth noting that such examples are systematically ambiguous, due to the following two facts (see Farkas and Alberti 2022). First, in Hungarian post-head operators are not ordered scopally (É. Kiss 1992: 167), in contrast to operators in the pre-head zone (see Remark 6 in the introductory part of 1.2.2). Second, the scope of an operator that belongs to an infinitival head can be interpreted relative to not only the infinitive but also the finite verb, resulting in readings which can be referred to as internal and external, respectively, as can be observed in (140a’) and (141a’). In (150a), only the former type of ambiguity is “licensed” by the ‘for instance’-construction, resulting in two different internal scope readings. In (150b), both types of ambiguity are predicted to emerge on the basis of the two aforementioned sources of ambiguity, resulting in a multiply ambiguous construction with potentially six different scope orders. Note, however, that the alternatives can theoretically be differentiated by different stress patterns (see Varga 2016). A basic rule is that the operator with the higher scope should be stressed in order to indicate its prominence; it is not clear, however, how to disambiguate a construction with more than two competing scope hierarchies. It is a (potentially opposite) tendency that, of two post-head operators and the finite verb also taking scope in some sense, the interpretation reflecting their linear order is preferred. A simpler version of this principle (with one post-head operator) is supported by the grammaticality judgments in (140a’) and (141a’): the linear-order reflecting internal reading is somewhat easier to retrieve than the external one. Furthermore, the context and/or typicality according to world knowledge is obviously also an important general factor in choosing between competing interpretations, independent of the former two factors.


	
(150) ● More than one operator in the postinfinitival complement zone


	
a. Na például el-küld-eni / (?)el-küld-en-ed [mindkét kollégát]

well for_instance away-send-Inf / away-send-Inf-2Sg both colleague.Acc [Lublinba is], az hiba volt.

Lublin.Ill also that mistake be.Past.3Sg

ISR1: [∀ > ALSO]: ‘Well for instance, the following was a mistake: in the case of [both colleagues], (for you) to send them [to Lublin, among others.’

MODEL1: conferences visited by colleague 1: {Oslo, Dublin, Lublin}

conferences visited by colleague 2: {Istanbul, York, Lublin}

(?)ISR2: [ALSO > ∀]: ‘Well for instance, the following was a mistake: in the case of [Lublin, among others], (for you) to send [both colleagues] there.’

MODEL2: conferences visited by colleague 1: {Oslo, Dublin, Lublin}

conferences visited by colleague 2: {Istanbul, Dublin, Lublin}


	
b. Ellenjavalt el-küld-eni / el-küld-en-ed [mindkét kollégát]

contraindicate.3Sg away-send-Inf / away-send-Inf-2Sg both colleague.Acc

[Lublinba is].

Lublin.Ill also

‘It is contraindicated (for you) to send [both colleagues] [also to Lublin].’

✓ISR1: [CONTRAINDICATED > BOTH COLLEAGUES > ALSO TO LUBLIN]: {O, D, L},{I, Y, L}}

??ISR2: [CONTRAINDICATED > ALSO TO LUBLIN > BOTH COLLEAGUES]: {O, D, L},{O, D, L}}

??ESR-ISR1: [BOTH COLLEAGUES > CONTRAINDICATED > ALSO TO LUBLIN]: {O, D, L},{I, Y, L}

?ESR-ISR2: [ALSO TO LUBLIN > CONTRAINDICATED > BOTH COLLEAGUES]: {O, D, L},{O, D, L}

??ESR1: [BOTH COLLEAGUES > ALSO TO LUBLIN > CONTRAINDICATED]: {O, D, L},{I, Y, L}

(?)ESR2: [ALSO TO LUBLIN > BOTH COLLEAGUES > CONTRAINDICATED]: {O, D, L},{O, D, L}





As it is not easy to distinguish between the theoretically predicted scopal alternatives, we provide simple models to elucidate the differences between them.

In (150a), there are different conferences and two researchers who can potentially take part in them. The slight difference between the two readings depends on whether Lublin is the only place where both colleagues are sent, as in Model1, or there is at least one further city with this property, namely Dublin, as in Model2. The reading referred to as ISR2, with the is-quantifier as the higher scope taker, is true in Model2, but false in Model1; while ISR1 with the inverse scope order is true in both models since in this case it is all the same to which conference both colleagues are sent, in addition to Lublin. A realistic situation for the latter version would be a case in which Lublin gets in the lists of conference places later than the others; that is, there have been two lists at a given moment, and the lists are completed with Lublin somewhat later.

Example (150b) is an ambitious attempt to illustrate the coappearance of the aforementioned two types of ambiguity, theoretically resulting in six different readings, which are, however, obviously not equal in retrievability (NB: the given grammaticality judgments express how difficult it is to retrieve a particular interpretation if the stress pattern associated with the word order is the optimal choice according to the authors’ mother tongue intuition). The completely linear order reflecting ISR1, for instance, is obviously one of the easiest variants to retrieve, as shown by the ‘fully acceptable’ qualification. It requires much future research to decide how different stress patterns (together with appropriate pauses) can trigger other readings, also given that, in so complex a case, it is ab ovo problematic to grasp the slight differences across readings.

Let us now review the logical possibilities via the models given in (150b). The series of examples in (151) is a further help to identify the different interpretations, by presenting them via word orders that are unambiguous due to the pre-head positioning of scope takers.


	
(151) ● Unambiguous constructions for the scope variants presented in (150b)


	
a. Ellenjavalt [mindkét kollégát] [Lublinba is] el-küld-eni / el-küld-en-ed.

contraindicate.3Sg both colleague.Acc Lublin also away-send-Inf / away-send-Inf-2Sg

ISR1: [contraindicated > both colleagues > also to Lublin]: {O, D, L},{I, Y, L}}


	
b. Ellenjavalt [Lublinba is] [mindkét kollégát] el-küld-eni / el-küld-en-ed.

ISR2: [contraindicated > also to Lublin > both colleagues]: {O, D, L},{O, D, L}}


	
c. [Mindkét kollégát] ellenjavalt [Lublinba is] el-küld-eni / el-küld-en-ed.

ESR-ISR1: [both colleagues > contraindicated > also to Lublin]: {O, D, L},{I, Y, L}


	
d. [Lublinba is] ellenjavalt [mindkét kollégát] el-küld-eni / el-küld-en-ed.

ESR-ISR2: [also to Lublin > contraindicated > both colleagues]: {O, D, L},{O, D, L}


	
e. [Mindkét kollégát] [Lublinba is] ellenjavalt el-küld-eni / el-küld-en-ed.

ESR1: [both colleagues > also to Lublin > contraindicated]: {O, D, L},{I, Y, L}


	
f. [Lublinba is] [mindkét kollégát] ellenjavalt el-küld-eni / el-küld-en-ed.

ESR2: [also to Lublin > both colleagues > contraindicated]: {O, D, L},{O, D, L}





The basic situation is that there are two members of a university department who intend to take part in certain conferences. The head of the department would like to send them to all the conferences while the dean, due to financial limitations, formulates a general objection in the form of the sentence presented in (150b), which, as said, can be interpreted in several different ways. The models associated with the alternative interpretations illustrate a possibility that maximizes the number of conference participations in favor of the department while satisfying the dean’s restriction. It is proven that two readings are different if they are associated with models with different numbers of conference participations. On the basis of this, the first pair of internal readings (with only one forbidden conference participation), the second pair of hybrid readings (with two forbidden participations) and the third pair of external readings (with altogether four forbidden participations) can be differentiated from each other. The differentiation of the two readings within these pairs is carried out in the way shown in (150a), as discussed in the next paragraph, which provides the crucial tiny details.

If contraindication has the highest scope (ISR1–2), it should be understood first of all what system of conference participations is refused as a whole. In ISR2, the system in question should contain at least one city in addition to Lublin to which both colleagues would be sent to; Oslo or Dublin can be such cities, because in this case, the same conferences are considered for both colleagues (cf. (151b)). In ISR1 (cf. (151a)), it is allowed that Lublin would be the “later proposal” beyond conferences listed earlier for the two researchers independently (Oslo and Dublin for one of them, Innsbruck and York for the other one). In the case of both readings, the contraindication is minimally satisfied by excluding the two colleagues’ common participation in the Lublin conference (hence, one of them can go there).

If contraindication has the lowest scope (ESR1–2), the colleagues can take part in fewer conferences: in addition to Lublin, where neither can travel, there should be other forbidden cities, at least one, which should be the same in the case of ESR2 (namely, Oslo, in the given model) (cf. (151f)), or an arbitrary one from the pairs {Oslo, Dublin} and {Innsbruck, York} (cf. (151e)).

Finally, let us consider the hybrid interpretations. In the case of ESR-ISR1 (cf. (151c)), it is forbidden for both colleagues to go to Lublin, in addition to arbitrary other conferences; but they are allowed to visit these other conferences. In the case of ESR-ISR2 (cf. (151d)), there are at least two conferences which are forbidden to be visited by both colleagues; in the model given above, Lublin and Oslo are such conferences, but, if the head of the department intends to maximize the number of conference participations, (s)he should send one colleague to these two conferences.

Let us now return to the characterization of the six-element distribution of grammaticality judgments which can be observed in (150b). The leading property of this distributive pattern is as follows. Each scope taker can more or less readily be stressed in order to get a scope higher than what the given word order ab ovo provides. This ‘more or less’ means that, compared to the fully acceptable wordorder reflecting reading, referred to as ISR1 in (150b), the five further readings will be less acceptable but all will reach at least the ‘unclear status’ (‘??’). The two convincingly acceptable readings of these five ones, namely, ESR-ISR2 and ISR2, can be claimed to be selected by the following two tendencies, concerning the “scope broadening” stress. This stress is more effective if (i) it is on the word-orderfinal constituent (instead of being on an in-between constituent), which is the locative is-quantifier, and (ii) it “broadens” the scope in a way that the scope taker concerned will have the highest scope (and not an in-between scope within the scopal triplet). Thus, of the five non-word-order-reflecting readings, which all reach an at least unclear status in respect of acceptability, the two readings avoiding inbetween characters in the above sense are preferred to the further three readings.


1.2.1.2 Sentential arguments

As a separate volume is devoted to subordination (see volume E), here the topic is only illustrated briefly.

Verbs with a propositional argument (see Laczkó (2000b: 344); see also V4.4) (152a,c) can readily be infinitivalized in the case of both non-agreeing infinitives (152b,d) and agreeing ones (152b’,d’).


	
(152) ● Infinitives with sentential arguments


	
a. János azt hiszi, hogy Mária a bűnös.

János that.Acc believe.DefObj.3Sg that Mária the culprit

‘János believes that Mária is the culprit.’


	
b. Butaság volt azt hinni, hogy Mária a bűnös.

nonsense be.Past.3Sg that.Acc believe.Inf that Mária the culprit

‘It was stupid to believe that Mária is the culprit.’


	
b’. Butaság volt Jánosnak azt hinnie, hogy Mária a bűnös.

nonsense be.Past.3Sg János.Dat that.Acc believe.Inf.3Sg that Mária the culprit

‘It was stupid of János to believe that Mária is the culprit.’


	
c. János azt gondolja, hogy Mária a bűnös.

János that.Acc think.DefObj.3Sg that Mária the culprit

‘János thinks that Mária is the culprit.’


	
d. Butaság volt azt gondolni, hogy Mária a bűnös.

nonsense be.Past.3Sg that.Acc think.Inf that Mária the culprit

‘It was stupid to believe that Mária is the culprit.’


	
d’. Butaság volt Jánosnak azt gondolnia, hogy Mária a bűnös.

nonsense be.Past.3Sg János.Dat that.Acc think.Inf.3Sg that Mária the culprit

‘It was stupid of János to believe that Mária is the culprit.’






1.2.2 Modification

This subsection discusses the various forms of modification within the InfP, essentially on the basis of the schema in (153) below (also presented as (108) in the introductory part of 1.2). This scheme is an ultimately simplified one, in a book in which no detailed syntactic representations are intended to be shown. In the practice of current Hungarian generative linguistics (see Surányi (2009b), Alberti and Farkas (2021), for instance), both complement zones and modifier zones are obviously highly hierarchized according to typically bifurcating (and not “plain”, see É. Kiss (1992) syntactic structures. Nevertheless, we should keep on following a uniform practice of not entering into the details of complement-zone internal and modifier-zone internal hierarchies (as certain details are inevitably theory-dependent beyond the most trivial cases).


	
(153) ● The general structure of the infinitival phrase

[INFP preInf-modifier(s) [INFP Complement(s) Inf Complement(s)] postInf-modifier(s)]



The series of examples in (109) in the introductory part of 1.2, repeated here as (154) below, demonstrates the five positions in the infinitival construction from the center outward, where the center is the italicized infinitival head (154a). Then (154b) and (154b’) show the “appearance” of a preinfinitival and a postinfinitival complement, respectively, in the internal InfP-zone according to (153). Finally, (154c) and (154c’) exemplify a preinfinitival modifier position and a postinfinitival modifier position, outside the internal InfP-zone, as is shown in (153), too.


	
(154) ● The basic structure of the InfP


	
a. [INFP érkezni]

arrive.Inf

‘to arrive’


	
b. [INFP Pestre érkezni]

Pest.Sub arrive.Inf

‘to arrive in Pest’


	
b’. [INFP Pestre érkeznie a fiadnak]

Pest.Sub arrive.Inf.3Sg the son.Poss.2Sg.Dat

‘for your son to arrive in Pest’


	
c. [INFP váratlanul [INFP Pestre érkeznie a fiadnak] ]

unexpectedly Pest.Sub arrive.Inf.3Sg the son.Poss.2Sg.Dat

‘for your son to arrive unexpectedly in Pest’


	
c’. [INFP váratlanul [INFP Pestre érkeznie a fiadnak ] 1992-ben]

unexpectedly Pest.Sub arrive.Inf.3Sg the son.Poss.2Sg.Dat 1992-Ine

‘for your son to arrive unexpectedly in Pest in 1992’





The schema in (153) shows a highly idealized lexical-semantics based picture according to which a head is immediately surrounded by its arguments in an inner ring, called the complement zone, embedded in an outer ring for adjuncts, called the modifier zone. Nevertheless, the basic structure of the InfP can be overridden in cases in which an argument of the infinitival head is phonetically heavier than an adjunct that also belongs to the given head. This can be attributed to a Behagheltype phonetic effect (see É. Kiss (2009b)), according to which the optimal order of satellites of V, and, in this case, of Inf, in the right periphery is such that heavy phrases tend to come last. This effect is illustrated in the series of examples in (111) in the introductory part of 1.2, the relevant part of which is repeated here as (155).


	
(155) ● Arguments and free adjuncts in infinitival phrases


	
a. Na például [meg-hív-ni-a Marinak Emánuelt az esküvőre

well for_instance perf-invite-Inf-3Sg Mari.Dat Emánuel.Acc the wedding.Sub

előzetes egyeztetés nélkül], az hiba volt.

previous agreement without that mistake be.Past.3Sg

‘Well for instance, for Mari to invite Emánuel to the wedding without any previous agreement, that was a mistake.’


	
b. Na például [meg-hív-ni-a Marinak Emánuelt egyeztetés

well for_instance perf-invite-Inf-3Sg Mari.Dat Emánuel.Acc agreement

nélkül Juli jövő hétre tervezett esküvőjére], az hiba volt.

without Juli next week.Sub planned wedding.Sub that mistake be.Past.3Sg

‘Well for instance, for Mari to invite Emánuel to Juli’s wedding planned for next week without any agreement, that was a mistake.’





Let us consider the kinds of satellites whose characterization this subsection is devoted to as modifiers of infinitives in the above, theory-neutral, and hence highly simplified, sense (see Remark 6 below). First of all, free adjuncts should be discussed, both as post-modifiers (156a) and as pre-modifiers (156a’). As in Hungarian the left periphery of verb-based phrases serves as an operator zone, scope taking arguments (156b) and scope taking adjuncts (156c) are also to be discussed here, as pre-modifiers. Scope taking adjuncts are also to be investigated as post-modifiers (156c’); in the same way as scope taking arguments are discussed in 1.2.1.1.4. Arguments before the complement zone with no (obvious, logically definable) scope-taking character should also be considered in this subsection (156d); they can be regarded as topicalized elements.


	
Figure 1 (156) ● Post- and pre-modifiers of the InfP


	
a. [INFP [INFP el-küldeni Pétert a boltba] tegnap]

away-send.Inf Péter.Acc the shop.Ill yesterday

‘to send Péter to the shop yesterday’


	
a’. [INFP tegnap [INFP el-küldeni Pétert a boltba]]

yesterday away-send.Inf Péter.Acc the shop.Ill

‘to send Péter to the shop yesterday’


	
b. [INFP a boltba is [INFP el-küldeni Pétert]]

the shop.Ill also away-send.Inf Péter.Acc

‘to send Péter to the shop, too’


	
c. [INFP tegnap is [INFP el-küldeni Pétert a boltba]]

yesterday also away-send.Inf Péter.Acc the shop.Ill

‘to send Péter to the shop yesterday, too’


	
c’. [INFP [INFP el-küldeni Pétert a boltba] tegnap is]

away-send.Inf Péter.Acc the shop.Ill yesterday also

‘to send Péter to the shop yesterday, too’


	
d. [INFP a boltba [INFP el-küldeni Pétert]]

the shop.Ill away-send.Inf Péter.Acc

‘to send Péter to the shop’

Remark 6. What is referred to above as a ‘highly idealized lexical-semantics based’ schema can be refined in current generative syntactic frameworks in a way that the distribution of all members of the eclectic set of the types of pre- and post-modifiers illustrated up to this point can be precisely accounted for. Grohmann’s (2000) phase-theoretic minimalist syntactic model, illustrated in Figure 1, is an ideal framework for this task concerning Hungarian (Farkas et al. 2021, Alberti and Farkas 2021), with its three Spell-out domains for (moving) arguments and two Spell-out domains for adjuncts per cycle (instead of the complement/modifier dichotomy of our theory-neutral discussion in this book).

[image: The vertical diagram flows from Lexicon to Convergence through three domains: theta-domain, phi-domain, and omega-domain. Each domain triggers Spell Out. P F and L F branch out laterally.]
Figure 1: Spell-out phases in Grohmann's (2000, 291) model⏎
In this approach, arguments and adjuncts are base generated in the thematic domain (ΘΔ) and the Φ domain (ΦΔ) of morphological features / features responsible for linkedness to discourse (Doner 2018), respectively. Both types of constituents can also be spelt out in the domain of base-generation. It is presented in (155a) that three arguments are spelt out in ΘΔ, with an adjunct spelt out in ΦΔ; the adjunct illustrated in (156a) is also assumed to be spelt out in ΦΔ. Now comes one of the crucial points of this approach: the point of Spell-out of the argument after the adjunct in (155b) is also ΦΔ, where the given argument should get by transformation (or copying). Another crucial point is that pre-head constituents, independent of their argument/adjunct status and their operator character, are all assumed to be spelt out in Δ, the operator domain of the cycle of the head in question, see (156a’,b,c,d). As for post-head scope taking constituents, it is assumed that, also independent of their argument/adjunct status and their operator character (see subsection 1.2.1.1.4 and example (156c’) in this subsection), they are spelt out in the domain of their base generation; then they undergo covert movement, via which their to-spell-out-no-more copies will appear in Δ. As presented in (150) in 1.2.1.1.4, if there are two post-infinitival coarguments with scope taking potential, they are not ordered scopally, resulting in ambiguity (if only word order is considered, with stress pattern ignored). This type of ambiguity is easy to account for in the Grohmannian syntactic approach, as follows. First of all, coarguments are still assumed to be spelt out in ΘΔ, independent of their number, where they are ordered in a way expressing their thematic hierarchy (or they might be spelt out in ΦΔ, ordered according to Behaghel’s Law). Their scope hierarchy thus remains unexpressed under these circumstances, resulting in ambiguity. Then they should reach Δ via covert movement, by which different scope orders can be constituted, not expressed by the surface word order (but presumably expressed by intonational factors which can be regarded as being spelt out in Δ, completing the information having come from ΘΔ). If, however, coarguments with scope taking potential occupy pre-head positions, that is, the surface word order shows that they have reached Δ and are spelt out there, their scope order is exhibited in harmony with the task of Δ, resulting in unambiguous word orders, see (183) in 1.2.2.1 and (151) in 1.2.1.1.4.





The next question to discuss is the category and form (e.g., case marking) of the modifiers of InfPs. The following generalization, as a point of departure, can be formulated on the basis of 1.1.2.1 and 1.1.4.1, sub IV: both the syntactic category and the form of both pre- and postmodifiers of infinitives are the same as they would be in the corresponding finite verbal constructions. There are two basic exceptions: (i) subject-like elements (and other elements unmarked in the corresponding finite verbal constructions) typically appear as dative case marked elements in infinitival constructions (see (21–23) in 1.1.2.1), and (ii) certain types of free adjuncts cannot appear in infinitival constructions (see (25) and (27) in 1.1.2.1). All in all, in contrast to deverbal nominal constructions (see Table 2 in 6.2 in Farkas et al. (2017), infinitival constructions have no zones in which either arguments or adjuncts would be attributivized or modified in any other way.

The topics illustrated in (156) are organized as follows. Subsection 1.2.2.1 deals with pre-head modification, including the topics of adjuncts both in general and as scope taking operators (156a’,c), and of arguments as scope takers (156b,d). Subsection 1.2.2.2 is devoted to the question of post-head modification: here free adjuncts are discussed generally and as scope takers (156a,c’).


1.2.2.1 Pre-head modification

The subsection discusses pre-head modification from three aspects. 1.2.2.1.1 overviews the types of free adjunct which can appear as pre-head modifiers in infinitival constructions. In 1.2.2.1.2 free adjuncts are investigated as operators. As in the theory-neutral approach of this book series arguments appearing before the pre-head complement zone are inevitably to be regarded as pre-modifiers, they are discussed here; subsection 1.2.2.1.3 is devoted to this topic, also including the investigation of arguments as operators.


1.2.2.1.1 Free adjuncts as pre-head modifiers

Let us start our investigation by reviewing the syntactic categories of free adjuncts that can appear as pre-head modifiers in infinitival constructions. The preinfinitival modifier prototypically has the form of an oblique case marked noun phrase (157c), or a postpositional phrase (157e). It is not impossible, either, that a preinfinitival modifier appears in the form of a bare noun phrase (157d), of an adverbial or of a converbial phrase (157f).


	
(157) ● Categories of preinfinitival modifiers


	a. [INFP preInf-modifiers [INFP ... Inf ...] … ]

	
b. Na például [….], az kellemes volt.

well for_instance that pleasant be.Past.3Sg

‘Well for instance, […] that was a pleasure.’


	
c. [INFP [DP a diófa árnyékában] [INFP elfogyasztani a kávét] ]

the walnut_tree shadow.Poss.Ine consume.Inf the coffee.Acc

‘to consume coffee in the shade of the walnut-tree’


	
d. [INFP [NP barna cukorral] [INFP elfogyasztani a kávét]]

brown sugar.Ins consume.Inf the coffee.Acc

‘to consume coffee with brown sugar’


	
e. [INFP [PP a bőséges reggeli után] [INFP elfogyasztani a kávét] ]

the substantial breakfast after consume.Inf the coffee.Acc

‘to consume coffee after the substantial breakfast’


	
f. [INFP [[AdvP tűzforrón] vagy [ConvP felmelegítve]] [INFP elfogyasztani a kávét]]

fire_hot.Adv or up.warm.Conv consume.Inf the coffee.Acc

‘to consume coffee piping hot or warmed’





As shown in (158b), these kinds of free adjuncts can also be combined. The distribution of grammaticality judgments associated with the word-order variants presented in (158c-d’), however, suggests that the order of their combination is not totally free. It is predicational affiliation that proves to count on the basis of the (c)examples, which present the three adjuncts combined pairwise in the opposite order relative to the perfect order given in (158b). Thus, the optimal order is as follows: the adjunct that predicates of the Theme is the one closest to the infinitival head, preceded by the one that predicates of the Agent, while the adjunct that predicates of the state of affairs precedes the others. One might suggest, on the basis of the relation of phonetic weights which can be observed in the fully acceptable example in (158b), that the heavier an adjunct is, the farther position from the infinitival head it tends to occupy, but the (d)-examples do not corroborate such a Behaghel-style tendency in the pre-head zone.


	
(158) ● Order of free adjuncts in the preinfinitival modifier zone


	
a. Na például [INFP […] [INFP elfogyasztani a kávét]], az kellemes volt.

well for_instance consume.Inf the coffee.Acc that pleasant be.Past.3Sg

’Well for instance, to consume coffee […], that was a pleasure.’


	
b. [a bőséges reggeli után] [egy szál pólóban] [tűzforrón]

the substantial breakfast after a single T-shirt.Ine fire_hot.Adv

‘piping hot after the substantial breakfast just wearing a T-shirt’


	
c. ?[tűzforrón] [egy szál pólóban]

fire_hot.Adv a single T-shirt.Ine


	
c’. ?[tűzforrón] [a bőséges reggeli után]

fire_hot.Adv the substantial breakfast after


	
c”. (?)[egy szál pólóban] [a bőséges reggeli után]

a single T-shirt.Ine the substantial breakfast after


	
d. [ebéd után] [tűzforrón vagy jól felmelegítve]

lunch after fire_hot.Adv or well up.warm.Conv

‘piping hot or well warmed after lunch’


	
d’. ??[tűzforrón vagy jól felmelegítve] [ebéd után]

fire_hot.Adv or well up.warm.Conv lunch after





Another potential investigation concerning the occurrence of adjuncts in the preinfinitival modifier zone may be based on Surányi’s (2008) adverb classification in finite clauses, which rests upon Cinque’s (1999) universal hierarchy. As in the final part of subsection 1.1.2.1 this investigation has been exhaustively executed in a way that all Cinque-types of adjunct have been tested in pre-head positions (see the series of examples in (25), (27) and (29), this subsection is restricted to an overview of the types which readily appear as preinfinitival modifiers. They are those referred to as low-level adverbs (160) and, with a less uniform picture, as medium-level adverbs (159), with high-level adverbs systematically excluded from the zone in question, see (25) in 1.1.2.1.


	
(159) ● Medium-level adverbs in the preinfinitival modifier zone


	
a. Na például Ilit megint mindenhova meg-hív-ni,

well for_instance Ili.Acc again to_everywhere perf-call-Inf

az túlzás volt.

that exaggeration be.Past.3Sg

‘Well for instance, as for inviting Ili everywhere again, that was excessive.’


	
b. Na például Ilit szándékosan mindenhonnan

well for_instance Ili.Acc intentionally from_everywhere

elüldöz-ni, az hiba volt.

away_chase-Inf that mistake be.Past.3Sg

‘Well for instance, as for intentionally driving Ili away, that was a mistake.’


	
c. (?)Na például Ilit még mindig mindenhova meg-hív-ni,

well for_instance Ili.Acc still always to_everywhere perf-call-Inf

az túlzás.

that exaggeration

‘Well for instance, as for still always inviting Ili everywhere, that is excessive.’


	
d. Na például Ilit ??feltétlenül / ?gyorsan a fogadásra is

well for_instance Ili.Acc by_all_means / quickly the reception.Sub also

meg-hív-ni, az túlzás volt.

perf-call-Inf that exaggeration be.Past.3Sg

‘Well for instance, as for inviting Ili also to the reception by all means, that was excessive.’

‘Well for instance, as for quickly inviting Ili also to the reception, that was excessive.’


	
e. *?Na például Ilit már mindenhonnan

well for_instance Ili.Acc already from_everywhere

elüldöz-ni, az hiba volt.

away_chase-Inf that mistake be.Past.3Sg


	
f. ?Na például Ilit mindjárt a fogadásra is meg-hív-ni,

well for_instance Ili.Acc soon the reception.Sub also perf-call-Inf

az túlzás volt.

that exaggeration be.Past.3Sg

‘Well for instance, as for inviting Ili also to the reception with no hesitation, that was excessive.’


	
g. Na például Ilit *?((?)ilyen) gyakran a fogadásra is meg-hív-ni,

well for_instance Ili.Acc so often the reception.Sub also perf-call-Inf

az túlzás volt.

that exaggeration be.Past.3Sg

‘Well for instance, as for (so) often inviting Ili also to the reception, that was excessive.’


	
g’. Na például gyakran meglátogat-ni a nagymamát,

well for_instance often visit-Inf the grandmother.Acc

az jólelkűségről árulkodik.

that kindness.Del reveal.3Sg

‘Well for instance, as for often paying a visit to the grandmother’s, that reveals kindness.’





As discussed in 1.1.2.1, this set of observations concerning the three types suggests a global correlation between Cinque’s (Cinque’s (1999)) universal hierarchy, the pragmasemantic background of which is quite plausible. High adverbs have to do with speech acts, which have to do with the finite sentence layer, while low adverbs pertain to the predicative content, independent of its finite or non-finite realization. As for the members of the heterogeneous class of medium-level adverbs, they require research individually.


	
(160) ● Low-level adverbs in the preinfinitival modifier zone


	
a. Na például minden kérdést röviden meg-válaszol-ni,

well for_instance every question.Acc briefly perf-answer-Inf

az jó stratégia.

that good strategy

‘Well for instance, as for answering every question briefly, that is a good strategy.’


	
b. Na például minden fejezetet teljesen át-ír-ni,

well for_instance every chapter.Acc completely across-write-Inf

az túlzás volt.

that exaggeration be.Past.3Sg

‘Well for instance, as for completely rewriting every chapter, that was excessive.’


	
c. Na például minden kérdést ügyesen meg-válaszol-ni,

well for_instance every question.Acc well perf-answer-Inf

az csak Péternek sikerült.

that only Péter.Dat succeed.Past.3Sg

‘Well for instance, as for answering every question well, that was an issue in which only Péter was successful.’


	
d. Na például mindenkit korán haza-küld-eni, az hiba volt.

well for_instance everyone.Acc early home-send-Inf that mistake be.Past.3Sg

‘Well for instance, as for sending everyone home early, that was a mistake.’






1.2.2.1.2 Free adjuncts as pre-head operators

It is investigated in this subsection—via the operator types listed in (5) in the Introduction to the volume—which operator types can appear as free adjuncts in the preinfinitival modifier zone. The results are worth comparing with the corresponding ones in the areas of scope-taking arguments in the postinfinitival complement zone in 1.2.1.1.4 and in the preinfinitival modifier zone in 1.2.2.1.3, and of scope-taking adjuncts in the postinfinitival modifier zone in 1.2.2.2.2.

The first operator to discuss is the type of mind-quantifier, which serves readily, at least for arguments, as an infinitival-phrase-internal operator expression, witnessed by (92) in 1.1.4.1, sub VII.

It is exemplified in (161a’) below that infinitives host free mind-quantifier adjuncts readily in their preinfinitival modifier zones within the postverbal zone. The grammaticality judgments unequivocally show that the given operator expression can always be readily associated with an internal-scope reading, independent of the presence or absence of the agreement suffixation of the infinitival head.

As for potential external-scope-reading options, they are also available in the same word-order variants but to a somewhat lesser extent; this reading is not easy to retrieve, the appropriate stress pattern is to be carefully carried out. It is to be noted, however, that there is no theory-neutral procedure to prove that the mind-quantifier is factually in the preinfinitival modifier zone of the infinitival head, which is the syntactic structure to be investigated in this subsection, and not in the postverbal modifier zone on the finite sentence level. In this theory-neutral book we have provided the relevant word-order variants with the intended external meanings, and it is up to readers how they analyze the data in their own syntactic frameworks. For a more detailed discussion of an analogous problem, see the comments on (168).

It is corroborated in (161a), in which a ‘for instance’-construction guarantees constituency, that mind-quantifiers readily appear in the preinfinitival modifier zone. There is a slight difference between the two test constructions (161a-a’), in addition to the fact that the ‘for instance’-construction restricts scope facilities to the internal one (on the test constructions, see (138) in 1.2.1.1.4): inflected infinitives are less tolerated in the ‘for instance’-construction than uninflected ones. The reason for this is not clear; and the extent of this “intolerance” is quite speaker dependent.


	
(161) ● Operators in the preinfinitival modifier zone of infinitives I.

mind- and is-quantifiers


	
a. Na például [mindkét napon] oda-men-ni / (?)oda-men-n-ed,

well for_instance both day.Sup towards-go-Inf / towards-go-Inf-2Sg

az fölösleges volt.

that superfluous be.Past.3Sg

ISR: ‘Well for instance, (for you) to go there [on both days], that was superfluous.’


	
a’. Fölösleges volt [mindkét napon] oda-men-ni / oda-men-n-ed.

superfluous be.Past.3Sg both day.Sup towards-go-Inf / towards-go-Inf-2Sg

ISR: ‘It was superfluous (for you) to go there [on both days].’

?ESR: ‘In the case of [both days], it was superfluous (for you) to go there on that day.’


	
b. Na például [vasárnap is] oda-men-ni / (?)oda-men-n-ed,

well for_instance Sunday also.Sup towards-go-Inf / towards-go-Inf-2Sg

az fölösleges volt.

that superfluous be.Past.3Sg

ISR: ‘Well for instance, (for you) to go there [also on Sunday], that was superfluous.’


	
b’. Fölösleges volt [vasárnap is] oda-men-ni / oda-men-n-ed.

superfluous be.Past.3Sg Sunday also.Sup towards-go-Inf / towards-go-Inf-2Sg

ISR: ‘It was superfluous (for you) to go there [also on Sunday].’

??ESR: ‘[On Sunday], too, it was superfluous (for you) to go there.’





Infinitives also readily host is-quantifier adjuncts in their preinfinitival modifier zones (161b-b’). The same basic tendencies can be observed as in the case of mindquantifiers: (i) inflected infinitives are less tolerated in the ‘for instance’construction (161b) than in the postverbal zone (161b’), and (ii) in the postverbal zone, the external-scope reading is less available than the internal-scope one (161b’). Relative to the analogous case of the mind-quantifier, the external-scope reading is more difficult to retrieve, presumably due to the following two factors: (i) the appropriate “separating” pronunciation of the free adjunct concerned is to be carried out in a very careful way, and (ii) the two readings are not easy to distinguish. The internal-scope reading allows an interpretation according to which, say, ‘it was useful to go there on all the days from Monday to Saturday,’ but does not exclude either that certain days from Monday to Saturday are also qualified as superfluous (similar to Sunday). The external-scope reading renders this latter case (a few “superfluous days” from Monday to Saturday) obligatory, only the extreme former case is excluded. The methodological problem, however, appears again that there is no theory-neutral procedure to prove that the is-quantifier is factually in the preinfinitival modifier zone of the infinitival head, which is the syntactic structure to be investigated in this subsection, and not in the postverbal modifier zone on the finite sentence level. It is thus up to readers, again, how they analyze the data in their own syntactic frameworks.

Let us turn to the investigation of the appearance of focus expressions (XPFoc) in preinfinitival modifier zones. Hungarian focus is widely known for explicitly demonstrating its scope by obligatorily appearing immediately left-adjacent to the verb stem (see (162a), see also (142d-d’) in 1.2.1.1.4). However, it is only in the case of finite constructions that the [XPFoc+V+VPrt] order is obligatory; in infinitival phrases, the focus expression does not have to be adjacent to the infinitival verb stem ([XPFoc+Inf+VPrt]), but the verbal particle can intervene between them (162b), resulting in an [XPFoc+VPrt+Inf] order (see Kenesei 1986a, 1989 and É. Kiss 2002: 202).


	
(162) ● Foci in finite verbal constructions and in infinitival constructions


	
a. Péter csak vasárnap [ment oda] / *oda-ment.

Péter only Sunday go.Past.3Sg towards / towards-go.Past.3Sg

‘Péter went there only on Sunday.’


	
a’. *Péter sajnos [ment oda] / oda-ment csak vasárnap.

Péter unfortunately go.Past.3Sg towards / towards-go.Past.3Sg only Sunday

Intended meaning: ‘Unfortunately, Péter went there only on Sunday.’


	
b. Péter szeretne csak vasárnap [men-ni oda] / oda-men-ni.

Péter like.Cond.3Sg only Sunday go-Inf towards / towards-go-Inf ‘Péter would like to go there only on Sunday.’





The other side of the coin is that a (narrow) focus expression, which has to be leftadjacent to the verb stem, cannot appear in the postverbal zone (162a’) (NB: the unfocusable pragmatic marker sajnos ‘unfortunately’ is inserted in the given sentence in order to avoid an interpretation according to which the subject is also focused in a potential double-focus construction), see also (142d) in 1.2.1.1.4. This serves as an explanation for the fact that every word-order variant based on the “postverbal” test construction is fully unacceptable with an external scope (163bb’,d-d’).


	
(163) ● Operators in the preinfinitival modifier zone of infinitives II.

csak-focus and negative focus constructions


	
a. Na például [csak vasárnap] oda-men-ni / oda-men-n-ed,

well for_instance only Sunday towards-go-Inf / towards-go-Inf-2Sg

az hiba volt.

that mistake be.Past.3Sg

ISR: ‘Well for instance, (for you) to go there [only on Sunday], that was a mistake.’


	
a’. Na például [csak vasárnap] men-ni / men-n-ed oda,

well for_instance only Sunday go-Inf / go-Inf-2Sg towards

az hiba volt.

that mistake be.Past.3Sg

ISR: ‘Well for instance, (for you) to go there [only on Sunday], that was a mistake.’


	
b. Hiba volt [csak vasárnap] oda-men-ni / oda-men-n-ed.

mistake be.Past.3Sg only Sunday towards-go-Inf / towards-go-Inf-2Sg

ISR: ‘It was a mistake (for you) to go there [only on Sunday].’

*ESR: ‘It is [only on Sunday] that it was a mistake (for you) to go there.’


	
b’. Hiba volt [csak vasárnap] men-ni / men-n-ed oda.

mistake be.Past.3Sg only Sunday go-Inf / go-Inf-2Sg towards

ISR: ‘It was a mistake (for you) to go there [only on Sunday].’

*ESR: ‘It is [only on Sunday] that it was a mistake (for you) to go there.’


	
c. Na például [nem vasárnap] oda-men-ni / oda-men-n-ed,

well for_instance not Sunday towards-go-Inf / towards-go-Inf-2Sg

az hiba volt.

that mistake be.Past.3Sg

ISR: ‘Well for instance, (for you) to go there [on another day than Sunday], that was a mistake.’


	
c’. Na például [nem vasárnap] men-ni / men-n-ed oda,

well for_instance not Sunday go-Inf / go-Inf-2Sg towards

az hiba volt.

that mistake be.Past.3Sg

ISR: ‘Well for instance, (for you) to go there [on another day than Sunday], that was a mistake.’


	
d. Hiba volt [nem vasárnap] oda-men-ni / oda-men-n-ed.

mistake be.Past.3Sg not Sunday towards-go-Inf / towards-go-Inf-2Sg

ISR: ‘It was a mistake (for you) to go there [on another day than Sunday].’

*ESR: ‘It is [on any other day than Sunday] on which it was a mistake (for you) to go there.’


	
d’. Hiba volt [nem vasárnap] men-ni / men-n-ed oda.

mistake be.Past.3Sg not Sunday go-Inf / go-Inf-2Sg towards

ISR: ‘It was a mistake (for you) to go there [on another day than Sunday].’

*ESR: ‘It is [on any other day than Sunday] on which it was a mistake (for you) to go there.’





In contrast to external-scope reading, internal-scope reading is available in both test constructions, witnessed by each sentence presented in the series of examples in (163). However, as presented in Table 9, the grammaticality judgments of native speakers show wide variation. For certain speakers, what can be regarded as the “verbal” word order, that is, the [Foc+Inf+VPrt] order, is better, see the judgments of SP1 (NB: there are speakers with systematically even better evaluations); while other speakers prefer the [Foc+VPrt+Inf] order, see the judgments of SP2, and see also the comment on examples (11–12) in É. Kiss (2002: 202–203). It holds for both speakers, however, that the appearance of the agreement suffix in the infinitival head renders the constructions less acceptable, to a proportionate extent. This holds especially for the examples containing the ‘for instance’-construction (163a-a’,c-c’): as was also observed in the case of mind- and is-quantifiers, inflected infinitives are less tolerated in the ‘for instance’-construction. As the extent of this “intolerance” is still quite speaker dependent, for speakers like SP2, who do not tolerate the “verbal” [Foc+Inf+VPrt] order, an inflected infinitival construction with this order in a ‘for instance’-construction will reach the level of unacceptability (163a’,c’).



Table 9 : Grammaticality judgments from two speakers pertaining to the test constructions given in (163): internal scope readings⏎


	(163)
	a
	a’
	b
	b’
	c
	c’
	d
	d’



	
SP1

	
?/??

	
(?)/??

	
(?)/?

	
(?)/?

	
??/??

	
(?)/??

	
(?)/?

	
(?)/?



	
SP2

	
(?)/??

	
?/*?

	
✓/(?)

	
?/??

	
?/??

	
?/*?

	
(?)/?

	
?/??



Having discussed the shared properties of the behavior of the positive csak-focus (163a-b’) and the negative focus (163c-d’) constructions in the relevant respects, let us now turn to the question of potential differences between them. Of the corresponding constructions with the two focus types, as shown by the grammaticality judgments provided in Table 9, those with negative focus tend to be slightly less acceptable uniformly for both speaker types, but this tendency does not necessarily manifest itself in a full degree difference in the grammaticality scale we use.

The next question to discuss in this subsection is whether wh-phrases can appear in the preinfinitival modifier zone.

As in the case of postinfinitival complement zones (see (149) in 1.2.1.1.4), the answer is a definite “no” (164). Since a wh-phrase “insists on” the presence of focus in its scopal domain, it cannot have an external scope on the conditions tested (149b,b’), for the reasons discussed in the subsection on focus in the postinfinitival complement zone, see the comments on (163b-b’,d-d’) above and (142a’,b’,c’) in 1.2.1.1.4. A wh-phrase is also not capable of taking infinitival-phrase-internal scope (164a,a’); this is due to semantic reasons: the meaning of the matrix predicate (hiba volt ‘(it) was a mistake’) is incompatible with an argument with an interrogative content. The analogous pair of examples in (164c-c’) serves as an illustration of the fact that an infinitival phrase cannot host an internal-scope wh-phrase in its preinfinitival modifier zone (164c) even if the matrix predicate is compatible with an argument with an interrogative content (164c’).


	
(164) ● Operators in the preinfinitival modifier zone of infinitives III. wh-words


	
a. *Na például [miért] / [mikor] oda-men-ni / oda-men-n-ed,

well for_instance why / when towards-go-Inf / towards-go-Inf-2Sg

az hiba volt.

that mistake be.Past.3Sg

ISR: -


	
a’. *Na például [miért] / [mikor] men-ni / men-n-ed oda,

well for_instance why / when go-Inf / go-Inf-2Sg towards

az hiba volt.

that mistake be.Past.3Sg

ISR: -


	
b. *Hiba volt [miért] / [mikor] oda-men-ni / oda-men-n-ed?

mistake be.Past.3Sg why / when towards-go-Inf / towards-go-Inf-2Sg

ISR: -

Intended meaining (ESR): ‘[Which day] does it hold for that it was a mistake (for you) to go there on that day.’


	
b’. *Hiba volt [miért] / [mikor] men-ni / men-n-ed oda?

mistake be.Past.3Sg why / when go-Inf / go-Inf-2Sg towards

ISR: -

Intended meaining (ESR):

‘[Which day] does it hold for that it was a mistake (for you) to go there on that day.’

‘[Which reason] does it hold for that it was a mistake (for you) to go there for that reason.’


	
c. *Na például [miért] / [mikor] men-ni/ men-n-ed oda, azt megkérdeztem.

well for_instance why / when go-Inf / go-Inf-2Sg towards that.Acc ask.Past.1Sg

Intended meaning (ISR): ‘Well for instance, as for the question as to why / when one/you should go there, I have asked it.’


	
c’. Megkérdeztem, hogy [miért] / [mikor] mentél oda.

ask.Past.1Sg that why / when go.Past.2Sg towards

‘I asked why / when you went there.’


	
c”. Van [miért] / ?[mikor] oda-men-ni / oda-men-n-ed.

be.3Sg why / when towards-go-Inf / towards-go-Inf-2Sg

‘There is some reason / [point of time] (for you) to go there.’





Note in passing that the incapability of wh-phrases for taking internal scope within an infinitival phrase holds not only for wh-phrases in the preinfinitival modifier zone but also for anywhere within an infinitival phrase (cf. the comments on the series of examples in (149) in 1.2.1.1.4). The construction presented in (164c”) seems to serve as a counterexample since the infinitival phrase contains a whexpression. As shown in 1.4.1, however, the wh-phrases in modal existential whconstructions do not function as interrogative elements (but as someone-like indefinite pronouns); see also the comments on (149c”) in 1.2.1.1.4.

The next question to discuss is whether it is possible for negative (universal) quantifiers to appear in the preinfinitival modifier zone (cf. (96) in 1.1.4.1, sub VII). In the course of the investigation of this operator type we should face to the proliferation of options to be taken into account in the area of both semantic factors and word orders (cf. the comments on argument-type negative (universal) quantifiers in 1.2.1.1.4).

Negative quantifiers are special in that they inevitably require Negative Concord: a negative particle (i.e., nem ‘not’) must appear within the phrase of the infinitive whose preinfinitival modifier zone contains the given negative quantifier. The negative particle must precede the infinitival head, but relative to this double pillar the verbal particle can appear in all the three potential positions: (i) the verbal particle can be preceded by these elements, resulting in a [NegPrt+Inf+VPrt] order (165c), (ii) it can appear between the negative particle and the infinitival head in a [NegPrt+VPrt+Inf] order (165c’), or (iii) it can precede the negative particle and the infinitival head in a [VPrt+NegPrt+Inf] order (165c”). It is also investigated in the series of examples in (165) whether a further negative particle, namely sem ‘also not’, is present or not, as its presence is optional in these constructions (165b-b”). As discussed in 1.2.1.1.4 (see the comments on (144), this latter negative particle has a stylistic alternative without the last consonant m: the se variant is more casual. Nevertheless, in the series of examples below, the sem and se variants are not considered separately, because their stylistic difference seems to imply no difference in acceptability. These factors are investigated in uninflected infinitival constructions and, parallel to them, in inflected ones.


	
(165) ● Operators in the preinfinitival modifier zone of infinitives IV.

Negative universal quantifiers in ‘for instance’-constructions


	
a. Na például [...], az hiba volt.

well for_instance that mistake be.Past.3Sg

ISR [M > ∀ > ¬]: ‘Well for instance, [...], that was a mistake.’


	
b. [soha-se(m)] fogad-ni / fogad-n-od meg a tanácsokat

never-not accept-Inf / accept-Inf-2Sg perf the advice.Pl.Acc


	
b’. [soha-se(m)] meg-fogad-ni / meg-fogad-n-od a tanácsokat

never-not perf-accept-Inf / perf-accept-Inf-2Sg the advice.Pl.Acc


	
b”. [soha-se(m)] meg nem fogad-ni / fogad-n-od a tanácsokat

never-not perf not accept-Inf / accept-Inf-2Sg the advice.Pl.Acc

‘(for you) to [never] accept the pieces of advice’


	
c. [soha] nem fogad-ni / fogad-n-od meg a tanácsokat

never not accept-Inf / accept-Inf-2Sg perf the advice.Pl.Acc


	
c’. [soha] nem meg- fogad-ni / meg-fogad-n-od a tanácsokat

never not perf-accept-Inf / perf-accept-Inf-2Sg the advice.Pl.Acc


	
c”. [soha] meg nem fogad-ni / fogad-n-od a tanácsokat

never perf not accept-Inf / accept-Inf-2Sg the advice.Pl.Acc

‘(for you) to [never] accept the pieces of advice’





We provide two series of judgments in Table 10 for the tests based on the ‘for instance’-construction, where only one scope relation is expected, see (165a), given the fact that even the authors have provided quite different grammaticality judgments concerning the set of altogether 12 cases. It is not surprising that these intricate patterns of grammaticality judgments, presumably due to the underlying ordered sets of microparameters (with potentially different orderings), are highly exposed to speaker dependent differences. Our analysis can be regarded as a point of departure which can serve as the “null hypothesis” for would-be statistical tests whose aims should be decided on the basis of theory-internal purposes.



Table 10 : Grammaticality judgments from two speakers pertaining to the test constructions given in (165)⏎


	(165)
	b
	b’
	b”
	c
	c’
	c”



	
SP1

	
✓/?

	
??/*?

	
*/*

	
(?)/??

	
*?/*

	
(?)/??



	
SP2

	
(?)/*?

	
?/*?

	
*/*

	
(?)/*

	
??/*?

	
?/??



The x/y pairs of grammaticality judgments in Table 10 are associated with the investigated uninflected/inflected infinitival constructions, respectively. The results show that the tendency observed in the case of argument-type negative (universal) quantifiers (see Table 5 in 1.2.1.1.4) also holds for negative universal quantifier constructions in the preinfinitival modifier zone: some Hungarians (like speaker1) tolerate well the ‘verbal particle last’ constructions also in certain inflected infinitival constructions (see the grammaticality judgments associated with (165b)), while others (like speaker2) do not (see also Farkas 2020). In the case of uninflected infinitival constructions, the [NegPrt+Inf+VPrt] order is the best for both speakers in the preinfinitival modifier zone, just like in the case of postinfinitival complement zone. Another observation is that in the preinfinitival modifier zone, both speakers definitely reject the construction that contains both negative particles, see the grammaticality judgment associated with (165b”). Finally, there is no convincingly acceptable inflected infinitival construction containing a negative quantifier in the preinfinitival modifier zone for native speakers like speaker2; the best result is ’??’, associated with the [VPrt+NegPrt+Inf] order (165c”).

If the constructions under investigation are not “closed” in a ‘for instance’construction, generally two readings are expected, which can be referred to as ‘internal’ versus ‘external’. In the case of negative universals, however, while there are six potential versions at first glance, “ultimately” only a certain internal-scope reading is available (see the translation of (166a)). This is due to the fact that scope hierarchy is clearly defined between the three logical factors universal quantification, negation and the matrix predicate hiba volt ’was a mistake’ via the following three restrictions, given as (i-iii) (cf. the comments on (145–148) in 1.2.1.1.4). (i) In the case of negative universal quantifiers, universal quantification always has scope over negation: [… ∀ > ¬ …]. (ii) This scope must be an immediate scope, in the sense that the scopal effect of the finite predicate ‘was a mistake’, marked by ‘M’ in the formula given in (166a), cannot appear between the two logical operators: *[… ∀ > X > ¬ …]. (iii) The position of the negative particle disambiguates between the internal/external scope-reading alternatives: if it is attached to the infinitival head (like in the series of examples in (166), the construction in question must be interpreted internally: [M > ∀ > ¬], while if it is attached to the matrix predicate (like in the series of examples in (168), the construction must be interpreted externally: [∀ > ¬ > M].


	
(166) ● Operators in the preinfinitival modifier zone of infinitives V.

Negative universal quantifiers in the postverbal zone


	
a. Hiba volt [...].

mistake be.Past.3Sg

ISR [M > ∀ > ¬]: ‘It was a mistake [...].’


	
b. [soha-se(m)] fogad-ni / fogad-n-od meg a tanácsokat

never-not accept-Inf / accept-Inf-2Sg perf the advice.Pl.Acc


	
b’. [soha-se(m)] meg-fogad-ni / meg-fogad-n-od a tanácsokat

never-not perf-accept-Inf / perf-accept-Inf-2Sg the advice.Pl.Acc


	
b”. [soha-se(m)] meg nem fogad-ni / fogad-n-od a tanácsokat

never-not perf not accept-Inf / accept-Inf-2Sg the advice.Pl.Acc

‘(for you) to [never] accept the pieces of advice’


	
c. [soha] nem fogad-ni / fogad-n-od meg a tanácsokat

never not accept-Inf / accept-Inf-2Sg perf the advice.Pl.Acc


	
c’. [soha] nem meg-fogad-ni / meg-fogad-n-od a tanácsokat

never not perf-accept-Inf / perf-accept-Inf-2Sg the advice.Pl.Acc


	
c”. [soha] meg nem fogad-ni / fogad-n-od a tanácsokat

never perf not accept-Inf / accept-Inf-2Sg the advice.Pl.Acc ‘(for you) to [never] accept the pieces of advice’





There are, obviously, rich systems of (partly speaker dependent) differences in acceptability of the variants given in (166b-c”) as expressions of the single potential meaning given in (166a). Table 11 is devoted to the demonstration of the judgments of the two authors.



Table 11 : Grammaticality judgments from two speakers pertaining to the test constructions given in (166)⏎


	(166)
	b
	b’
	b”
	c
	c’
	c”



	
SP1

	
(?)/??

	
??/*?

	
*/*

	
(?)/?

	
??/*?

	
✓/(?)



	
SP2

	
(?)/??

	
??/*?

	
*/*

	
?/*?

	
??/*?

	
?/??



The x/y pairs of grammaticality judgments in Table 11 are more or less in harmony with the tendencies formulated on the basis of the evaluations presented in Table 10, except the differences between the two speakers are smaller. First of all, the (b”)type with the simultaneously present two negative particles are fully unacceptable for both speakers. It is again the uninflected infinitival expression that, for both speakers, tolerates best the ‘verbal particle last’ order constructions, and it is only speaker1, again, who accepts (at least) certain inflected infinitival constructions (166c,c”), while for native speakers like speaker2 there is, again, no convincingly acceptable word order variant for the constructions in question.

The radical difference between the judgments concerning the (c”)-type is worth a note in passing. The highly positive evaluation of the [VPrt+NegPrt+Inf] order by speaker1 may have to do with a special finite negative construction, an emphatic kind of negation (É. Kiss 1992: 155), which is unexpectedly sensitive to mood (Alberti and Medve 2002: 127–128), as illustrated in (167a’,b’). Our hypothesis is that it is speaker dependent whether one is inclined to adapt this special negative construction from the finite sphere (see the primed examples in (167) to the infinitival one (see also N1.3.1.2.4.1, sub III).


	
(167) ● Emphatic negation in finite verbal constructions


	
a. [NegPrt+V+VPrt]

Nem fogadja meg a tanácsokat.

not accept.DefObj.3Sg perf the advice.Pl.Acc

‘(S)he does not accept the pieces of advice.’


	
a’. [VPrt+NegPrt+V]

*?Meg nem fogadja a tanácsokat!

perf not accept.DefObj.3Sg the advice.Pl.Acc

Intended meaning: ‘(S)he does not accept the pieces of advice.’


	
a”. [NegPrt+VPrt+V]

*Nem meg-fogadja a tanácsokat.

not perf-accept.DefObj.3Sg the advice.Pl.Acc

Intended meaning: ‘(S)he does not accept the pieces of advice.’


	
b. Nem fogadná meg a tanácsokat.

not accept.Past.DefObj.3Sg perf the advice.Pl.Acc

‘(S)he would not accept the pieces of advice.’


	
b’. Meg nem fogadná a tanácsokat!

perf non accept.Cond.DefObj.3Sg the advice.Pl.Acc

‘(S)he would not accept the pieces of advice.’


	
b”. *Nem meg-fogadná a tanácsokat.

non perf-accept.Cond.DefObj.3Sg the advice.Pl.Acc

Intended meaning: ‘(S)he would not accept the pieces of advice.’


	
c. Soha nem / sem fogadja meg a tanácsokat.

never not / not accept.DefObj.3Sg perf the advice.Pl.Acc

‘(S)he never accepts the pieces of advice.’


	
c’. Soha meg ?nem / *sem fogadja a tanácsokat.

never perf not / not accept.DefObj.3Sg the advice.Pl.Acc

‘(S)he never accepts the pieces of advice.’


	
c”. *Soha nem / sem meg-fogadja a tanácsokat.

never not / not perf-accept.DefObj.3Sg the advice.Pl.Acc

Intended meaning: ‘(S)he never accepts the pieces of advice.’





In order to provide some background to the observation concerning the “special negative infinitival construction” presented in (166c”), it is systematically overviewed in the series of examples presented in (167) which of the three variants satisfying the [negative particle > verb stem] word-order filter are acceptable in the finite domain. As illustrated in the (a)-examples, the finite domain in general requires the [NegPrt+V+VPrt] order; but in the case of verbs in conditional, the [VPrt+NegPrt+V] order is also licensed, witnessed by the (b)-examples. The [NegPrt+VPrt+V] order is always excluded in the finite domain, see the grammaticality judgments associated with the double primed examples. The (c)examples illustrate the aforementioned observation by É. Kiss (1992: 155) according to which the finite negative universal construction (even in the declarative mood) shows a similar distribution of acceptability, that is, the [VPrt+NegPrt+V] order is also acceptable to a certain extent, besides the presumably canonical [NegPrt+V+VPrt] order. It is simultaneously demonstrated in the (c)-series that the sem-alternative “insists” on the canonical order of finite negation, instead of preferring, or at least tolerating, the [VPrt+NegPrt+V] order. It is a plausible conjecture that these are alternative ways of emphasizing negation: using the nem-construction with a special word order (167c’) or opting for the semconstruction while retaining the canonical negative word order (167c).

The next question to discuss is whether it is possible to trigger external-scope reading for a negative universal in the preinfinitival modifier zone of an infinitival head. As was mentioned above, external-scope reading may only be available in a construction in which the negative particle is attached to the finite predicate (which is hiba volt ‘was a mistake’ in the current case, resulting in a nem volt hiba ‘was not a mistake’ complex matrix predicate). We offer potential realizations of the required pattern in (168a+b/b’), which are perfect or almost perfect expressions of the intended external meanings. It is to be noted, however, that there is no theoryneutral procedure to prove that the negative universal is factually in the preinfinitival modifier zone of the infinitival head, which is the syntactic structure to be investigated in this subsection, and not in the postverbal modifier zone on the finite sentence level. The canonical ways to express the intended external-scope meaning are presented in (168c-c’), with containing either negative particle of sem and nem and the negative universal occupying a position in the preverbal modifier zone. The versions given in (168a+b/b’) are thus preferably to be considered as alternatives to those in (168c-c’) with the shared property that the negative universal occupies a position in the phrase of the finite verbal construction. In this theoryneutral book we have provided the relevant word-order variants with the intended external meanings, and it is up to readers how they analyze the data in their own syntactic frameworks.


	
(168) ● Operators in the preinfinitival modifier zone of infinitives VI.

Negative universal quantifiers with external scope readings?


	
a. Nem volt hiba [...].

not be.Past.3Sg mistake

ESR [∀ > ¬ > M]: ‘It was [… never …] a mistake [...].’


	
b. [soha-se(m)] meg-fogad-ni / (?)meg-fogad-n-od a tanácsokat

never-not perf-accept-Inf / perf-accept-Inf-2Sg the advice.Pl.Acc

‘… never … (for you) to accept the pieces of advice’


	
b’. (?)[soha] meg-fogad-ni / meg-fogad-n-od a tanácsokat

never perf-accept-Inf / perf-accept-Inf-2Sg the advice.Pl.Acc

‘… never … (for you) to accept the pieces of advice’


	
c. [Soha-se(m)] volt hiba meg-fogad-ni / meg-fogad-n-od a tanácsokat.

never-not be.Past.3Sg mistake perf-accept-Inf / perf-accept-Inf-2Sg the advice.Pl.Acc

‘It was never a mistake (for you) to accept the pieces of advice.’


	
c’. [Soha] nem volt hiba meg-fogad-ni / meg-fogad-n-od a tanácsokat.

never not be.Past.3Sg mistake perf-accept-Inf / perf-accept-Inf-2Sg the advice.Pl.Acc

‘It was never a mistake (for you) to accept the pieces of advice.’


	
d. Nem volt hiba [soha-se(m)] ?meg-fogad-ni / ??meg-fogad-n-od

not be.Past.3Sg mistake never-not perf-accept-Inf / perf-accept-Inf-2Sg

a tanácsokat.

the advice.Pl.Acc

ISR [¬ > M > ∀ > ¬]: ‘It was not a mistake (for you) to never accept the pieces of advice.’





Note in passing that the word order presented in (168a+b) can also be associated with a meaning in which the negative universal has internal scope in the preinfinitival modifier zone, as shown by the formula in (168d). The given meaning, however, is more complex than the meaning under investigation as it contains not only the negation part of the semantics of the universal quantifier (see the comments on (148) in 1.2.1.1.4) but also the negation of the finite predicate. Further discussion of this would thus go far beyond the scope of this book.

The next part of the subsection provides two tables summarizing the extent to which the given adjunct of uninflected and inflected infinitives can appear in the preinfinitival modifier zone as different types of operators with internal scope (Table 12) or external scope (Table 13).



Table 12 : Readiness of adjuncts of different types of infinitives to take internal scope in the preinfinitival modifier zone⏎


	
	Adjunct
	mind
	is
	se-
	csak
	nem
	wh



	
INFINITIVE

	
Temporal

	
✓/✓

	
✓/✓

	
✓/✓

	
(?)/✓

	
(?)/(?)

	
*/*



	
INFINITIVEAGR

	
Temporal

	
(?)/✓

	
(?)/✓

	
?/(?)

	
??/(?)

	
??/?

	
*/*





Table 13 : Readiness of adjuncts of different types of infinitives to take external scope in the preinfinitival modifier zone⏎


	
	Adjunct
	se-
	mind
	is
	csak
	nem
	wh



	
INFINITIVE

	
Temporal

	
✓

	
?

	
??

	
*

	
*

	
*



	
INFINITIVEAGR

	
Temporal

	
(?)

	
?

	
??

	
*

	
*

	
*



In Table 12 each cell contains two grammaticality judgments as both the ‘for instance’-construction and the postverbal test construction ab ovo make an internalscope reading possible (on the test constructions, see (138a-b) in 1.2.1.1.4). The first grammaticality judgments belong to the ‘for instance’-construction, in the case of which only the internal-scope reading is possible, while the second grammaticality judgments belong to the postverbal test context, in the case of which, besides the internal-scope reading, there is also a possibility of an external-scope reading. As can be seen, the structural possibility of external-scope readings does not tend to have a negative impact on the acceptability of the competing internalscope readings; moreover, the inflected infinitival construction type proves to significantly disprefer the context that the ‘for instance’-construction provides, with speaker dependent differences with respect to its extent. The reason for this dispreference is not clear.

As for the six operator types investigated, the crucial division is between the type of wh-phrase, which can never take internal scope, and all the other five types of operator, which readily take internal scope, with the following differences: (i) the grammaticality judgments associated with uninflected variants are approximately one-grade better than those associated with the corresponding inflected variants, (ii) as said above, inflected infinitival constructions are more acceptable in the postverbal zone than in the ‘for instance’-construction. The difference between the three quantifier types and the two focus types, which is radical in the postinfinitival complement zone (see Table 7 in 1.2.1.1.4), is very slight in the zone investigated in this subsection. This is in harmony with the characteristic property of Hungarian that operators tend to appear in pre-head positions (in order to show their scope).

Table 13 summarizes to what extent temporal adjuncts of the uninflected and then the inflected types investigated can appear in the preinfinitival modifier zone as different types of operators with external scope. As can be seen, the three quantifier types can more or less readily take external scope as preinfinitival operators while the three focus types can never take external scope. It is worth noting that, of the three quantifier types, it is the negative universal quantifier that most readily takes external scope, which is surprising in the light of the fact that this operator type is more complex than the other two quantifier types investigated. The high acceptability of the negative quantifier type has presumably to do with just this complexity, a component of which is that the finite predicate is explicitly marked with a negative particle, which helps in evoking/identifying the intended externalscope reading.

As was discussed in the case of all the three quantifier types, however, a serious methodological problem arises: there is no theory-neutral procedure to prove that the given quantifier is factually in the preinfinitival modifier zone of the infinitival head, which is the syntactic structure to be investigated in this subsection, and not in the postverbal modifier zone on the finite sentence level. The whole system of data provided in Table 13 should be considered by the reader who works in a particular syntactic framework according to the analysis offered by the given framework; we restrict ourselves to claiming that certain word orders (with appropriate stress patterns) can be associated with certain meanings.

The final part of this subsection is devoted to the investigation whether it is possible to have more than one operator in the preinfinitival modifier zone (169), or to have operators both before and after the infinitival head (170–171). As illustrated in the three series of examples mentioned, the answer is positive to both questions, but with an intricate side effect, which is the distribution of potential meaning variants based on different scope orders.

Let us first consider the case in which two adjuncts function as operators in the preinfinitival modifier zone, on the basis of the data presented in (169). In contrast to the situation in the postinfinitival complement zone (see (150) in 1.2.1.1.4), the examples in (169a-a’) are unambiguous due to the following two facts. (i) In Hungarian, pre-head operators are ordered scopally (see Remark 6 in the introductory part of 1.2.2), in contrast to operators in the post-head zone (É. Kiss 1992: 167). (ii) The ‘for instance’-construction licenses only the internal-scope reading in the case of the given operators.

The associated models in (169a-a’), as well as the further models given in (169170), are to be interpreted as follows. The speaker of the sentences, having received two lists for two days with names of the potential cities where to sell a certain book, expresses his or her discontent concerning the proposal in the lists; then, as a response to this, the one who has made the proposal crosses out certain of its parts—as few as possible—so that the remaining lists already satisfy the speaker’s expectations. The two models provided in (169a-a’) “differentiate” the two potential meanings as follows: Model2 is not compatible with the sentence in (169a), only with that in (169a’), since Model2 does not contain, besides Szeged, any further cities proposed as a place for selling the book on both days. Note in passing that Model1 is compatible with both sentences in (169a-a’) (in connection with the fact that sentence (169a) implies sentence (169a’)); providing it only serves the purpose of showing a prototypical model in which (169a) is true.


	
(169) ● More than one scope taking adjunct in the preinfinitival modifier zone


	
a. Na például [Szegeden is] [mindkét napon]

well for_instance Szeged.Sup also both day.Sup

árusít-ani / (?)árusít-an-unk a könyvet, az fölösleges.

sell-Inf / sell-Inf-1Pl the book.Acc that superfluous

ISR: [ALSO > ∀]: ‘Well for instance, the following is superfluous: in the case of [Szeged, among other cities], (for us) to sell the book there [on both days].’

MODEL1: sell the book on Saturday in these cities: {Pécs, Debrecen, Szeged}

sell the book on Sunday in these cities: {Pécs, Debrecen, Szeged}


	
a’. Na például [mindkét napon] [Szegeden is]

well for_instance both day.Sup Szeged.Sup also

árusít-ani / (?)árusít-an-unk a könyvet, az fölösleges.

sell-Inf / sell-Inf-1Pl the book.Acc that superfluous

ISR: [∀ > ALSO]: ‘Well for instance, the following is superfluous: in the case of [both days], (for us) to sell the book then [in Szeged, among other cities].’

MODEL2: sell the book on Saturday in these cities: {Pécs, Debrecen, Szeged}

sell the book on Sunday in these cities: {Miskolc, Veszprém, Szeged}


	
b. Fölösleges [mindkét napon] [Szegeden is]

superfluous both day.Sup Szeged.Sup also

árusít-ani / árusít-an-unk a könyvet.

sell-Inf / sell-Inf-1Pl the book.Acc

‘It was superfluous (for us) to sell the book [on both days] [also in Szeged].’

✓ISR1: [SUPERFLUOUS > BOTH DAYS > ALSO IN SZEGED]: {P, D, S},{M, V, S}

*ISR2: [SUPERFLUOUS > ALSO IN SZEGED > BOTH DAYS]: {P, D, S},{P, D, S}

(?)ESR-ISR1: [BOTH DAYS > SUPERFLUOUS > ALSO IN SZEGED]: {P, D, S},{M, V, S}

*?ESR-ISR2: [ALSO IN SZEGED > SUPERFLUOUS > BOTH DAYS]: {P, D, S},{P, D, S}

?ESR1: [BOTH DAYS > ALSO IN SZEGED > SUPERFLUOUS]: {P, D, S},{M, V, S}

??ESR2: [ALSO IN SZEGED > BOTH DAYS > SUPERFLUOUS]: {P, D, S},{P, D, S}





If there is no ‘for instance’-island to limit the two operator scopes concerned to internal status, as in (169b), altogether six potential scope orders emerge, as discussed in the comments concerning the analogously ambiguous sentence in (150b) in 1.2.1.1.4. It would go beyond the scope of this volume to systematically survey the distribution of the acceptability of the competing scope orders. The evaluation based on the two authors’ introspection presented above is to be regarded as a first approximation to the question; and the methodological question also emerges, again, concerning the syntactic position of the adjuncts interpreted as external-scope takers (postverbal vs. preinfinitival). Furthermore, it is also extremely difficult to capture the “marked” stress pattern by which one can indicate that an operator’s scope should be interpreted in a non-word-order-preserving way.

First of all, however, let us clarify the differences between the six readings given in (169b).

If reference to superfluousness has the highest scope (ISR1–2), it should be understood first of all what is the system of selling books which is refused but only as a whole. In ISR2, the system in question should contain at least one city in addition to Szeged in which the book is sold on both days; Pécs or Debrecen can be such cities, because in this case, the same cities are considered for both days. In ISR1, it is allowed that Szeged would be a “later proposal” beyond cities listed earlier for the two days independently (Pécs and Debrecen for one of them, Veszprém and Miskolc for the other one). In the case of both readings, the contraindication of the boss by qualifying a proposal as containing superfluous activities is minimally satisfied by excluding selling books in both days in Szeged (hence, in one of the days it is licensed to sell books in Szeged).

If reference to superfluousness has the lowest scope (ESR1–2), the book can be sold at fewer occasions: in addition to Szeged, where the book can be sold in neither day, there should be other forbidden cities, at least one, which should be the same for both days in the case of ESR2 (namely, Pécs, in the given model), or an arbitrary one from the pairs {Pécs, Debrecen} and {Veszprém, Miskolc} in the case of ESR1.

Finally, let us consider the hybrid interpretations. In the case of ESR-ISR1, it is forbidden for both days to sell books in Szeged in those days, in addition to arbitrary other cities; but books are allowed to be sold in other cities. In the case of ESR-ISR2, there are at least two cities in which book selling is forbidden in both days; in the model given above, Szeged and Pécs are such cities, but, if the head of the department is inclined to maximize the instances of book selling, (s)he should permit one day for selling books even in these two cities.

Our introspective evaluation essentially corroborates a quite simple hypothesis according to which the more instances of incompatibility between word order and intended scope order there are, the less acceptable the given reading is. That is why ISR1 is the most acceptable reading, based on the totally word-order-preserving scope order; and that is why ESR-ISR1 and ESR1 are also acceptable with semantically reflecting the order between the two scope taking adjuncts. Of the further three readings, the one which is not fully unacceptable is ESR2, in which both scope-taking adjuncts are “externalized” but their postverbal order does not obligatorily identify their scope order above the finite predicate (which is in total harmony with the observation according to which post-head operators are not ordered scopally, see É. Kiss (1992: 167), see also Remark 6 in the introductory part of 1.2.2). The two highly unacceptable scope orders are those in which the temporal scope taker is semantically placed above the (internally interpreted) locative scope taker from under it, relative to the word-order-suggested scope order; these cases are ISR2 and ESR-ISR2. ISR2 is the least acceptable scope order since it is impossible to interpret two internal scope takers in (internal-scope indicating) prehead positions with inverse scope order.

Let us now investigate a case in which there are two scope taking adjuncts but only one of them is placed in the preinfinitival modifier zone while the other appears in the postinfinitival modifier zone (1.2.2.2.2), see (170). The generalization cited above, according to which post-head operators are not ordered scopally (É. Kiss (1992: 167), see also Remark 6 in the introductory part of 1.2.2), can be obviously further generalized as follows: a post-head operator is not ordered scopally relative to another operator (either another post-head one or a pre-head one). This is illustrated in (170a-a’): the post-head operator can be interpreted scopally as both higher and lower than the pre-head operator, with the orderpreserving scope order having a very slight preference.

If there is no ‘for instance’-island to limit the two concerned operator scopes to internal status, the distribution of grammaticality judgments should be considered on six potential scope orders, as reviewed in (170b). Compared to the distribution observed in (169b), the variants marked with ISR2 and ESR-ISR2 are associated with at-least-two-degrees better grammaticality judgments; which is in total harmony with the aforementioned generalization according to which a scope taker in a post-head position (if it is possible at all to place the given scope taker in a post-head position) can quite freely be interpreted with a higher scope relative to the scope taker placed in a pre-head position. Hence, while in (169b) the locative adjunct cannot take scope over the temporal one (if the temporal one is interpreted with the “exhibited” internal scope under the finite predicate), the two corresponding scope hierarchies are only marked in (170b). As for the further four permutations, our explanatory comments concerning (170b) are the same as those concerning (169b).


	
(170) ● Operators in both the pre- and the postinfinitival modifier zone


	
a. Na például [Szegeden is] árusít-ani / (?)árusít-an-unk

well for_instance Szeged.Sup also sell-Inf / sell-Inf-1Pl

a könyvet [mindkét napon] , az fölösleges.

the book.Acc both day.Sup that superfluous

ISR1: [ALSO > ∀]: ‘Well for instance, the following is superfluous: in the case of [Szeged,

among other cities], (for us) to sell the book there [on both days].’

MODEL1: sell the book on Saturday in these cities: {Pécs, Debrecen, Szeged}

sell the book on Sunday in these cities: {Pécs, Debrecen, Szeged}

(?)ISR2: [∀ > ALSO]: ‘Well for instance, the following is superfluous: in the case of [both days],

(for us) to sell the book then [in Szeged, among other cities].’

MODEL2: sell the book on Saturday in these cities: {Pécs, Debrecen, Szeged}

sell the book on Sunday in these cities: {Miskolc, Veszprém, Szeged}


	
a’. Na például [mindkét napon] árusít-ani / (?)árusít-an-unk

well for_instance both day.Sup sell-Inf / sell-Inf-1Pl

a könyvet [Szegeden is], az fölösleges.

the book.Acc Szeged.Sup also that superfluous

(?)ISR1: [ALSO > ∀]: ‘Well for instance, the following is superfluous: in the case of [Szeged, among other cities], (for us) to sell the book there [on both days].’

MODEL1: sell the book on Saturday in these cities: {Pécs, Debrecen, Szeged}

sell the book on Sunday in these cities: {Pécs, Debrecen, Szeged}

ISR2: [∀ > ALSO]: ‘Well for instance, the following is superfluous: in the case of [both days],

(for us) to sell the book then [in Szeged, among other cities].’

MODEL2: sell the book on Saturday in these cities: {Pécs, Debrecen, Szeged}

sell the book on Sunday in these cities: {Miskolc, Veszprém, Szeged}


	
b. Fölösleges [mindkét napon] árusít-ani / árusít-an-unk a könyvet

superfluous both day.Sup sell-Inf / sell-Inf-1Pl the book.Acc

[Szegeden is].

Szeged.Sup also

‘It is superfluous (for us) to sell the book [on both days] [also in Szeged].’

✓ISR1: [SUPERFLUOUS > BOTH DAYS > ALSO IN SZEGED]: {P, D, S},{M, V, S}}

?ISR2: [SUPERFLUOUS > ALSO IN SZEGED > BOTH DAYS]: {P, D, S},{P, D, S}

(?)ESR-ISR1: [BOTH DAYS > SUPERFLUOUS > ALSO IN SZEGED]: {P, D, S},{M, V, S}

?ESR-ISR2: [ALSO IN SZEGED > SUPERFLUOUS > BOTH DAYS]: {P, D, S},{P, D, S}

?ESR1: [BOTH DAYS > ALSO IN SZEGED > SUPERFLUOUS]: {P, D, S},{M, V, S}

++*? ESR2: [ALSO IN SZEGED > BOTH DAYS > SUPERFLUOUS]: {P, D, S},{P, D, S}





The last case to investigate in this subsection is the combination in which there are two scope taking operators but only one of them is an adjunct placed in the preinfinitival modifier zone while the other is now an argument appearing in the postinfinitival complement zone (1.2.1.1.4), and not in the postinfinitival modifier zone, see (171). New models should be worked out to clarify the intended interpretations. These are presented also in (171): they consist of lists of publications, of which one is a book and others are various journals. Now the speaker of the sentences, having received two lists for two days with names of the potential publications to sell, expresses his or her discontent concerning the proposal in the lists; then, as a response to this, who has made the proposal crosses out its certain parts—as few as possible—so that the remaining lists already satisfy the speaker’s expectations. The two models provided in (171a), for instance, “differentiate” the two potential meanings as follows: Model2 is not compatible with the interpretation based on the scope order referred to as ISR1 while compatible with ISR2 (since Model2 does not contain, besides the Book, any further publications to sell both days). Note in passing that Model1 is compatible with both interpretations considered in (171a) (in connection with the fact that ISR1 implies ISR2; providing Model1 only serves the purpose of showing a prototypical model in which (171a) is true). It is worth clarifying, nevertheless, that models (immediately) help in differentiating meanings, and not sentences, since a sentence may be associated with two or more meanings, and in these cases, the alternative meanings are all compatible with the single sentence considered (typically to diverse extents). Two sentences can only be said to be distinguishable on the basis of models if they are unambiguous. The sentence in (171a), however, is not unambiguous, but, similar to the case in (170a-a’), it can be associated with both internal-scope readings (that is, with ISR1 and ISR2), due to the fact that the post-head operator can be interpreted scopally as both higher and lower than the pre-head operator, with the order-preserving scope order having a very slight preference.

The distribution of grammaticality judgments in (170a’,b) is completely identical with the pattern shown in (171a-b). Although future research might reveal differences between the scope taking properties of the two post-head constituent types, now it seems that what counts is not the type of the constituent but exclusively its pre-head or post-head position (in the way discussed several times: while pre-head operators are strictly ordered scopally in Hungarian, a post-head operator does not “show” its position in scopal ordering).


	
(171) ● Operators in both the preinfinitival modifier zone and the postinfinitival complement zone


	
a. Na például [mindkét napon] árusít-ani / (?)árusít-an-unk

well for_instance both day.Sup sell-Inf / sell-Inf-1Pl

[a könyvet is], az fölösleges.

the book.Acc also that superfluous

(?)ISR1: [ALSO > ∀]: ‘Well for instance, the following is superfluous: in the case of [the book, among other publications], (for us) to sell it [on both days].’

MODEL1: sell these publications on Saturday: {Journal1, Journal2, Book}

sell these publications on Sunday: {Journal1, Journal2, Book}

ISR2: [∀ > ALSO]: ‘Well for instance, the following is superfluous: in the case of [both days],

(for us) to sell [the book, among other publications].’

MODEL2: sell these publications on Saturday: {Journal1, Journal2, Book}

sell these publications on Sunday: {Journal3, Journal4, Book}


	
b. Fölösleges [mindkét napon] árusít-ani / árusít-an-unk [a könyvet is].

superfluous both day.Sup sell-Inf / sell-Inf-1Pl the book.Acc also ‘It is superfluous (for us) to sell [also the book] [on both days].’

✓ISR1: [SUPERFLUOUS > BOTH DAYS > ALSO THE BOOK]: {J1, J2, B},{J3, J4, B}}

?ISR2: [SUPERFLUOUS > ALSO THE BOOK > BOTH DAYS]: {J1, J2, B},{J1, J2, B}

(?)ESR-ISR1: [BOTH DAYS > SUPERFLUOUS > ALSO THE BOOK]: {J1, J2, B},{J3, J4, B}

?ESR-ISR2: [ALSO THE BOOK > SUPERFLUOUS > BOTH DAYS]: {J1, J2, B},{J1, J2, B}

?ESR1: [BOTH DAYS > ALSO THE BOOK > SUPERFLUOUS]: {J1, J2, B},{J3, J4, B}

*? ESR2: [ALSO THE BOOK > BOTH DAYS > SUPERFLUOUS]: {J1, J2, B},{J1, J2, B}






1.2.2.1.3 Arguments as pre-head operators

It is investigated in this subsection—via the operator types listed in (5) in the Introduction to the volume—which operator types can appear as arguments in the preinfinitival modifier zone. The results are worth comparing with the corresponding ones in the areas of scope-taking arguments in the postinfinitival complement zone in 1.2.1.1.4 and of scope-taking adjuncts in the preinfinitival modifier zone in 1.2.2.1.2.

The first operator to discuss is the type of mind-quantifier, which serves readily as an infinitival-phrase-internal operator expression, witnessed by (92) in 1.1.4.1, sub VII. The examples in (172) further corroborated that mind-quantifiers readily appear in preinfinitival modifier zones, with a slight difference between the two test constructions (in addition to the fact that the ‘for instance’-construction restricts scope facilities to the internal one): inflected infinitives are less tolerated in the ‘for instance’-construction than uninflected ones (172a). The reason for this is not clear; and the extent of this “intolerance” is quite speaker dependent.


	
(172) ● Mind-quantifiers in the preinfinitival modifier zone


	
a. Na például [mindkét informatikust] el-bocsát-ani / (?)el-bocsát-an-od,

well for_instance both IT_specialist.Acc away-send-Inf / away-send-Inf-2Sg

az hiba volt.

that mistake be.Past.3Sg

ISR: ‘Well for instance, (for you) to (simultaneously) dismiss [both IT specialists], that was a mistake.’


	
a’. Hiba volt [mindkét informatikust] el-bocsát-ani / el-bocsát-an-od.

mistake be.Past.3Sg both IT_specialist.Acc away-send-Inf / away-send-Inf-2Sg

ISR: ‘It was a mistake (for you) to (simultaneously) dismiss [both IT specialists].’

?ESR: ‘In the case of [both IT specialists], it was a mistake (for you) to dismiss each of them.’


	
b. Na például [mindkét szakértőnek] le-mond-ani-a,

well for_instance both expert.Dat down-say-Inf-3Sg

az hiba volt.

that mistake be.Past.3Sg

ISR: ‘Well for instance, for [both experts] to (simultaneously) resign, that was a mistake.’


	
b’. Hiba volt [mindkét szakértőnek] le-mond-ani-a.

mistake be.Past.3Sg both expert.Dat down-say-Inf-3Sg

ISR: ‘It was a mistake for [both expert] to (simultaneously) resign.’

(?)ESR: ‘In the case of [both expert], it was a mistake for each of them to resign.’





As for potential external-scope-reading options in (172a’,b’), they are also available in the same word-order variants but to a somewhat lesser extent; this reading is not easy to retrieve, the appropriate stress pattern is to be carefully carried out. It is to be noted, however, that there is no theory-neutral procedure to prove that the mindquantifier—or any other operator type investigated in this subsection—is factually in the preinfinitival modifier zone of the infinitival head, which is the syntactic structure to be investigated in this subsection, and not in the postverbal modifier zone on the finite sentence level. In this theory-neutral book we have provided the relevant word-order variants with the intended external meanings, and it is up to readers how they analyze the data in their own syntactic frameworks. For a more detailed discussion of an analogous problem, see the comments on (168) in 1.2.2.1.2. Infinitives also readily host is-quantifiers in their preinfinitival modifier zones

(173), sometimes with slight decrease in acceptability (173a’ESR, bISR, b’ESR), which may be attributed to the fact that the contribution of ‘also’ tends to be less clear than that of a universal quantifier. Otherwise, the same tendencies can be observed as in the case of mind-quantifiers: (i) in the postverbal zone, the external-scope reading is somewhat less available than the internal-scope one (173a’,b’), and (ii) inflected infinitives are less tolerated in the ‘for instance’-construction (173a) than in the postverbal zone (173a’).


	
(173) ● Is-quantifiers in the preinfinitival modifier zone


	
a. Na például [Petit is] el-bocsát-ani / (?)el-bocsát-an-od,

well for_instance Peti.Acc also away-send-Inf / away-send-Inf-2Sg

az hiba volt.

that mistake be.Past.3Sg

ISR: ‘Well for instance, (for you) to dismiss [Peti as well], that was a mistake.’


	
a’. Hiba volt [Petit is] el-bocsát-ani / el-bocsát-an-od.

mistake be.Past.3Sg Peti.Acc also away-send-Inf / away-send-Inf-2Sg

ISR: ‘It was a mistake (for you) to dismiss [Peti as well].’

??ESR: ‘In the case of [Peti], too, it was a mistake (for you) to dismiss him.’


	
b. ?Na például [Petinek is] le-mond-ani-a, az hiba volt.

well for_instance Peti.Dat also down-say-Inf-3Sg that mistake be.Past.3Sg

ISR: ‘Well for instance, for [Peti as well] to resign, that was a mistake.’


	
b’. Hiba volt [Petinek is] le-mond-ani-a.

mistake be.Past.3Sg Peti.Dat also down-say-Inf-3Sg

ISR: ‘It was a mistake for [Peti as well] to resign.’

?ESR: ‘In the case of [Peti], too, it was a mistake for him to resign.’





Let us turn to the investigation of the appearance of focus expressions in preinfinitival modifier zones. Hungarian focus is widely known for explicitly demonstrating its scope by obligatorily appearing immediately left-adjacent to the verb stem (174c), which predicts that a focus expression cannot appear in the postverbal zone. The prediction is unequivocally borne out: every word-order variant based on the “postverbal” test construction is fully unacceptable with an external scope (174a’,b’). There is a difference between finite and infinitival “contexts”: in the latter context, it is only an option for the focus expression to be immediately followed by the infinitival stem. The finite-like [verbal particle+Inf] order is also acceptable; moreover, it tends to be preferred. In (174), a one-degree preference tends to be marked in all points, but for certain speakers (e.g., who is referred to as speaker2 in Tables 10 and 11 in 1.2.2.1.2, see also Farkas 2020), there is rather an at-least-two-degree difference, especially if the infinitive is inflected and placed in the ‘for instance’-construction.


	
(174) ● Focus in the preinfinitival modifier zone


	
a. Na például [csak Petit] el-bocsát-ani / (?)el-bocsát-an-od /

well for_instance only Peti.Acc away-send-Inf / away-send-Inf-2Sg /

(?)[bocsáta-ni el] / ?[bocsát-an-od el], az hiba volt.

send-Inf away / send-Inf-2Sg away that mistake be.Past.3Sg

ISR: ‘Well for instance, (for you) to dismiss [only Peti], that was a mistake.’


	
a’. Hiba volt [csak Petit] el-bocsát-ani / el-bocsát-an-od /

mistake be.Past.3Sg only Peti.Acc away-send-Inf / away-send-Inf-2Sg /

(?)[bocsáta-ni el] / (?)[bocsát-an-od el].

send-Inf away / send-Inf-2Sg away

ISR: ‘Well for instance, (for you) to dismiss [only Peti], that was a mistake.’

*ESR: ‘It is in the case of [only Peti] that it was a mistake (for you) to dismiss him.’


	
b. Na például [csak Petinek ] (?)le-mond-ani-a / ?[mond-ani-a le],

well for_instance only Peti.Dat down-say-Inf-3Sg / say-Inf-3Sg down

az hiba volt.

that mistake be.Past.3Sg

ISR: ‘Well for instance, for [only Peti] to resign, that was a mistake.’


	
b’. Hiba volt [csak Petinek] le-mond-ani-a / ??[mond-ani-a le].

mistake be.Past.3Sg only Peti.Dat down-say-Inf-3Sg / say-Inf-3Sg down

ISR: ‘It was a mistake for [only Peti] to resign.’

*ESR: ‘It is in the case of [only Peti] that it was a mistake for him to resign.’


	
c. [Csak Petit] [bocsátották el] / *el-bocsátották.

only Peti.Acc send.Past.3Pg away / away-send.Past.3Pl

‘[Only Peti] was dismissed.’





The two tendencies observed in the case of mind- and is-quantifiers also hold for focus expressions, with a uniform decrease in grammaticality judgments: (i) in the postverbal zone, the external-scope reading is not only “somewhat less available than the internal-scope one” but simply “not available” (174a’,b’), and (ii) inflected infinitives are less tolerated in the ‘for instance’-construction (174a) than in the postverbal zone (174a’).

Negated constituents in Hungarian function as foci, so they also obligatorily trigger a [verb+verbal particle] order in finite verbal constructions (175c). The same tendencies hold for negative focus expressions hosted in the preinfinitival modifier zone as for csak-focus expressions, with a uniform slight decrease in grammaticality judgments: (i) in the postverbal zone, the external-scope reading is not available (175a’,b’), and (ii) inflected infinitives are less tolerated in the ‘for instance’construction (175a) than in the postverbal zone (175a’). Note that it is only an option, again, for the negative focus expression to be immediately followed by the infinitival stem. The finite-like [verbal particle+Inf] order is also acceptable; and, again, it tends to be preferred in some constructions, especially for certain speakers, and especially in cases in which the infinitive is inflected and placed in the ‘for instance’-construction.


	
(175) ● Negative focus in the preinfinitival modifier zone


	
a. Na például [nem Petit] (?)el-bocsát-ani / (?)el-bocsát-an-od /

well for_instance not Peti.Acc away-send-Inf / away-send-Inf-2Sg / (?)[bocsáta-ni el] / ?[bocsát-an-od el], az hiba volt.

send-Inf away / send-Inf-2Sg away that mistake be.Past.3Sg

ISR: ‘Well for instance, (for you) to dismiss [anyone other than Peti], that was a mistake.’


	
a’. Hiba volt [nem Petit] (?)el-bocsát-ani / (?)el-bocsát-an-od /

mistake be.Past.3Sg not Peti.Acc away-send-Inf / away-send-Inf-2Sg /

(?)[bocsáta-ni el] / ?[bocsát-an-od el].

send-Inf away / send-Inf-2Sg away

(?)ISR: ‘It was a mistake (for you) to dismiss [anyone other than Peti].’

*ESR: ‘It is in the case of [anyone other than Peti] that it was a mistake (for you) to dismiss him or her.’


	
b. Na például [nem Petinek ] (?)le-mond-ani-a / ?[mond-ani-a le],

well for_instance not Peti.Dat down-say-Inf-3Sg / say-Inf-3Sg down

az hiba volt.

that mistake be.Past.3Sg

ISR: ‘Well for instance, for [anyone other than Peti] to resign, that was a mistake.’


	
b’. Hiba volt [nem Petinek] ?le-mond-ani-a / ??[mond-ani-a le].

mistake be.Past.3Sg not Peti.Dat down-say-Inf-3Sg / say-Inf-3Sg down

Intended meanings:

?ISR: ‘It was a mistake for [anyone other than Peti] to resign.’

*ESR: ‘In the case of [anyone other than Peti], it was a mistake for him or her to resign.’


	
c. [Nem Petit] [bocsátották el] / *el-bocsátották.

not Peti.Acc send.Past.3Pg away / away-send.Past.3Pl

‘It was not Peti that was dismissed.’





The next question to discuss is whether it is possible for negative (universal) quantifiers to appear in the preinfinitival modifier zone (cf. (96) in 1.1.4.1, sub VII). In the course of the investigation of this operator type we face the proliferation of options to be taken into account in the area of both semantic factors and word orders (cf. the comments on post-infinitival argument-type negative (universal) quantifiers in 1.2.1.1.4 and, especially, pre-infinitival adjunct-type negative (universal) quantifiers in 1.2.2.1.2).

Negative quantifiers are special in that they inevitably require Negative Concord: a negative particle, either nem or se(m) ‘not’, must appear within the phrase of the infinitive whose preinfinitival modifier zone contains the given negative quantifier. The negative particle must precede the infinitival head, but relative to this double pillar the verbal particle can appear in all the three potential positions: (i) the verbal particle can be preceded by these elements, resulting in a [NegPrt+Inf+VPrt] order (see the primeless examples (176a+b,c,d)), (ii) it can appear between the negative particle and the infinitival head in a [NegPrt+VPrt+Inf] order (176a+b’,c’,d’), or (iii) it can precede the negative particle and the infinitival head in a [VPrt+NegPrt+Inf] order (176a+b”,c”,d”). It is illustrated in (176a+e-e’) that the two negative particles nem and se(m) cannot be simultaneously present before the infinitival head (cf. (144) in 1.2.1.1.4, concerning the simultaneous presence of the two negative particles on the two sides of the infinitive). Remember that, as discussed in 1.2.1.1.4 (see the comments on (144), this latter negative particle has a stylistic alternative without the last consonant m: the se variant is more casual. Nevertheless, in the series of examples below, the sem and se variants are not considered separately, because their stylistic difference seems to imply no difference in acceptability. These factors are investigated in uninflected infinitival constructions (176a+b-b’), and, parallel to them, in inflected ones (176a+c-d”).


	
(176) ● Negative universal quantifiers in the preinfinitival modifier zone I:

‘for instance’-constructions


	
a. Na például [...], az hiba volt.

well for_instance that mistake be.Past.3Sg

ISR: ‘Well for instance, [...], that was a mistake.’


	
b. [senkit] se(m) / nem bocsát-ani el

no-one.Acc not / not send-Inf away


	
b’. [senkit] se(m) / nem el-bocsát-ani

no-one.Acc not / not away-send-Inf


	
b”. [senkit] el sem / nem bocsát-ani

no-one.Acc away not / not send-Inf

‘to dismiss [no-one]’


	
c. [senkit] se(m) / nem bocsát-an-od el

no-one.Acc not / not send-Inf-2Sg away


	
c’. [senkit] se(m) / nem el-bocsát-an-od

no-one.Acc not / not away-send-Inf-2Sg


	
c”. [senkit] el sem / nem bocsát-an-od

no-one.Acc away not / not send-Inf-2Sg

‘to dismiss [no-one]’


	
d. [senkinek] se(m) / nem mond-ani-a le

no-one.Dat not / not say-Inf-3Sg down


	
d’. [senkinek] se(m) / nem le-mond-ani-a

no-one.Dat not / not down-say-Inf-3Sg


	
d”. [senkinek] le sem / nem mond-ani-a

no-one.Dat down not / not say-Inf-3Sg

‘[for no-one] to resign’


	
e. *[senkit] se(m) el nem bocsát-ani / bocsát-an-od

no-one.Acc not away not send-Inf / send-Inf-2Sg

‘(for you) to dismiss [no-one]’

e’. *[senkit] nem el se(m) bocsát-ani / bocsát-an-od

no-one.Acc not away not send-Inf / send-Inf-2Sg

‘(for you) to dismiss [no-one]’





We provide two series of judgments in Table 14 for the tests based on the ‘for instance’-construction, where only the internal-scope relation is expected, see (176a), given the fact that even the authors have provided quite different grammaticality judgments concerning the set of altogether 18 cases. It is not surprising that these intricate patterns of grammaticality judgments, presumably due to the underlying ordered sets of microparameters (with potentially different orderings), are highly exposed to speaker dependent differences. Our analysis can be regarded as a point of departure which can serve as the “null hypothesis” for would-be statistical tests whose aims should be decided on the basis of theoryinternal purposes.



Table 14 : Grammaticality judgments from two speakers pertaining to the test constructions given in (176)⏎


	(176)
	b
	b’
	b”
	c
	c’
	c”
	d
	d’
	d”



	
SP1

	
(?)/✓

	
??/*?

	
*/(?)

	
(?)/(?)

	
*?/*?

	
*/?

	
?/?

	
*?/*

	
*/?



	
SP2

	
(?)/(?)

	
??/?

	
*/?

	
*?/??

	
*?/??

	
*/*?

	
??/?

	
*?/??

	
*/??



The x/y pairs of grammaticality judgments in Table 14 are associated with the constructions containing sem or nem, respectively. The results show that the tendency observed in the case of argument-type negative universal quantifiers in postinfinitival complement zones (see Table 5 in 1.2.1.1.4) also holds for these in the preinfinitival modifier zone: some Hungarians (like speaker1) tolerate well the ‘verbal particle last’ constructions also in certain inflected infinitival constructions (see the grammaticality judgments associated with (176c)), while others (like speaker2) do not (see also Farkas 2020). If there is no uninflected alternative (see Remark 1 in 1.1.4.1, sub VII), however, as in (176d), there is no radical difference between the two kinds of speakers.

In the case of uninflected infinitival constructions, the [NegPrt+Inf+VPrt] order (176b) is the best, again, for both speakers in the preinfinitival modifier zone (see the similar grammaticality judgments of analogous constructions in the postinfinitival complement zone in Table 5 in 1.2.1.1.4, and see also Table 10 in 1.2.2.1.3 showing similar results in the case of adjuncts in preinfinitival modifier zone).

Another observation is that in the preinfinitival modifier zone, both speakers definitely reject the construction in which sem appears between the verbal particle and the infinitival head (*[VPrt+se(m)NegPrt+Inf]), see the double primed examples in (176). The significant difference between the two speakers’ judgments concerning the double primed examples with the negative particle nem is also worth a note. The positive evaluation of the [VPrt+nemNegPrt+Inf] order by speaker1 may have to do with a special finite negative construction, an emphatic kind of negation (É. Kiss 1992: 155), which is unexpectedly sensible to mood (Alberti and Medve 2002: 127–128), as illustrated in (167a’,b’) in 1.2.2.1.2. Our hypothesis is that it is speaker dependent whether one is inclined to adapt this special negative construction from the finite sphere (see the primed examples in (167) to the infinitival one (see also N1.3.1.2.4.1, sub III).

The [NegPrt+VPrt+Inf] order, presented in the primed examples in (176), is associated with a basically negative evaluation, with different preferences between the two kinds of the negative particles: in this construction type, speaker1 consistently prefers sem while speaker2 nem.

Finally, there is no convincingly acceptable inflected infinitival construction containing a non-subject-like negative quantifier in the preinfinitival modifier zone for native speakers like speaker2, see (176c-c”); the best result is ’??’, associated with constructions containing the negative particle nem in (176c-c’). As for speaker1, however, the ‘verbal particle last’ construction “saves” for him the (c)type with its ‘(?)’ evaluation, see (176c).

If the constructions under investigation are not “closed” in a ‘for instance’construction, generally two readings are expected, ‘internal’ versus ‘external’ ones. In the case of negative universals, however, while there are six potential versions at first glance, “ultimately” only a certain internal-scope reading is available (see the translation of (177a)). This is due to the fact that scope hierarchy is clearly defined between the three logical factors universal quantification, negation and the matrix predicate hiba volt ’was a mistake’ via the following three restrictions, given as (iiii) (cf. the comments on (145–148) in 1.2.1.1.4). (i) In the case of negative universal quantifiers, universal quantification always has scope over negation: […

∀ > ¬ …]. (ii) This scope must be an immediate scope, in the sense that the scopal effect of the finite predicate ‘was a mistake’, marked by ‘M’ in the formula given in (177a), cannot appear between the two logical operators: *[… ∀ > X > ¬ …]. (iii) The position of the negative particle disambiguates between the internal/external scope-reading alternatives: if it is attached to the infinitival head (like in the series of examples in (177), the construction in question must be interpreted internally: [M > ∀ > ¬], while if it is attached to the matrix predicate (like in the series of examples in (178–179), the construction must be interpreted externally: [∀ > ¬ > M].


	
(177) ● Negative universal quantifiers in the preinfinitival modifier zone II:

Internal-scope readings


	
a. Hiba volt [...].

mistake be.Past.3Sg

ISR [M > ∀ > ¬]: ‘It was a mistake [...].’


	
b. [senkit] se(m) / nem bocsát-ani el

no-one.Acc not / not send-Inf away


	
b’. [senkit] se(m) / nem el-bocsát-ani

no-one.Acc not / not away-send-Inf


	
b”. [senkit] el sem / nem bocsát-ani

no-one.Acc away not / not send-Inf

‘to dismiss [no-one]’


	
c. [senkit] se(m) / nem bocsát-an-od el

no-one.Acc not / not send-Inf-2Sg away


	
c’. [senkit] se(m) / nem el-bocsát-an-od

no-one.Acc not / not away-send-Inf-2Sg


	
c”. [senkit] el sem / nem bocsát-an-od

no-one.Acc away not / not send-Inf-2Sg

‘to dismiss [no-one]’


	
d. [senkinek] se(m) / nem mond-ani-a le

no-one.Dat not / not say-Inf-3Sg down


	
d’. [senkinek] se(m) / nem le-mond-ani-a

no-one.Dat not / not down-say-Inf-3Sg


	
d”. [senkinek] le sem / nem mond-ani-a

no-one.Dat down not / not say-Inf-3Sg

‘[for no-one] to resign’


	
e. *[senkit] se(m) el nem bocsát-ani / bocsát-an-od

no-one.Acc not away not send-Inf / send-Inf-2Sg

‘(for you) to dismiss [no-one]’

e’. *[senkit] nem el se(m) bocsát-ani / bocsát-an-od

no-one.Acc not away not send-Inf / send-Inf-2Sg

‘(for you) to dismiss [no-one]’





There are, obviously, rich systems of (partly speaker dependent) differences in acceptability of the variants given in (177b-d”) as expressions of the single potential meaning given in (177a). Table 15 is devoted to the demonstration of the judgments of the two authors. Note that there are no grammaticality judgments associated with (177e-e’) in Table 15 due to the fact that it holds also for these constructions that the two negative particles nem and se(m) cannot be simultaneously present before the infinitival head (see the comments on (176a+e-e’) above).



Table 15 : Grammaticality judgments from two speakers pertaining to the test constructions given in (177)⏎


	(177)
	b
	b’
	b”
	c
	c’
	c”
	d
	d’
	d”



	
SP1

	
(?)/✓

	
?/??

	
*/?

	
(?)/(?)

	
*?/*

	
*/*?

	
?/?

	
*?/*

	
*/*?



	
SP2

	
?/(?)

	
??/?

	
*/??

	
*?/*?

	
*?/*?

	
*/*?

	
??/?

	
*?/??

	
*/*?



The x/y pairs of grammaticality judgments in Table 15 are essentially in harmony with the tendencies formulated on the basis of the evaluations presented in Table 14. First of all, the [VPrt+NegPrt+Inf] order with sem is fully unacceptable, again, for both speakers, see the grammaticality judgments associated with the double primed examples in (177). However, in contrast to the analogous examples in (176), the same holds for the same order with the other negative particle nem: in these cases, even speaker1 refuses the given order, except for the case of uninflected infinitival constructions (177b”).

It is, again, the uninflected infinitival expression that, for both speakers, tolerates best the ‘verbal particle last’ order constructions, and it is only speaker1, again, who accepts (at least) certain inflected infinitival constructions (177c,c”), while for native speakers like speaker2 there is, again, no acceptable word order variant for the constructions in question.

The next question to discuss is whether it is possible to trigger external-scope reading for an argument-type negative universal in the preinfinitival modifier zone of an infinitival head. As mentioned above before (177), similar to the case of deverbal nouns (N2.1.1.4.5), external-scope reading may only be available in a construction in which the negative particle is attached to the finite predicate (which is hiba volt ‘was a mistake’ in the current case, resulting in a nem volt hiba ‘was not a mistake’ complex matrix predicate).

We offer potential realizations of the required pattern in (178a+b/b’), of which only the examples with sem ’not’ are perfect expressions of the intended external meanings (178a+b) The corresponding variants without sem are not (convincingly) acceptable; nor can sem be replaced with a second nem, since by this replacement we would inevitably receive the unintended “too complex” meaning considered in (178d). It is to be noted, however, that there is no theory-neutral procedure to prove that the negative universal is factually in the preinfinitival modifier zone of the infinitival head, which is the syntactic structure to be investigated in this subsection, and not in the postverbal modifier zone on the finite sentence level. The canonical ways to express the intended external-scope meaning are presented in (178c-c’), with containing either negative particle of sem and nem and the negative universal occupying a position in the preverbal modifier zone (see also the comments on (168) in 1.2.2.1.2). The versions given in (178a+b/b’) are thus preferably to be considered as alternatives to those in (178c-c’) with the shared property that the negative universal occupies a position in the phrase of the finite verbal construction. In this theory-neutral book we have provided the relevant word-order variants with the intended external meanings, and it is up to readers how they analyze the data in their own syntactic frameworks.


	
(178) ● Operators in the preinfinitival modifier zone of infinitives III.

Negative universal quantifiers as non-subject-like arguments with external scope readings?


	
a. Nem volt hiba [...].

not be.Past.3Sg mistake

ESR [∀ > ¬ > M]: ‘[… In the case of no-one …] it was a mistake [...].’


	
b. [senkit se(m)] el-bocsát-ani / (?)el-bocsát-an-od

no-one.Acc not away-send-Inf / away-send-Inf-2Sg

‘(for you) to dismiss them’


	
b’. [senkit] ??el-bocsát-ani / *?el-bocsát-an-od

no-one.Acc away-send-Inf / away-send-Inf-2Sg

‘…(for you) to dismiss them’


	
c. [Senkit se(m)] volt hiba el-bocsát-ani / el-bocsát-an-od.

no-one.Acc not be.Past.3Sg mistake away-send-Inf / away-send-Inf-2Sg

‘In the case of no-one, it was a mistake

(for you) to dismiss them.’


	
c’. [Senkit] nem volt hiba el-bocsát-ani / el-bocsát-an-od.

no-one.Acc not be.Past.3Sg mistake away-send-Inf / away-send-Inf-2Sg

‘In the case of no-one, it was a mistake (for you) to dismiss them.’


	
d. Nem volt hiba [senkit se(m)] ?el-bocsát-ani / ??el-bocsát-an-od.

not be.Past.3Sg mistake no-one.Acc not away-send-Inf / away-send-Inf-2Sg

ISR [¬ > M > ∀ > ¬]: ‘It was not a mistake (for you) to dismiss no-one.’





Note in passing that the word order presented in (178a+b) can also be associated with a meaning in which the negative universal has internal scope in the preinfinitival modifier zone, as shown by the formula in (178d). The given meaning, however, is more complex than the meaning under investigation as it contains not only the negation part of the semantics of the universal quantifier (see the comments on (148) in 1.2.1.1.4) but also the negation of the finite predicate. Further discussion of this would thus go far beyond the scope of this book.

As illustrated in the series of examples in (179), what holds for inflected nonsubject-like negative universal quantifiers also holds for infinitives with subject-like negative universal quantifiers (NB: the sentences marked with the same letters illustrate the same observations in the argumentations). Thus, the acceptable variant is the one with se(m).


	
(179) ● Operators in the preinfinitival modifier zone of infinitives IV.

Negative universal quantifiers as subject-like arguments with external scope readings?


	
a. Nem volt hiba [...].

not be.Past.3Sg mistake

ESR [∀ > ¬ > M]: ‘[… In the case of no-one …] it was a mistake [...].’


	
b. [senkinek se(m)] le-mond-ani-a

no-one.Dat not down-say-Inf-3Sg

‘for him/her to resign’


	
b’. ??[senkinek] le-mond-ani-a

no-one.Dat down-say-Inf-3Sg

‘for him/her to resign’


	
c. (?)[Senkinek se(m)] volt hiba le-mond-ani-a.

no-one.Dat not be.Past.3Sg mistake down-say-Inf-3Sg

‘In the case of no-one, it was a mistake for him/her to resign.’


	
c’. (?)[Senkinek] nem volt hiba le-mond-ani-a.

no-one.Dat not be.Past.3Sg mistake down-say-Inf-3Sg

‘In the case of no-one, it was a mistake for him/her to resign.’


	
d. ??Nem volt hiba [senkinek se(m)] le-mond-ani-a.

not be.Past.3Sg mistake no-one.Dat not down-say-Inf-3Sg

ISR [¬ > M > ∀ > ¬]: ‘It was not a mistake for no-one to resign.’





The next question to discuss in this subsection is whether wh-phrases can appear in the preinfinitival modifier zone.

As in the case of postinfinitival complement zones (see (149) in 1.2.1.1.4), the answer is a definite “no” (180). Since a wh-phrase “insists on” the presence of focus in its scopal domain, it cannot have an external scope on the conditions tested (180a-b’), for the reasons discussed in the subsection on focus in the postinfinitival complement zone, see the comments on non-available external-scope readings in (142a’,b’,c’) in 1.2.1.1.4, and in (174a’,b’) and in (175a’,b’) above. A wh-phrase is also not capable of taking infinitival-phrase-internal scope (180a-b’); this is due to semantic factors: the meaning of the matrix predicate (hiba volt ‘(it) was a mistake’) is incompatible with an argument with an interrogative content. The analogous pair of examples in (180c-c’) serves as an illustration of the fact that an infinitival phrase cannot host an internal-scope wh-phrase in its preinfinitival modifier zone (180c) even if the matrix predicate is compatible with an argument with an interrogative content (180c’).


	
(180) ● Wh-phrases in the preinfinitival modifier zone?


	
a. *Na például kit el-bocsát-ani / el-bocsát-an-od,

well for_instance who.Acc away-send-Inf / away-send-Inf-2Sg

az hiba volt?

that mistake be.Past.3Sg

ISR: -


	
a’. *Hiba volt kit el-bocsát-ani / el-bocsát-an-od?

mistake be.Past.3Sg who.Acc away-send-Inf / away-send-Inf-2Sg

ISR: -

Intended meaning (ESR): ‘Whom does it hold for that it was a mistake (for you) to dismiss?’


	
b. *Na például kinek fel-mond-ani-a, az hiba volt?

well for_instance who.Dat up-say-Inf-3Sg that mistake be.Past.3Sg

ISR: -


	
b’. *Hiba volt kinek fel-mond-ani-a?

mistake be.Past.3Sg who.Dat up-say-Inf-3Sg

ISR: -

Intended meaning (ESR): ‘Whom does it hold for that it was a mistake for him or her to quit?’


	
c. *Na például kit el-bocsát-ani / el-bocsát-an-od, azt megkérdeztem.

well for_instance who.Acc away-send-Inf / away-send-Inf-2Sg that.Acc ask.Past.1Sg

Intended meaning (ISR): ‘Well for instance, as for the question as to who had been dismissed (by you), I have asked it.’


	
c’. Megkérdeztem, hogy kit bocsátottak / bocsátottál el.

ask.Past.1Sg that who.Acc send.Past.3Pl / send.Past.2Sg away

‘I asked who had been dismissed (by you).’


	
c”. Van kit elbocsátani / elbocsátanod.

be.3Sg who.Acc away.send.Inf / away.send.Inf.2Sg

‘There is someone (for you) to dismiss.’





Note in passing that the incapability of wh-phrases for taking internal scope within an infinitival phrase holds not only for wh-phrases in the preinfinitival modifier zone but also for those occurring anywhere within an infinitival phrase. The construction presented in (180c”) seems to serve as a counterexample since the infinitival phrase contains a wh-expression. As shown in 1.4.1, however, the whphrases in modal existential wh-constructions do not function as interrogative elements (but as somebody-like indefinite pronouns); see also the comments on (149c”) in 1.2.1.1.4.

The next part of the subsection provides two tables summarizing the extent to which subject-like and non-subject-like arguments (in particular, objects) of uninflected and inflected infinitives can appear in the preinfinitival modifier zone as different types of operators with internal scope (Table 16) or external scope (Table 17).



Table 16 : Readiness of arguments of different types of infinitives to take internal scope in the preinfinitival modifier zone⏎


	
	Argument type
	mind
	is
	csak
	se-
	nem
	wh



	
INFINITIVE

	
non-subject-like

	
✓/✓

	
✓/✓

	
✓/✓

	
✓/✓

	
(?)/(?)

	
*/*



	
INFINITIVEAGR

	
non-subject-like

	
(?)/✓

	
(?)/✓

	
?/ ✓

	
(?)/(?)

	
(?)/(?)

	
*/*



	
INFINITIVEAGR

	
subject-like

	
✓/✓

	
?/ ✓

	
?/ ✓

	
?/?

	
(?)/?

	
*/*





Table 17 : Readiness of arguments of different types of infinitives to take external scope in the preinfinitival modifier zone⏎


	
	Argument type
	se-
	mind
	is
	csak
	nem
	wh



	
INFINITIVE

	
non-subject-like

	
✓

	
?

	
??

	
*

	
*

	
*



	
INFINITIVEAGR

	
non-subject-like

	
(?)

	
?

	
??

	
*

	
*

	
*



	
INFINITIVEAGR

	
subject-like

	
✓

	
(?)

	
?

	
*

	
*

	
*



In Table 16 each cell contains two grammaticality judgments as both the ‘for instance’-construction and the postverbal test construction ab ovo make an internalscope reading possible (on the test constructions, see (138a-b) in 1.2.1.1.4). The first grammaticality judgments belong to the ‘for instance’-construction, in the case of which only the internal-scope reading is possible, while the second grammaticality judgments belong to the postverbal test context, in the case of which, besides the internal-scope reading, there is also a possibility of an external-scope reading. As can be seen, the structural possibility of external-scope readings does not tend to have a negative impact on the acceptability of the competing internalscope readings; moreover, the inflected infinitival construction type proves to significantly disprefer the context that the ‘for instance’-construction provides, with speaker dependent differences with respect to its extent. The reason for this dispreference is not clear.

As for the six operator types investigated, the crucial division is between the type of wh-phrase, which can never take internal scope, and all the other five types of operator, which readily take internal scope, with the following differences: (i) the grammaticality judgments associated with uninflected variants are approximately one-grade better than those associated with the corresponding inflected variants, (ii) as said above, inflected infinitival constructions are more acceptable in the postverbal zone than in the ‘for instance’-construction. The difference between the three quantifier types and the two focus types, which is radical in the postinfinitival complement zone (see Table 7 in 1.2.1.1.4), is very slight in the zone investigated in this subsection. This is in harmony with the characteristic property of Hungarian that operators tend to appear in pre-head positions (in order to show their scope).

Table 17 summarizes to the extent to which certain arguments of the uninflected and then the inflected types investigated can appear in the preinfinitival modifier zone as different types of operators with external scope. As can be seen, the three quantifier types can more or less readily take external scope as preinfinitival operators while the three focus types can never take external scope. It is worth noting that, of the three quantifier types, it is the negative universal quantifier that most readily takes external scope; which is surprising in the light of the fact that this operator type is more complex than the other two quantifier types investigated. The high acceptability of the negative quantifier type has presumably to do with just this complexity, a component of which is that the finite predicate is explicitly marked with a negative particle, which helps in evoking/identifying the intended externalscope reading.

A comparison between the patterns of values of the extent to which arguments (Table 16 and 17), on the one hand, and adjuncts (see Tables 12 and 13 in 1.2.2.1.2), on the other, of uninflected and inflected infinitives can appear in the preinfinitival modifier zone as different types of operators with internal scope supports the following attractive generalizations. In respect of their readiness to take external scope, there is no difference between arguments and adjuncts. In respect of their readiness to take internal scope, there is a slight difference between arguments and adjuncts: arguments tend to provide one-degree better acceptability data. It can be said that they “score better” in a way that instances of evaluation ‘unclear status’ (‘??’) in the case of adjuncts correspond to undoubtedly positive status values (‘?’/’(?)’) in the case of arguments.

The same methodological problem arises as that discussed concerning adjuncts: in the case of all the three quantifier types, there is no theory-neutral procedure to prove that the given quantifier is factually in the preinfinitival modifier zone of the infinitival head, which is the syntactic structure to be investigated in this subsection, and not in the postverbal modifier zone on the finite sentence level. The whole system of data provided in Table 17 should be considered by the reader who works in a particular syntactic framework according to the analysis offered by that framework; we restrict ourselves to claiming that certain word orders (with appropriate stress patterns) can be associated with certain meanings.

The next part of this subsection is devoted to an investigation of whether it is possible to have at least two arguments functioning as operators in the preinfinitival modifier zone (181), or to have them both before and after the infinitival head (182). As illustrated in the two series of examples mentioned, the answer is positive to both questions, but with an intricate side effect, which is the distribution of potential meaning variants based on different scope orders.

Let us first consider the case in which two arguments function as operators in the preinfinitival modifier zone, on the basis of the data presented in (181). As subject-like arguments might show different behavior from non-subject-like arguments (presumably due to their distinguished status as the argument triggering agreement on the infinitival head), a pair of arguments containing no subject is investigated in (181a-b) while a pair containing a subject-like argument is considered in (181c-c’). As witnessed by the grammaticality judgments in (181aa’,c-c’), however, subject-like arguments show no distinct behavior from that of other arguments in test constructions with inflected infinitival heads; what decides the argument order in the preinfinitival modifier zone is their scopal order, independent of their grammatical functions. This is in harmony with what was found in the case of adjuncts in the same zone (see (169a-a’) in 1.2.2.1.2): (i) In Hungarian, pre-head operators are ordered scopally (see Remark 6 in the introductory part of 1.2.2), in contrast to operators in the post-head zone (É. Kiss 1992: 167). (ii) The ‘for instance’-construction licenses only the internal-scope reading in the case of the given operators. Hence, all the (fully or almost fully acceptable) sentences presented in (181a-a’,c-c’) are unambiguous.

The associated models in (181a-a’), as well as the further models given in (181182), are to be interpreted as follows. There are different conferences and two researchers who can potentially take part in them. The speaker of the sentences, having received two lists with names of the cities of the conferences the colleagues intend to visit, expresses his or her discontent concerning the proposal in the lists; then, as a response to this, who has made the proposal crosses out its certain parts— as few as possible—so that the remaining lists already satisfy the speaker’s expectations. The two models provided in (181a-a’) “differentiate” the two potential meanings as follows: Model2 is not compatible with the sentence in (181a), only with that in (181a’), since Model2 does not contain, besides Lublin, any further cities proposed as a place for both colleagues to be sent to. Note in passing that Model1 is compatible with both sentences in (181a-a’) (in connection with the fact that sentence (181a) implies sentence (181a’)); providing it only serves the purpose of showing a prototypical model in which (181a) is true. The (same) two models provided in (181c-c’) differentiate the two potential meanings in the same way as in (181a-a’): Model2 is not compatible with the sentence in (181c), only with that in (181c’), since Model2 does not contain, besides Lublin, any further cities proposed as a place for both colleagues to visit.


	
(181) ● More than one scope taking argument in the preinfinitival modifier zone


	
a. Na például [Lublinba is] [mindkét kollégát]

well for_instance Lublin.Ill also both colleague.Acc

el-küld-eni / (?)el-küld-en-ed, az hiba volt.

away-send-Inf / away-send-Inf-2Sg that mistake be.Past.3Sg

ISR: [ALSO > ∀]: ‘Well for instance, the following was a mistake: in the case of [Lublin, among others], (for you) to send [both colleagues] there.’

MODEL1: conferences visited by colleague 1: {Oslo, Dublin, Lublin}

conferences visited by colleague 2: {York, Dublin, Lublin}


	
a’. Na például [mindkét kollégát] [Lublinba is]

well for_instance both colleague.Acc Lublin.Ill also

el-küld-eni / (?)el-küld-en-ed, az hiba volt.

away-send-Inf / away-send-Inf-2Sg that mistake be.Past.3Sg

ISR: [∀ > ALSO]: ‘Well for instance, the following was a mistake: in the case of [both colleagues], (for you) to send them [to Lublin, among others].’

MODEL2: conferences visited by colleague 1: {Oslo, Dublin, Lublin}

conferences visited by colleague 2: {York, Istanbul, Lublin}


	
b. Ellenjavalt [mindkét kollégát] [Lublinba is]

contraindicate.3Sg both colleague.Acc Lublin.Ill also

el-küld-eni / el-küld-en-ed.

away-send-Inf / away-send-Inf-2Sg

‘It is contraindicated (for you) to send [both colleagues] [also to Lublin].’

✓ISR1: [CONTRAINDICATED > BOTH COLLEAGUES > ALSO TO LUBLIN]: {O, D, L},{I, Y, L}

*ISR2: [CONTRAINDICATED > ALSO TO LUBLIN > BOTH COLLEAGUES]: {O, D, L},{O, D, L}

(?)ESR-ISR1: [BOTH COLLEAGUES > CONTRAINDICATED > ALSO TO LUBLIN]: {O, D, L},{I, Y, L}

*?ESR-ISR2: [ALSO TO LUBLIN > CONTRAINDICATED > BOTH COLLEAGUES]: {O, D, L},{O, D, L}

?ESR1: [BOTH COLLEAGUES > ALSO TO LUBLIN > CONTRAINDICATED]: {O, D, L},{I, Y, L}

??ESR2: [ALSO TO LUBLIN > BOTH COLLEAGUES > CONTRAINDICATED]: {O, D, L},{O, D, L}


	
c. (?)Na például [Lublinba is] [mindkét kollégának]

well for_instance Lublin.Ill also both colleague.Dat

el-men-ni-e, az hiba volt.

away-go-Inf-3Sg that mistake be.Past.3Sg

ISR: [ALSO > ∀]: ‘Well for instance, the following was a mistake: in the case of [Lublin, among others], for [both colleagues] to go there.’

MODEL1: conferences visited by colleague 1: {Oslo, Dublin, Lublin}

conferences visited by colleague 2: {York, Dublin, Lublin}


	
c’. (?)Na például [mindkét kollégának] [Lublinba is]

well for_instance both colleague.Dat Lublin.Ill also

el-men-ni-e, az hiba volt.

away-go-Inf-3Sg that mistake be.Past.3Sg

ISR: [∀ > also]: ‘Well for instance, the following was a mistake: in the case of [both colleagues], for them to go [to Lublin, among others].’

MODEL2: conferences visited by colleague 1: {Oslo, Dublin, Lublin}

conferences visited by colleague 2: {York, Istanbul, Lublin}





If there is no ‘for instance’-island to limit the two concerned operator scopes to internal status, as in (181b), altogether six potential scope orders emerge, as discussed in the comments concerning the analogously ambiguous sentence in (150b) in 1.2.1.1.4; see also (169–170) in 1.2.2.1.2. It would go beyond the scope of this volume to systematically survey the distribution of the acceptability of the competing scope orders. The evaluation based on the two authors’ introspection presented above is to be regarded as a first approximation to the question; and the methodological question also emerges, again, concerning the syntactic position of the adjuncts interpreted as external-scope takers (postverbal vs. preinfinitival). Furthermore, it is also extremely difficult to capture the “marked” stress pattern by which one can indicate that an operator’s scope should be interpreted in a non-word-order-preserving way.

Our introspective evaluation essentially corroborates a quite simple hypothesis according to which the more instances of incompatibility between word order and intended scope order there are, the less acceptable the given reading is. That is why ISR1 is the most acceptable reading, based on the totally word-order-preserving scope order; and that is why ESR-ISR1 and ESR1 are also acceptable with semantically reflecting the order between the two scope taking arguments. Of the further three readings, the one which is not fully unacceptable is ESR2, in which both scope-taking arguments are “externalized” but their postverbal order does not obligatorily identify their scope order above the finite predicate (which is in total harmony with the observation according to which post-head operators are not ordered scopally, see É. Kiss (1992: 167), see also Remark 6 in the introductory part of 1.2.2). The two highly unacceptable scope orders are those in which the illative case marked scope taker is semantically placed above the (internally interpreted) accusative case marked one from under it, relative to the word-order-suggested scope order; these cases are ISR2 and ESR-ISR2. ISR2 is the least acceptable scope order since it is impossible to interpret two internal scope takers in (internal-scope indicating) pre-head positions with inverse scope order.

Let us now investigate a case in which there are two scope taking arguments but only one of them is placed in the preinfinitival modifier zone while the other appears in the postinfinitival complement zone, see (182). The generalization cited above, according to which post-head operators are not ordered scopally (É. Kiss (1992: 167), see also Remark 6 in the introductory part of 1.2.2), can be obviously further generalized as follows: a post-head operator is not ordered scopally relative to another operator (either another post-head one or a pre-head one). This is illustrated in (182a-a’): the post-head operator can be interpreted scopally as both higher and lower than the pre-head operator, with the order-preserving scope order having a very slight preference.


	
(182) ● Operators in the preinfinitival modifier zone and in the postinfinitival complement zone


	
a. Na például [Lublinba is] el-küld-eni / (?)el-küld-en-ed

well for_instance Lublin.Ill also away-send-Inf / away-send-Inf-2Sg

[mindkét kollégát], az hiba volt.

both colleague.Acc that mistake be.Past.3Sg

ISR1: [also > ∀]: ‘Well for instance, the following was a mistake: in the case of [Lublin, among

others], (for you) to send [both colleagues] there.’

Model1: conferences visited by colleague 1: {Oslo, Dublin, Lublin}

conferences visited by colleague 2: {York, Dublin, Lublin}

(?)ISR2: [∀ > also]: ‘Well for instance, the following was a mistake: in the case of [both

colleagues], (for you) to send them [to Lublin, among others].’

Model2: conferences visited by colleague 1: {Oslo, Dublin, Lublin}

conferences visited by colleague 2: {York, Istanbul, Lublin}


	
a’. Na például [mindkét kollégát] el-küld-eni /(?)el-küld-en-ed

well for_instance both colleague.Acc away-send-Inf / away-send-Inf-2Sg

[Lublinba is], az hiba volt.

Lublin.Ill also that mistake be.Past.3Sg

ISR1: [∀ > ALSO]: ‘Well for instance, the following was a mistake: in the case of [both colleagues], (for you) to send them [to Lublin, among others].’

(?)ISR2: [also > ∀]: ‘Well for instance, the following was a mistake: in the case of [Lublin, among others], (for you) to send [both colleagues] there.’


	
b. Ellenjavalt [mindkét kollégát] el-küld-eni / el-küld-en-ed contraindicate.3Sg both colleague.Acc away-send-Inf / away-send-Inf-2Sg

[Lublinba is].

Lublin.Ill also

‘It is contraindicated (for you) to send [both colleagues] [also to Lublin].’

✓ISR1: [contraindicated > both colleagues > also to lublin]: {O, D, L},{I, Y, L}

? ISR2: [contraindicated > also to lublin > both colleagues]: {O, D, L},{O, D, L}

(?) ESR-ISR1: [both colleagues > contraindicated > also to lublin]: {O, D, L},{I, Y, L}

? ESR-ISR2: [also to lublin > contraindicated > both colleagues]: {O, D, L},{O, D, L}

? ESR1: [both colleagues > also to lublin > contraindicated]: {O, D, L},{I, Y, L}

*? ESR2: [also to lublin > both colleagues > contraindicated]: {O, D, L},{O, D, L}





If there is no ‘for instance’-island to limit the two concerned operator scopes to internal status, the distribution of grammaticality judgments should be considered on six potential scope orders, as overviewed in (182b). Compared to the distribution observed in (181b), the variants marked with ISR2 and ESR-ISR2 are associated with at-least-two-degrees better grammaticality judgments; which is in total harmony with the aforementioned generalization according to which a scope taker in a post-head position (if it is possible at all to place the given scope taker in a post-head position) can quite freely be interpreted with a higher scope relative to the scope taker placed in a pre-head position. Hence, while in (181b) the illative case marked argument cannot take scope over the object (if the object is interpreted with the “exhibited” internal scope under the finite predicate), the two corresponding scope hierarchies are only marked in (182b). As for the further four permutations, our explanatory comments concerning (182b) are the same as those concerning (181b).

Let us now turn to a topic mentioned in the introductory part of 1.2.2: there may be arguments before the complement zone with no (obvious, logically definable) scope-taking character; see example (156d) in that part. These arguments can be regarded as topicalized elements in a preinfinitival modifier zone, see (184b-e), on the basis of the topic status of the same arguments in italics in the corresponding finite constructions presented in (183).


	
(183) ● Topics in finite verbal constructions


	a. Ili (váratlanul) el-ment a lublini konferenciára. Ili unexpectedly away-go.Past.3Sg the Lublin.Adj conference.Sub ‘Ili (unexpectedly) went to the Lublin conference.’

	a’. [A lublini konferenciára](?) (✓végül) el-ment Ili. the Lublin.Adj conference.Sub finally away-go.Past.3Sg Ili ‘(Finally) Ili went to the Lublin conference.’

	
b. Ili [a lublini konferenciára](?) (✓végül) el-ment.

Ili the Lublin.Adj conference.Sub finally away-go.Past.3Sg

‘(Finally) Ili went to the Lublin conference.’


	
b’. [A lublini konferenciára] Ili(?) (✓végül) el-ment.

the Lublin.Adj conference.Sub Ili finally away-go.Past.3Sg

‘(Finally) Ili went to the Lublin conference.’


	
c. [Egy professzor] el-ment a lublini konferenciára.

a professor away-go.Past.3Sg the Lublin.Adj conference.Sub

‘A specific professor went to the Lublin conference.’


	
d. Ili^ (bezzeg) el-ment a lublini konferenciára.

Ili [reproach+ ] away-go.Past.3Sg the Lublin.Adj conference.Sub ‘As for Ili, she went to the Lublin conference [but there is at least one person who did not go there].’


	
d’. [A lublini konferenciára]^ (bezzeg) el-ment Ili.

the Lublin.Adj conference.Sub [reproach+ ] away-go.Past.3Sg Ili

‘As for the Lublin conference, Ili went there [but there is at least one conference to which Ili did not go].’


	
d”. [Konferenciára]^ (bezzeg) el-ment Ili.

conference.Sub [reproach+ ] away-go.Past.3Sg Ili

‘As for going to conferences, Ili did go there [while she was not prepared for going to other places].’





On the finite sentence level, both subjects (183a) and other arguments (183a’) can appear as topics (NB: in the latter case, sometimes the presence of an adverb is also required to get a fully acceptable sentence, see végül ‘finally’ in (183a’-b’). In Hungarian, there can be more than one topic before the verb, with no restricted order (183b-b’). It is also illustrated in the given series of examples that topics in Hungarian, at least in finite constructions, considered by É. Kiss (2002: 11), are referential and specific; according to this, the indefinite subject of the sentence in (183c) is obligatorily to be interpreted in a specific way (it has been known, for instance, that certain professors have been expected to go to the given conference, or the professor in question belongs to the same department as the speaker).

In addition to this “normal” type of topic, which has no logically definable scope-taking character, there is a special, contrastive, type of topic (183d-d”), characterized by É. Kiss (2002: 22–23) as follows: it is “pronounced with a particular, contrastive intonation comprised of a brief fall and a long rise” and “it conveys the implicature that there is also an alternative referent for whom an alternative predicate holds” (i.e., there is at least one person other than Ili who is claimed in (183d) not to have gone to the Lublin conference). Note that there is a special discourse marker in Hungarian, namely bezzeg (with a reproachful shade), which makes the contrastive interpretation clear, even if the aforementioned intonation is not carefully carried out (see also the comments on (100) in 1.1.4.1, sub VII). Another characteristic feature of contrastive topics is that they are not necessarily referential expressions (É. Kiss 1992: 109), as illustrated in (183d”).

With all this in mind, let us now consider the corresponding infinitival constructions in (184b-e”) embedded in the two types of matrix construction we use in the section, provided in (184a-a’). The general observation is that non-contrastive topics can readily appear in the preinfinitival modifier zone (184b-d) while ‘for instance’-constructions containing contrastive topics (184a+e-e’) tend to have an unclear status (‘??’). This latter fact might have to do with the embedded status of a potential contrastive topic in another contrastive topic, which the ‘for instance’-construction functions as: it is difficult to decide whether it is factually only the topicalized argument that is contrastively topicalized, or the greater host constituent. The latter is corroborated by the fact that the other host construction in (184a’) produces fully unacceptable combinations with the infinitival constructions containing a potential contrastive topic.


	
(184) ● Topics in preinfinitival modifier zones


	
a. Na például [...], az hiba volt.

well for_instance that mistake be.Past.3Sg

ISR: ‘Well for instance, [...], that was a mistake.’


	
a’. Hiba volt [...].

mistake be.Past.3Sg

‘It was a mistake [...].’


	
b. Ili-nek (váratlanul) el-men-ni-e a lublini konferenciára

Ili-Dat unexpectedly away-go-Inf-3Sg the Lublin.Adj conference.Sub ‘for Ili to (unexpectedly) go to the Lublin conference’


	b’. [a lublini konferenciára] (??/?végül) el-men-ni-e Ili-nek the Lublin.Adj conference.Sub finally away-go-Inf-3Sg Ili-Dat ‘for Ili to (finally) go to the Lublin conference’

	
c. Ili-nek [a lublini konferenciára] (??/?végül) el-men-ni-e

Ili-Dat the Lublin.Adj conference.Sub finally away-go-Inf-3Sg ‘for Ili to (finally) go to the Lublin conference’


	c’. [a lublini konferenciára] Ili-nek (??/?végül) el-men-ni-e the Lublin.Adj conference.Sub Ili-Dat finally away-go-Inf-3Sg ‘for Ili to (finally) go to the Lublin conference’

	d. [egy professzor-nak] el-men-ni-e a lublini konferenciára a professor-Dat away-go-Inf-3Sg the Lublin.Adj conference.Sub ‘for a specific professor to go to the Lublin conference’

	e. Ili-nek^ ??/*(*bezzeg) el-men-ni-e a lublini konferenciára Ili-Dat [reproach+ ] away-go-Inf-3Sg the Lublin.Adj conference.Sub ‘for Ili to go to the Lublin conference [while there is at least one person who did not go there]’

	e’. [a lublini konferenciára]^??/ *(*bezzeg) el-men-ni-e Ili-nek the Lublin.Adj conference.Sub [reproach+ ] away-go-Inf-3Sg Ili-Dat ‘for Ili to go to the Lublin conference [while there is at least one conference to which Ili did not go]’

	e”. [konferenciára]^ ?/ *(*bezzeg) el-men-ni-e Ili-nek conference.Sub [reproach+ ] away-go-Inf-3Sg Ili-Dat ‘for Ili to go to conferences [while there are other places where Ili is not prepared for going].’




Let us now comment on the adverbs immediately preceding the infinitival heads with verbal particles in the series of examples in (184). In (184b), the presence of váratlanul ‘unexpectedly’ serves as evidence for the exclusion of the “suspicion” that the subject-like argument Ilinek ‘for Ili’ functions not as a topic in the preinfinitival modifier zone but as a component of a potential preinfinitival complement zone. As for végül ‘finally’ in (184b’-c’), while its insertion makes the corresponding sentences in (183a’-b’) more acceptable (by advancing the topic interpretation of non-subject-like arguments), its presence in the infinitival constructions is rather dispreferred. This can be accounted for by the following two assumptions. First, non-subject-like arguments can be topicalized in infinitival phrases more readily than in finite constructions. Second, végül can readily be connected only to the highest finite sentence level, due to its pragmatic-marker status. Note that the pairs x/y of grammaticality judgments are to be understood as follows: judgment x concerns the combination (184a+...) while judgment y the combination (184a’+...). As for bezzeg, which can be applied to make the contrastive-topic interpretation explicit, it proves to be unusable in infinitival constructions (184e-e”), obviously due to its sentence-level status as a pragmatic marker.

The interpretation of (184d) is worth a note in passing. If the matrix constructions (184a-a’) are considered in the present tense (instead of the past tense), (184d) can also be associated with a generic reading, in which the dative case marked argument does not serve as a specific indefinite. Instead, the resulting sentence concerns an arbitrary professor.

The last example in (184e”) is already a transition to the following topic. The sublative case marked argument can quite readily appear as a bare noun, compared to the variants with definite noun phrases given in (184e-e’); presumably due to the fact that as a bare noun, its interpretation as a contrastive topic can more readily be retrieved.

The series of examples presented in (185) is devoted to the illustration of a radical difference between infinitival and finite constructions with respect to (non-contrastive) topicalization. The observation is that infinitival constructions (185b-b’,d-d’) can readily host bare-noun topics while finite constructions ab ovo totally refuse to do so (185a,c). As also illustrated, the generalization holds for subject-like arguments (185c-d’) as well as non-subject-like ones (185a-b’). Note that we do not regard the acceptable finite variants given in (185a’,c’) as counterexamples but, on the basis of their stress pattern and contrastive interpretation, we consider the bare nouns in question to belong to the same type of contrastive topic as the one in (183d”). Nevertheless, both the phonetic and the pragmasemantic aspect of this question require future research, with special respect to the generic interpretation of the given examples.


	
(185) ● Non-referential topics in finite constructions and in preinfinitival modifier zones


	
a. *?[Skótot] [walesivel] gyorsan össze-barátkoztattam.

Scot.Acc Welshman.Ins quickly together-make_befriend.Past.1Sg

Intended meaning: ‘I quickly made (one or more) Scots and (one or more) Welshmen to be friends.’


	
a’. [Skótot] [walesivel] (bármikor) gyorsan össze-barátkoztatok.

Scot.Acc Welshman.Ins anytime quickly together-make_befriend.1Sg

‘As for a Scot and a Welshman, I can quickly make them friends (anytime).’


	
b. Na például [skótot] [walesivel] gyorsan össze-barátkoztat-ni, well for_instance Scot.Acc Welshman.Ins quickly together-make_befriend-Inf az nehéz.

that difficult

‘Well for instance, to quickly make (one or more) Scots and (one or more) Welshmen to be friends, that is difficult.’


	
b’. Nehéz [skótot] [walesivel] gyorsan össze-barátkoztat-ni.

difficult Scot.Acc Welshman.Ins quickly together-make_befriend-Inf

‘It is difficult to quickly make (one or more) Scots and (one or more) Welshmen to be friends.’


	
c. *?[Kislány] be-lépett ebbe a kocsmába.

little_ girl into-step.Past.3Sg this.Ill the pub.Ill

Intended meaning: ‘(One or more little girls) stepped into this pub.’


	
c’. [Kislány] ne lépjen be ebbe a kocsmába!

little_girl not step.3Sg into this.Ill the pub.Ill

‘As for little girls, they should not step into this pub.’


	
d. Na például [kislány-nak] be-lép-ni ebbe a kocsmába, well for_instance little_ girl-Dat into-step-Inf this.Ill the pub.Ill az veszélyes.

that dangerous

‘Well for instance, for (one or more) little girls to step into this pub, that is dangerous.’


	
d’. Veszélyes [kislány-nak] be-lép-ni ebbe a kocsmába.

dangerous little_ girl-Dat into-step-Inf this.Ill the pub.Ill

‘It is dangerous for (one or more) little girls to step into this pub.’





There is, however, a contradiction to be explained: if topichood in Hungarian is essentially associated with referentiality and specificity (É. Kiss 2002: 11), why is it that this constraint does not pertain to infinitival environments? We follow Prohászka et al. (2022) in attributing this difference to the fact that the function of a topic expression consists of pure anchoring to referents in the scope in which the given expression can be found, while additional conditions depend on the character of the scope in question. It means that the “scope” of topics that belong to finite verbs is the discourse itself in which the given sentence is to be interpreted; hence, these topics should be anchored to (salient) discourse referents, as in (183a-c). This anchoring provides a [+referential] and [+specific] interpretation to the given topic. In the evaluative contexts considered in (185b-b’,d-d’), however, the task is obviously different from that of discourse-linking. It is the task of future research to clarify the nature of this difference as well as to provide a general account of the “scopal” influence of finite predicates that infinitival constructions belong to as their arguments.

It is illustrated in the series of examples presented in (186) that not only arguments of infinitival heads can appear as topics in their pre-head zones but also arguments of their arguments may serve there as topics. With respect to licensing extraction from “deep syntactic strata”, thus, infinitival constructions ab ovo tend to pattern with finite ones, as a comparison between (186a’-a”,b’-b”) and (186a,b) suggests.

In particular, the ablative case marked noun phrase in (186a-a”), which belongs to the infinitival head elvenni ‘to take away’, readily appears in (186a’-a”) in the preinfinitival modifier zone of the superordinate infinitival predicate megpróbálni ‘to try’. The same holds for the dative case marked possessor that belongs to the nominal head diszkréció ‘discretion’ in (186b-b”): even if the predicate that takes the complex sublative case marked noun phrase Marinak a diszkréciójára as its argument appears as an infinitival head (186b’-b”), the possessor can be extracted from the possessive construction and taken to the preinfinitival modifier zone of the superordinate predicate számítani ‘to rely on’.


	
(186) ● Topics in preinfinitival modifier zones of infinitival heads which are extracted from phrases of arguments of these infinitival heads


	
a. Pétertől meg-próbáltam el-ve-nni a könyvet.

Péter.Abl perf-try.Past.1Sg away-take-Inf the book.Acc

‘I tried to take the book from Péter.’


	
a’. Na például Pétertől meg-próbál-ni el-ve-nni a könyvet, well for_instance Péter.Abl perf-try-Inf away-take-Inf the book.Acc hiba volt.

that mistake be.Past.3Sg

‘Well for instance, to try to take the book from Péter, that was a mistake.’


	
a”. Hiba volt Pétertől meg-próbál-ni el-ve-nni a könyvet.

mistake be.Past.3Sg Péter.Abl perf-try-Inf away-take-Inf the book.Acc

‘It was a mistake to try to take the book from Péter.’


	
b. Marinak számítok a diszkréciójára.

Mari.Dat rely_on.1Sg the discretion.Sub

‘I rely on Mari’s discretion.’


	
b’. Na például Marinak számít-ani a diszkréciójára, well for_instance Mari.Dat rely_on-Inf the discretion.Sub az hiba volt.

that mistake be.Past.3Sg

‘Well for instance, to rely on Mari’s discretion, that was a mistake.’


	
b”. Hiba volt Marinak számít-ani a diszkréciójára.

mistake be.Past.3Sg Mari.Dat rely_on-Inf the discretion.Sub

‘It was a mistake to rely on Mari’s discretion.’


	
c. Marinak el-veszett a telefonja.

Mari.Dat away-vanish.Past.3Sg the phone.Poss

‘Mari’s phone was lost.’


	
c’. *?Na például Marinak el-vesz-ni-e a telefonjá-nak,

well for_instance Mari.Dat away-vanish-Inf-3Sg the phone.Poss-Dat

az elkerülhető lett volna.

that preventable be.Past.3Sg be.Cond

Intended meaning: ‘Well for instance, for Mari’s phone to have got lost, that would be preventable.’


	
c”. *?Elkerülhető lett volna Marinak el-vesz-ni-e a telefonjá-nak.

preventable be.Past.3Sg be.Cond Mari.Dat away-vanish-Inf-3Sg the phone.Poss-Dat Intended meaning: ‘It would be preventable for Mari’s phone to have got lost.’


	
d. A csapatok közti különbség el-tűnni látszik.

the team.Pl between.Adj difference away-vanish.Inf seem.3Sg

‘It seems that the difference between the teams vanishes.’


	
d’. *?Na például a csapatok közti különbség-nek el-tűn-ni(-e)

well for_instance the team.Pl between.Adj difference-Dat away-vanish-Inf(-3Sg)

látsz-ani(-a), az meglepő volt.

seem-Inf(-3Sg) that surprising be.Past.3Sg

Intended meaning: ‘Well for instance, for the difference between the teams to seem to vanish, that was surprising.’


	
d”. *? Meglepő volt a csapatok közti különbség-nek

surprising be.Past.3Sg the team.Pl between.Adj difference-Dat

el-tűn-ni(-e) látsz-ani(-a).

away-seem-Inf(-3Sg) seem-Inf-3Sg

Intended meaning: ‘It was surprising for the difference between the teams to seem to vanish.’





The constructions presented in (186c’-c”,d’-d”) are not acceptable, in spite of the fact that they contain similar extractions to the acceptable ones considered in (186a’-a”,b’-b”).

In the case of (186c’-c”), the unacceptability observed can plausibly be attributed to the infelicitousness of the coincidence of case markers (cf. the comments on (135c-c’) in 1.2.1.1.3): both the extracted possessor and the subject-like argument appear in the dative.

As for (186d’-d”), there are (two times) two times two variants considered in these examples as both infinitives can be inflected or uninflected. There are minor speaker dependent variations but, as shown by the common grammaticality judgments associated with the two groups of variants, the authors take none of the combinations to reach the level of convincing acceptability (but the question undoubtedly requires future research including testing and searching in corpora). The dispreferred status of the alternatives might have to do with exactly this uncertainty, in addition to the fact that the infinitivalization of subject raising verbs is in general somewhat dispreferred, see example (73d) in 1.1.3, sub IV.

The last pair of series of examples are devoted to making a comparison between the operator orders (im)possible in finite verbal constructions (187) and in the corresponding infinitival ones (188).

The basic “finite” operator order [Topic > Quantifier > Focus] is presented in (187a), on the basis of É. Kiss (2002: 112–113). The opposite orders [Quantifier > Topic], [Focus > Topic] and [Focus > Quantifier], exemplified pairwise in (187b,c-c’,d-d’), respectively, are shown to be unacceptable, at least in what can be referred to as the ‘preverbal field’ according to the explicit (“surface”) position of the verb stem appearing in the word orders. The sufficiently acceptable word orders given in (187c,d) are all such that the subordinate operator (in the scope of another operator) follows the verb stem (in the aforementioned theory-neutral sense, in which no distinction can be made between arguments spelt out in their base-generated positions after/outside an operator domain and arguments spelt out in an operator domain after the lifted copy of the verb appearing somewhere in the left periphery of the operator domain in question). Note that, in (187c-c’), assuming a topic position after the verb and the verbal particle is illegitimate in most syntactic theories we know, but in the theory-neutral approach of this book it is useful to consider these, otherwise perfect, word-order alternatives as part of the relevant set of permutations.


	
(187) ● Order of operators in the pre-head zone I: Finite verbal constructions


	
a. [Peti]Topic [a főzésre is / mindkét munkára]Quantifier [Marit]Focus

Peti the cooking.Sub also / both work.Sub Mari.Acc

kérte meg.

ask.Past.1Sg perf

‘It is [Mari] that [Peti] asked [for the cooking, too] / [for both jobs].’


	
b. *? [A főzésre is / Mindkét munkára]Quantifier [Marit]Topic meg-kérték.

the cooking.Sub also / both work.Sub Mari.Acc perf-ask.Past.3Pl

Intended meaning: ‘[Mari] was asked [for the cooking, too] / [for both jobs].’


	
c. [Csak a főzésre]Focus 〈*[Marit]Topic〉 kérték 〈?[Marit]Topic〉 meg

only the cooking.Sub Mari.Acc ask.Past.1Sg Mari.Acc perf

〈✓[Marit]Topic>.

Mari.Acc

‘[Mari] was asked [only for the cooking].’


	
c’. *[Csak a főzésre]Focus 〈[Marit]Topic〉 meg- 〈[Marit]Topic〉 kérték

only the cooking.Sub Mari.Acc perf Mari.Acc ask.Past.1Sg

〈[Marit]Topic〉.

Mari.Acc

Intended meaning: ‘[Mari] was asked [only for the cooking].’


	
d. [Csak a főzésre]Focus 〈*[mindkét lányt]Quant〉 kérték

only the cooking.Sub both girl.Acc ask.Past.1Sg

〈?[mindkét lányt]Quant〉 meg 〈✓ [mindkét lányt]Quant〉.

both girl.Acc perf both girl.Acc

‘[Both girls] were asked [only for the cooking].’


	
d’. *[Csak a főzésre]Focus 〈[mindkét lányt]Quant〉 megonly the cooking.Sub both girl.Acc perf

〈[mindkét lányt]Quant〉 kérték 〈[mindkét lányt]Quant〉. both girl.Acc ask.Past.1Sg both girl.Acc

Intended meaning: ‘[Both girls] were asked [only for the cooking].’





Let us now make a comparison between the finite constructions and the corresponding (groups of alternative) infinitival constructions.

The variants shown in (188a-a’) correspond to the standard “finite” operator order, illustrated in (187a). As shown by the grammaticality judgments, the standard order in finite constructions is also to be regarded as the standard order in infinitival constructions: [Topic > Quantifier > Focus]. Note that while in finite constructions the verb stem must immediately follow the focused constituent (compare the grammaticality judgments in (187c,d) to (187c’,d’), this is only an option in the case of infinitival constructions, that is, both the [Inf+verbal particle] and the [verbal particle+Inf] order are acceptable in the case of infinitival constructions, see the comments on the series of examples in (174) above.


	
(188) ● Order of operators in the pre-head zone II: Infinitival constructions


	
a. Na például [Petinek]Topic [a főzésre is / mindkét munkára]Quantifier

well for_instance Peti.Dat the cooking.Sub also / both work.Sub

[Marit]Focus [kér-ni meg] / meg-kér-ni, az hiba volt.

Mari.Acc ask-Inf perf / perf-ask-Inf that mistake be.Past.3Sg

‘Well for instance, for Peti to ask [Mari, and no-one else] [for the cooking, too] / [for both jobs], that was a mistake.’


	
a’. Hiba volt [Petinek]Topic [a főzésre is / mindkét munkára]Quantifier

mistake be.Past.3Sg Peti.Dat the cooking.Sub also / both work.Sub

[Marit]Focus [kér-ni meg] / meg-kér-ni.

Mari.Acc ask-Inf perf / perf-ask-Inf

‘It was a mistake for Peti to ask [Mari, and no-one else] [for the cooking, too] / [for both jobs].’


	
b. ??Na például [a főzésre is / mindkét munkára]Quantifier [Marit]Topic

well for_instance the cooking.Sub also / both work.Sub Mari.Acc

(váratlanul) meg-kér-ni, az hiba volt.

unexpectedly perf-ask-Inf that mistake be.Past.3Sg

‘Well for instance, to (unexpectedly) ask [Mari] [for the cooking, too] / [for both jobs], that was a mistake.’


	
b’. ? Hiba volt [a főzésre is / mindkét munkára]Quantifier [Marit]Topic

mistake be.Past.3Sg the cooking.Sub also / both work.Sub Mari.Acc

(váratlanul) meg-kér-ni.

unexpectedly perf-ask-Inf

‘It was a mistake to (unexpectedly) ask [Mari] [for the cooking, too] / [for both jobs].’


	
c. Na például [csak a főzésre]Focus 〈*[Marit]Topic〉 kér-ni

well for_instance only the cooking.Sub Mari.Acc ask-Inf

〈[Marit]Topic〉meg 〈[Marit]Topic〉, az hiba volt.

Mari.Acc perf Mari.Acc that mistake be.Past.3Sg

‘Well for instance, to ask [Mari] [only for the cooking], that was a mistake.’


	
c’. Hiba volt [csak a főzésre]Focus 〈*[Marit]Topic〉 kér-ni

mistake be.Past.3Sg only the cooking.Sub Mari.Acc ask-Inf

〈? [Marit]Topic〉 meg 〈✓[Marit]Topic〉.

Mari.Acc perf Mari.Acc

‘It was a mistake to ask [Mari] [only for the cooking], that was a mistake.’


	
d. Na például [csak a főzésre]Focus 〈??[Marit]Topic〉 meg-

well for_instance only the cooking.Sub Mari.Acc perf

〈*[Marit]Topic〉 kérni 〈✓ [Marit]Topic〉, az hiba volt.

Mari.Acc ask-Inf Mari.Acc that mistake be.Past.3Sg

‘Well for instance, to ask [Mari] [only for the cooking], that was a mistake.’


	
d’. Hiba volt [csak a főzésre]Focus 〈?? [Marit]Topic〉 meg-

mistake be.Past.3Sg only the cooking.Sub Mari.Acc perf

〈*[Marit]Topic〉 kér-ni 〈✓ [Marit]Topic〉.

Mari.Acc ask-Inf Mari.Acc

‘It was a mistake to ask [Mari] [only for the cooking], that was a mistake.’


	
e. Na például [csak a főzésre]Focus 〈*[mindkét lányt]Quant〉 kér-ni

well for_instance only the cooking.Sub both girl.Acc ask-Inf

〈?[mindkét lányt]Quant〉 meg 〈✓ [mindkét lányt]Quant〉, az hiba volt.

both girl.Acc perf both girl.Acc that mistake be.Past.3Sg

‘Well for instance, to also ask [both girls] [only for the cooking], that was a mistake.’

well for_instance only the cooking.Sub both girl.Acc ask-Inf

〈?[mindkét lányt]Quant〉 meg 〈✓ [mindkét lányt]Quant〉, az hiba volt.

both girl.Acc perf both girl.Acc that mistake be.Past.3Sg

‘Well for instance, to also ask [both girls] [only for the cooking], that was a mistake.’


	
e’. Hiba volt [csak a főzésre]Focus 〈*[mindkét lányt]Quant〉 kér-ni

mistake be.Past.3Sg only the cooking.Sub both girl.Acc ask-Inf

〈?[mindkét lányt]Quant〉 meg 〈✓ [mindkét lányt]Quant〉.

both girl.Acc perf both girl.Acc

‘It was a mistake to ask [both girls] [only for the cooking].’


	
f. Na például [csak a főzésre]Focus 〈? [mindkét lányt]Quant〉 meg-

well for_instance only the cooking.Sub both girl.Acc perf

〈*[mindkét lányt]Quant〉 kérni 〈✓ [mindkét lányt]Quant〉, az hiba volt.

both girl.Acc ask-Inf both girl.Acc that mistake be.Past.3Sg

‘Well for instance, to ask [both girls] [only for the cooking], that was a mistake.’


	
f’. Hiba volt [csak a főzésre]Focus 〈?[mindkét lányt]Quant〉 meg-

mistake be.Past.3Sg only the cooking.Sub both girl.Acc perf

〈*[mindkét lányt]Quant〉 kér-ni 〈✓ [mindkét lányt]Quant〉.

both girl.Acc ask-Inf both girl.Acc

‘It was a mistake to ask [both girls] [only for the cooking].’





The variants shown in (188b-b’) correspond to the unacceptable “finite” [Quantifier > Topic] operator order, illustrated in (187b). As shown by the associated grammaticality judgments ‘??’ and ‘?’, an infinitival construction tolerates this operator order (before the infinitival head) to a higher extent. Note that the insertion of the adverb váratlanul ‘unexpectedly’ is intended to exclude potential readings in which the object is understood as part of the preinfinitival complement zone or as a focus (NB: as for this latter alternative, without váratlanul, the given word orders with focus stress patterns provide fully acceptable sentences, with the object obviously interpreted as a narrow focus).

The variants shown in (188c-d’) and (188e-f’) correspond to the potential finite [Focus > Topic] and [Focus > Quantifier] operator-order variants, respectively, illustrated in (187c) and (187d). Of them, the finite-order preserving variants in (188c-c’,e-e’) are associated with the same grammaticality judgments as the corresponding finite variants. That is, the subordinate operator expression is unacceptable between the narrow focus and the verb stem, marked between the verb stem and the verbal particle (perhaps due to Behaghel’s Law), and fully acceptable after the verbal particle. As shown by the associated grammaticality judgments ‘??’ and ‘?’ in (188d,f), however, an infinitival construction tolerates the [Focus > Topic] and [Focus > Quantifier] (“surface”) orders before the infinitival head to a certain extent (at least in case of positive/affirmative focus specifically marked by focussing particles like csak ‘only’), in contrast to the corresponding, fully unacceptable, finite variants with both operator expressions before the verb (187c’,d’). Further generalizations come from a comparison between the two realizations of the narrow-focus construction in infinitival contexts. Either the infinitival head is immediately after the focus (188c-c’,e-e’) or immediately after the verbal particle (188d-d’,f-f’), the subordinate operator expression (in the scope of the focus)


	is more or less acceptable (‘??’/’?’) immediately left-adjacent to the verbal particle, with a one-degree higher acceptability in the case of the [Focus > Quantifier] operator combination than in the case of the [Focus > Topic] combination;

	is unacceptable immediately left-adjacent to the infinitival stem (i.e., non-foci are excluded from this position);

	is fully acceptable on the right periphery of the infinitival construction.


All in all, infinitival constructions pattern with finite ones in having the [Topic > Quantifier > Focus] pre-head operator order as the fully acceptable basic case, with the following (related) slight differences: there are marked, but not fully unacceptable, infinitival constructions which (i) violate this pre-head order (in the theory-neutral surface word order) and (ii) in which the focus expression is not left-adjacent to the infinitival head.

The last question to discuss in this subsection is where the different adverb types can be inserted into the word order determined by the basic [Topic > Quantifier > Focus] operator structure. In particular, the question concerns medium-level adverbs, which are more or less acceptable in the preinfinitival modifier zone (see (159) in 1.2.2.1.1, see also (27) in 1.1.2.1), and low-level ones, which are fully acceptable in this zone (see (160) in 1.2.2.1.1, see also (29) in 1.1.2.1); as pointed out in 1.1.2.1, see (25), high-level adverbs are systematically excluded from the zone in question (presumably due to their close relation to discourse-linkedness, and not due to syntactic incompatibility). It is a plausible hypothesis, as a point of departure, that in this respect infinitival constructions pattern with finite verbal constructions ( Table 18) (in the cases in which the given type of adverb is licensed at all in an infinitival construction).



Table 18 Potential positions of high-, medium- and low-level adverbs in finite constructions (Surányi 2008: 178/(28)⏎


	
	
	Topic
	
	Topic
	
	Quant
	
	Quant
	
	Focus
	
	VPrt



	AdvHigh
	✓
	
	✓
	
	✓
	
	✓
	
	✓
	
	*
	


	AdvMedium
	*
	
	*
	
	✓
	
	✓
	
	✓
	
	✓
	


	AdvLow
	*
	
	*
	
	*
	
	*
	
	*
	
	✓
	


As illustrated in (189), the hypothesis can be retained, at least in the sense that the positions which are preferred points of insertion for certain types of adverb in finite constructions are still preferred points of insertion for the given adverbs in infinitival constructions. A medium-level adverb, for instance, readily appears between a topic and a quantifier (189a-a’) or between a topic and a verbal particle (189b-b’), while the position of a low-level adverb is left-adjacent to a verbal particle (189c-c’).


	
(189) ● Medium- and low-level adverbs in the word order determined by the basic [Topic > Quantifier > Focus] operator structure in the preinfinitival modifier zone


	
a. [Ilit]Topic szándékosan [mindenhonnan]Quantifier el-üldözték.

Ili.Acc intentionally from_everywhere away-chase.3Pl

‘Ili was intentionally driven away.’


	
a’. Na például [Ilit]Topic szándékosan [mindenhonnan]Quantifier

well for_instance Ili.Acc intentionally from_everywhere

el-üldöz-ni, az hiba volt.

away-chase-Inf that mistake be.Past.3Sg

‘Well for instance, as for intentionally driving Ili away, that was a mistake.’


	
b. 〈*Szándékosan〉 [Ilit]Topic 〈*? szándékosan〉 [Marival]Topic 〈✓ szándékosan〉

intentionally Ili.Acc intentionally Mari.Ins intentionally

össze-keverték.

together-mix.3Pl

’Ili was intentionally confused with Mari.’


	
b’. Na például 〈?? szándékosan〉[Ilit]Topic 〈? szándékosan 〉[Marival]Topic

well for_instance intentionally Ili.Acc intentionally Mari.Ins

〈✓szándékosan〉össze-kever-ni, az hiba volt.

intentionally together-mix-Inf that mistake be.Past.3Sg

‘Well for instance, as for intentionally confusing Ili with Mari, that was a mistake.’


	
c. [Minden kérdést]Quantifier röviden / ügyesen meg-válaszoltak.

every question.Acc briefly / well perf-answer-Inf

‘Every question was answered briefly / well.’


	
c’. Na például [minden kérdést]Quantifier röviden / ügyesen meg-válaszol-ni,

well for_instance every question.Acc briefly / well perf-answer-Infaz csak Péternek sikerült.

that only Péter.Dat succeed.Past.3Sg

‘Well for instance, as for answering every question briefly / well, that was an issue in which only Péter was successful.’





Nevertheless, as also illustrated in (189b-b’), certain medium-level adverbs are tolerated before topics or between two topics to a higher extent in infinitival constructions than in the corresponding finite ones. This tendency coincides with what is observed in the series of examples in (188): infinitival constructions somewhat more readily tolerate certain pre-head word orders than finite ones do. A systematic investigation of this potential tendency (from adverb to adverb and from operator order to operator order), however, would go far beyond the scope of this book (and would require a similarly systematic and exhaustive investigation of the distribution of potential word orders in finite constructions).


1.2.2.2 Post-head modification

The subsection is devoted to the question of post-head modification: free adjuncts are discussed generally (1.2.2.2.1) and as scope takers (1.2.2.2.2).


1.2.2.2.1 Free adjuncts as post-head modifiers

The series of examples presented in (190) is devoted to the illustration of the categories which can appear in the postinfinitival modifier zone (190a). To ensure constituency, the matrix construction given in (190b), containing the ‘for instance’-construction, is used (see Alberti, Farkas and Szabó (2015) and N2.1.1.1). As was mentioned in 1.2.1.1.1, this construction is suitable for serving as a constituency test due to the fact that the edges of a constituent in contrastive topic position can be marked explicitly with such extra clues as a ‘for instance’-expression (Na például...) in the left periphery of the topicalized phrase and a resumptive pronoun (az ‘that’) preceded by a comma-pause in its right periphery.

A post-head modifier position is prototypically occupied by an oblique case marked referential noun phrase (Alberti 1997); (190c) serves as an illustration of this case. As shown below, however, similar to verbs, several categories of phrases can appear in the postinfinitival modifier zone; namely, referential and bare noun phrases (190c-c’), postpositional (190d), adverbial and converbial phrases (190e). As shown in (190f), even more than one phrase can readily co-appear in the postinfinitival modifier zone.


	
(190) ● Categories of postinfinitival modifiers


	a. [InfP … [InfP ... Inf ...] postInf-modifiers]

	
b. Na például [….], az kellemes volt.

well for_instance that pleasant be.Past.3Sg

‘Well for instance, […] that was a pleasure.’


	
c. [InfP [InfP elfogyasztani a kávét] [dp a diófa árnyékában]]

consume.Inf the coffee.Acc the walnut_tree shadow.Poss.Ine

‘to consume coffee in the shade of the walnut-tree’


	
c’. [InfP [InfP elfogyasztani a kávét] [NP barna cukorral]]

consume.Inf the coffee.Acc brown sugar.Ins

‘to consume coffee with brown sugar’


	
d. [InfP [InfP elfogyasztani a kávét] [PP a bőséges reggeli után]]

consume.Inf the coffee.Acc the substantial breakfast after

‘to consume coffee after the substantial breakfast’


	
e. [InfP [InfP elfogyasztani a kávét] [[AdvP tűzforrón] vagy [ConvP felmelegítve]]]

consume.Inf the coffee.Acc fire_hot.Adv or up.warm.Conv

‘to consume coffee piping hot or warmed’


	
f. [InfP [InfP elfogyasztani a kávét] [AdvP jó forrón] [np barna cukorral]

consume.Inf the coffee.Acc good hot.Adv brown sugar.Ins

[dp a diófa árnyékában] [pp a bőséges reggeli után]]

the walnut_tree shadow.Poss.Ine the substantial breakfast after

‘to consume coffee very hot with brown sugar

in the shade of the walnut-tree after the substantial breakfast’





Another potential investigation concerning the occurrence of adjuncts in the postinfinitival modifier zone may be based on Surányi’s (2008) adverb classification in finite clauses, which rests upon Cinque’s (1999) universal hierarchy, as in the final part of subsection 1.1.2.1. That investigation has been exhaustively executed in a way that all Cinque-types of adverb have been tested in pre-head positions (see the series of examples in (25), (27) and (29). Given that in Hungarian there is no adverb which can appear only postverbally (Surányi 2008: 178/(29), in this subsection practically the potential post-head occurrences of the same adverbs are to be investigated. The observations can be summarized as follows: the postinfinitival acceptability of an adverb is essentially the same as, or slightly weaker than, its preinfinitival acceptability. This presumably has to do with a general tendency in Hungarian, observed by É. Kiss (1992: 169–170), that word order is so flexible that high-, medium- and low-level adverbs pattern with inherent mind-quantifiers and is-quantifiers in that they can appear not only in a scope-order reflecting pre-head position but also in a post-head position (in which their scope can be calculated by the hearer, per definitionem, on the basis of the fact that the lexical properties of the given expression ensure its operator character).

Let us now review the details from type to type.

High-level adverbs are essentially excluded from infinitival constructions, see (25a) in 1.1.2.1, presumably due to their close connection to discourse-linkedness. Their placement in postinfinitival positions obviously cannot change in this pragmasemantic constraint, as illustrated in (191a). It is still possible, however, to provide acceptable variants corresponding to the two exceptional cases presented in (25d) in 1.1.2.1, by a special choice of the matrix predicate (191b).


	
(191) ● High adverbs in the postinfinitival modifier zone


	
Na például Ilit a fogadásra is meg-hív-ni

well for_instance Ili.Acc the reception.Sub also perf-call-Inf

*szerintem / *szerencsére / *állítólag / *talán / *szükségszerűen /

according_to.1Sg / fortunately / allegedly / perhaps / necessarily /

*esetleg /*? általában / *valószínűleg /*? egyszer, az [hiba volt].

possibly / usually / probably / once that mistake be.Past.3Sg

‘Well for instance, as for inviting Ili to the reception, too, that was a mistake.’


	
Na például Ilit a fogadásra is meg-hív-ni (?)esetleg / *talán /

well for_instance Ili.Acc the reception.Sub also perf-call-Inf possibly / perhaps /

? egyszer, az jó ötlet lehet.

once that good idea be.Mod.3Sg

‘Well for instance, as for inviting Ili once to the reception, too, that may be a good idea.’





Medium-level adverbs still show a highly complicated picture with respect to their acceptability within infinitival constructions (cf. (27) in 1.1.2.1) but the changes to be overviewed in this subsection are slight. The adverbs proved to be fully acceptable in the preinfinitival modifier zone in (27a,b) are still perfect (192a) or almost perfect (192b) postinfinitivally. The almost fully acceptable adverb még ‘still’ (27c) is not tolerated in a postinfinitival position (192c); however, if it is retained together with a mind-quantifier (in postinfinitival positions), the resulting variant is almost fully acceptable (192c’). This latter observation is surprising in the light of the fact that the Cinque-type of még ‘still’, presented in (26g), is not ab ovo described in a way that it would have an inherent connection with quantifiers (or any other types of scope takers; NB: it has been observed in Hungarian (É. Kiss 1992: 165) that an operator type, namely, the contrastive topic, requires the presence of another operator). Examples (192e’,f’) also show this “repairing” effect of retaining the given adverbs together with certain quantifiers in postinfinitival positions. Nevertheless, this effect can only produce optimal variants with an at-least-one-degree different acceptability value relative to those presented in (27e-f): hence, the corresponding better construction with mindjárt ‘soon’ is almost fully acceptable (192f’) while those with már ‘already’ remain unacceptable (192e-e’), cf. (27e).


	
(192) ● Medium-level adverbs in the postinfinitival modifier zone


	
a. Na például Ilit mindenhova meg-hív-ni megint,

well for_instance Ili.Acc to_everywhere perf-call-Inf again

az túlzás volt.

that exaggeration be.Past.3Sg

‘Well for instance, as for inviting Ili everywhere again, that was excessive.’


	
b. (?)Na például Ilit mindenhonnan elüldöz-ni szándékosan,

well for_instance Ili.Acc from_everywhere away_chase-Inf intentionally

az hiba volt.

that mistake be.Past.3Sg

‘Well for instance, as for intentionally driving Ili away from everywhere, that was a mistake.’


	
c. *Na például Ilit mindig mindenhova meg-hív-ni még,

well for_instance Ili.Acc always to_everywhere perf-call-Inf still

az túlzás.

that exaggeration

Intended meaning: ‘Well for instance, as for still always inviting Ili everywhere, that is excessive.’


	
c’. (?) Na például Ilit mindenhova meg-hív-ni még mindig,

well for_instance Ili.Acc to_everywhere perf-call-Inf still always

az túlzás.

that exaggeration

‘Well for instance, as for still always inviting Ili everywhere, that is excessive.’


	
d. Na például Ilit a fogadásra is meg-hív-ni

well for_instance Ili.Acc the reception.Sub also perf-call-Inf

?? feltétlenül /? gyorsan, az túlzás.

by_all_means / quickly that exaggeration

‘Well for instance, as for inviting Ili also to the reception by all means, that is excessive.’

‘Well for instance, as for quickly inviting Ili also to the reception, that is excessive.’


	
e. *Na például Ilit mindenhonnan elüldöz-ni már,

well for_instance Ili.Acc from_everywhere away_chase-Inf already

az hiba volt.

that mistake be.Past.3Sg


	
e’. *? Na például Ilit elüldöz-ni már mindenhonnan,

well for_instance Ili.Acc away_chase-Inf already from_everywhere

az hiba volt.

that mistake be.Past.3Sg


	
?? Na például Ilit a fogadásra is meg-hív-ni mindjárt, f. ??Na például Ilit a fogadásra is meg-hív-ni mindjárt,

well for_instance Ili.Acc the reception.Sub also perf-call-Inf soon

az túlzás volt.

that exaggeration be.Past.3Sg

‘Well for instance, as for inviting Ili also to the reception with no hesitation, that was excessive.’


	
f’. (?) Na például Ilit meg-hív-ni mindjárt a fogadásra is,

well for_instance Ili.Acc perf-call-Inf soon the reception.Sub also

az túlzás volt.

that exaggeration be.Past.3Sg

‘Well for instance, as for inviting Ili also to the reception with no hesitation, that was excessive.’


	
g. Na például Ilit a fogadásra is meg-hív-ni*? ((?) ilyen) gyakran,

well for_instance Ili.Acc the reception.Sub also perf-call-Inf so often

az túlzás volt.

that exaggeration be.Past.3Sg

‘Well for instance, as for (so) often inviting Ili also to the reception, that was excessive.’


	
g’. ? Na például meglátogat-ni a nagymamát gyakran,

well for_instance visit-Inf the grandmother.Acc often

az jólelkűségről árulkodik.

that kindness.Del reveal.3Sg

‘Well for instance, as for often paying a visit to the grandmother, that reveals kindness.’





Let us return to the examples presented in (192d). The adverbs concerned are tolerated postinfinitivally to the same extent as preinfinitivally, see (27d) in 1.1.2.1. The variants presented in (192g) also pattern with the corresponding variants containing gyakran ‘often’ preinfinitivally (27g): an intensifier is required to get acceptable constructions. Finally, there is a two-degree difference in acceptability between the constructions presented in (27g’) and (192g’); which may have to do with the highlighted character of gyakran ‘often’ (it is the frequency of visits that reveals kindness): it is dispreferred to give a post-head position to an expression with an interpretation like this.

The examples with low-level adverbs shown in (193) should be compared to those in (29) in 1.1.2.1. Low-level adverbs proved to be fully tolerated preinfinitivally, and the uniform position-dependent difference is that the corresponding constructions in (193) (with the corresponding adverbs placed postinfinitivally) are one-degree less acceptable. This difference can be attributed to a general preference of a scope-reflecting placement of scope takers.


	
(193) ● Low-level adverbs in the postinfinitival modifier zone


	
(?)Na például minden kérdést meg-válaszol-ni röviden,

well for_instance every question.Acc perf-answer-Inf briefly

az jó stratégia.

that good strategy

‘Well for instance, as for answering every question briefly, that is a good strategy.’


	
(?)Na például minden fejezetet át-ír-ni teljesen,

well for_instance every chapter.Acc across-write-Inf completely

az túlzás volt.

that exaggeration be.Past.3Sg

‘Well for instance, as for completely rewriting every chapter, that was excessive.’


	
(?)Na például minden kérdést meg-válaszol-ni ügyesen,

well for_instance every question.Acc perf-answer-Inf well

az csak Péternek sikerült.

that only Péter.Dat succeed.Past.3Sg

‘Well for instance, as for answering every question well, that was an issue in which only Péter was successful.’


	
(?)Na például mindenkit haza-küld-eni korán, az hiba volt.

well for_instance everyone.Acc home-send-Inf early that mistake be.Past.3Sg

‘Well for instance, as for sending everyone home early, that was a mistake.’






1.2.2.2.2 Free adjuncts as post-head operators

In this subsection it is investigated—via the operator types listed in (5) in the Introduction to the volume—which operator types can appear as free adjuncts in the postinfinitival modifier zone. The results are worth comparing with the corresponding ones in the areas of scope-taking arguments in the postinfinitival complement zone in 1.2.1.1.4 and of scope-taking adjuncts in the preinfinitival modifier zone in 1.2.2.1.2.

The first operator to discuss is the type of mind-quantifier, which serves readily as an infinitival-phrase-internal operator expression in the case of arguments, witnessed by (92) in 1.1.4.1, sub VII, as well as in the case of adjuncts, see (161a-a’) in 1.2.2.1.2.

It is exemplified in (194a’) below that infinitives host free mind-quantifier adjuncts readily in their postinfinitival modifier zones within the postverbal zone. The grammaticality judgments unequivocally show that the given operator expression can always be readily associated with both an internal-scope and an external-scope reading, independent of the presence or absence of the agreement suffixation of the infinitival head.

As for potential external-scope-reading options, they can even more readily be retrieved—by means of an appropriately chosen stress pattern—than in the cases in which the corresponding mind-quantifier occupies a preinfinitival position, see the comments on (161a’) in 1.2.2.1.2. A plausible reason for this is that it is somewhat more difficult to associate, and/or to recognize, the special “broad-scope” stress with the given mind-quantifier in a sentence-internal position than in the right periphery of the sequence of words constituting the sentence.

It is to be noted, however, that there is no theory-neutral procedure to prove that the mind-quantifier is factually in the postinfinitival modifier zone of the infinitival head, which is the syntactic structure to be investigated in this subsection, and not in the postverbal modifier zone on the finite sentence level. In this theory-neutral book we provide the relevant word-order variants with the intended external meanings throughout the whole subsection, and it is up to readers how they analyze the data in their own syntactic frameworks. For a more detailed discussion of an analogous problem, see the comments on (168) in 1.2.2.1.2.

It is corroborated in (194a), in which a ‘for instance’-construction guarantees constituency, that mind-quantifiers readily appear in the postinfinitival modifier zone. There is a slight difference between the two test constructions (194a-a’), in addition to the fact that the ‘for instance’-construction restricts scope facilities to the internal one (on the test constructions, see (138) in 1.2.1.1.4): inflected infinitives are less tolerated in the ‘for instance’-construction than uninflected ones. The reason for this is not clear; and the extent of this “intolerance” is quite speaker dependent.


	
(194) ● Operators in the postinfinitival modifier zone of infinitives I. Quantifiers


	
a. Na például oda-men-ni / (?)oda-men-n-ed [mindkét napon],

well for_instance towards-go-Inf / towards-go-Inf-2Sg both day.Sup

az fölösleges volt.

that superfluous be.Past.3Sg

ISR: ‘Well for instance, (for you) to go there [on both days], that was superfluous.’


	
a’. Fölösleges volt oda-men-ni / oda-men-n-ed [mindkét napon].

superfluous be.Past.3Sg towards-go-Inf / towards-go-Inf-2Sg both day.Sup

ISR: ‘It was a superfluous (for you) to go there [on both days].’

ESR: ‘In the case of [both days], it was superfluous (for you) to go there on that day.’


	
b. Na például oda-men-ni /(?)oda-men-n-ed [vasárnap is],

well for_instance towards-go-Inf / towards-go-Inf-2Sg Sunday also.Sup

az fölösleges volt.

that superfluous be.Past.3Sg

ISR: ‘Well for instance, (for you) to go there [also on Sunday], that was superfluous.’


	
b’. Fölösleges volt oda-men-ni / oda-men-n-ed [vasárnap is].

superfluous be.Past.3Sg towards-go-Inf / towards-go-Inf-2Sg Sunday also.Sup

ISR: ‘It was superfluous (for you) to go there [also on Sunday].’

(?)ESR: ‘[On Sunday], too, it was superfluous (for you) to go there.’





Infinitives also readily host is-quantifier adjuncts in their postinfinitival modifier zones (194b-b’). It is the same basic tendency as in the case of mind-quantifiers that inflected infinitives are less tolerated in the ‘for instance’-construction (194b) than in the postverbal zone (194b’). It is, however, a slight difference that, in the postverbal zone, the external-scope reading is less available than the internal-scope one (194b’) (on the problem of the differentiation of the two readings, see the comments on (161b’) in 1.2.2.1.2).

Let us turn to the investigation of the appearance of adjuncts as three types of focus expression in postinfinitival modifier zones.


	
(195) ● Operators in the postinfinitival modifier zone of infinitives II. csak-foci, negative foci and wh-phrases


	
a. Na például ?oda-men-ni /?? oda-men-n-ed /*[men-ni oda] /

well for_instance towards-go-Inf / towards-go-Inf-2Sg go-Inf towards /

*[men-n-ed oda] [csak vasárnap], az hiba volt.

go-Inf-2Sg towards only Sunday that mistake be.Past.3Sg

ISR: ‘Well for instance, (for you) to go there [only on Sunday], that was a mistake.’


	
a’. Hiba volt ??oda-men-ni /??oda-men-n-ed /*[men-ni oda] /

mistake be.Past.3Sg towards-go-Inf / towards-go-Inf-2Sg / go-Inf towards /

*[men-n-ed oda] [csak vasárnap].

go-Inf-2Sg towards only Sunday

??ISR: ‘It was a mistake (for you) to go there [only on Sunday].’

*ESR: ‘It is [only on Sunday] that it was a mistake (for you) to go there.’


	
b. Na például *?oda-men-ni / *oda-men-n-ed /*[men-ni oda] /

well for_instance towards-go-Inf / towards-go-Inf-2Sg / go-Inf towards /

*[men-n-ed oda] [nem vasárnap], az hiba volt.

go-Inf-2Sg towards not Sunday that mistake be.Past.3Sg

Intended meaning (ISR): ‘Well for instance, (for you) to go there [on another day than Sunday], that was a mistake.’


	
b’. Hiba volt *?oda-men-ni /*?oda-men-n-ed /*[men-ni oda] /

mistake be.Past.3Sg towards-go-Inf / towards-go-Inf-2Sg / go-Inf towards /

*[men-n-ed oda] [nem vasárnap].

go-Inf-2Sg towards not Sunday

*?ISR: ‘It was a mistake (for you) to go there [on another day than Sunday].’

*ESR: ‘It is [on another day than Sunday] on which it was a mistake (for you) to go there.’


	
c. *Na például oda-men-ni / oda-men-n-ed / [men-ni oda] /

well for_instance towards-go-Inf / towards-go-Inf-2Sg / go-Inf towards /

[men-n-ed oda] [mikor], az hiba volt?

go-Inf-2Sg towards when that mistake be.Past.3Sg

ISR: -


	
c’. *Hiba volt oda-men-ni / oda-men-n-ed / [men-ni oda] /

mistake be.Past.3Sg towards-go-Inf / towards-go-Inf-2Sg / go-Inf towards /

[men-n-ed oda] [mikor].

go-Inf-2Sg towards when

ISR: -

Intended meaining (ESR): ‘[Which day] does it hold for that it was a mistake (for you) to go there.’





The distribution of grammaticality judgments presented in the series of examples in (195) is the same as that concerning the corresponding cases in (142-143) and (149) in 1.2.1.1.4. That is, it does not make any difference in respect of acceptability whether a focus expression in the postinfinitival zone is an adjunct or an argument of the given infinitival head. Let us thus repeat the main points in what follows.

First, as shown in the primed example rows in (195), every word-order variant based on the “postverbal” test construction is fully unacceptable with an external scope. The reason for this is that Hungarian focus explicitly demonstrates its scope by obligatorily appearing immediately left-adjacent to the verb stem in the finite clause, see (142d-d’) in 1.2.1.1.4, for instance. A focus expression thus cannot appear in the postverbal zone.

Second, as shown in each example row in (195), the post-head position of 0verbal particles (together with the also post-head position of the intended focused adjuncts) provide no viable alternatives to the [VPrt+Inf] variants presented. That is, the [Inf+VPrt] order, typical of Hungarian narrow-focus constructions with finite verbs in their center, is fully unacceptable in each case, obviously due to the absence of the focused expression in the immediately left-adjacent position to the infinitival head.

Third, the phenomenon that the semantically focused expression embedded in a matrix constituent renders the entire matrix constituent a syntactic focus expression (e.g., É. Kiss 2002: 87–88) does not invariably hold for foci in internal information structures of infinitival phrases (with an “internal scope”). Nevertheless, a neutral placement of the matrix constituent—for instance, a position in the postverbal zone—is not “sufficient” (195a’,b’): these word-order variants do not reach a convincing level of acceptability (i.e., at least ‘?’). Perhaps surprisingly, however, placing the given infinitival phrase, at least the better uninflected variant, with the embedded csak-focus expression in a postinfinitival position in a ‘for instance’- construction provides a quite acceptable variant (195a). The fact that the ‘for instance’-construction makes it possible to place the focus in the postinfinitival complement zone is presumably due to the operator character of this matrix construction and the close relationship between focus and contrastive topic (Ürögdi 2012: 82): it is as if some operator character of a matrix construction lent operator character to the whole embedded phrase, including its complement.

Fourth, the corresponding grammaticality judgments in the case of the negative focus are uniformly poorer than in the case of csak-focus. Thus, all word-order variants either in a ‘for instance’-construction (195b), or in the postverbal zone (195b’) with any scope relations are unacceptable.

Fifth, as in the case of mind- and is-quantifiers, inflected infinitives are less tolerated in the ‘for instance’-construction (195a,b) than in the postverbal zone.

Sixth, wh-phrases cannot appear in the postinfinitival modifier zone (195c-c’). The reason for this is that a wh-phrase requires a focus with a scopal domain, and it cannot have an external scope in the post-head zone (195c’). Nor is a wh-phrase capable of taking infinitival-phrase-internal scope (195c-c’), either; this is due to semantic reasons, which do not depend on the difference between arguments and adjuncts, see the comments on (149) in 1.2.1.1.4. Note in passing that the incapability of wh-phrases for taking internal scope within an infinitival phrase holds not only for wh-phrases in the postinfinitival complement zone but also for anywhere within an infinitival phrase.

The next question to discuss is whether it is possible for negative (universal) quantifiers to appear in the postinfinitival modifier zone. In the course of the investigation of this operator type we face the proliferation of options to be taken into account in the area of both semantic factors and word orders (cf. the comments on argument-type negative (universal) quantifiers in (144) in 1.2.1.1.4 and on adjunct-type ones in (165) in 1.2.2.1.2).

Negative quantifiers are special in that they inevitably require Negative Concord: a negative particle (i.e., nem ‘not’) must appear within the phrase of the infinitive whose postinfinitival modifier zone contains the given negative quantifier. The negative particle must precede the infinitival head, but relative to this double pillar the verbal particle can appear in all the three potential positions: (i) the verbal particle can be preceded by these elements, resulting in a [NegPrt+Inf+VPrt] order (196c), (ii) it can appear between the negative particle and the infinitival head in a [NegPrt+VPrt+Inf] order (196c’), or (iii) it can precede the negative particle and the infinitival head in a [VPrt+NegPrt+Inf] order (196c”). It is also investigated in the series of examples in (196) whether a further negative particle, namely sem ‘also not’, is present (196b-b”) or not (196c-c”), as its presence is optional in these constructions. As discussed in 1.2.1.1.4 and in 1.2.2.1.2 (see the comments on (144) and (165), respectively), this latter negative particle has a stylistic alternative without the last consonant m: the se variant is more casual. Nevertheless, in the series of examples below, the sem and se variants are not considered separately, because their stylistic difference seems to imply no difference in acceptability. These factors are investigated in uninflected infinitival constructions and, parallel to them, in inflected ones.


	
(196) ● Operators in the postinfinitival modifier zone of infinitives III. Negative universal quantifiers in ‘for instance’-constructions


	
a. Na például [...], az hiba volt.

well for_instance that mistake be.Past.3Sg

ISR [M > ∀>¬]: ‘Well for instance, [...], that was a mistake.’


	
b. nem fogad-ni / fogad-n-od meg a tanácsokat [soha-se(m)]

not accept-Inf / accept-Inf-2Sg perf the advice.Pl.Acc never-not


	
b’. nem meg-fogad-ni / meg-fogad-n-od a tanácsokat [soha-se(m)]

not perf-accept-Inf / perf-accept-Inf-2Sg the advice.Pl.Acc never-not


	
b”. meg nem fogad-ni / fogad-n-od a tanácsokat [soha-se(m)]

perf not accept-Inf / accept-Inf-2Sg the advice.Pl.Acc never-not

‘(for you) to [never] accept the advice’


	
c. nem fogad-ni / fogad-n-od meg a tanácsokat [soha]

not accept-Inf / accept-Inf-2Sg perf the advice.Pl.Acc never


	
c’. nem meg- fogad-ni / meg-fogad-n-od a tanácsokat [soha]

not perf-accept-Inf / perf-accept-Inf-2Sg the advice.Pl.Acc never


	
c”. meg nem fogad-ni / fogad-n-od a tanácsokat [soha]

perf not accept-Inf / accept-Inf-2Sg the advice.Pl.Acc never

‘(for you) to [never] accept the advice’





We provide two series of judgments in Table 19 for the tests based on the ‘for instance’-construction, where only one scope relation is expected, see (196a), given the fact that even the authors have provided quite different grammaticality judgments concerning the set of altogether 12 cases. It is not surprising that these intricate patterns of grammaticality judgments, presumably due to the underlying ordered sets of microparameters (with potentially different orderings), are highly exposed to speaker dependent differences (cf. Table 10 in 1.2.2.1.2 and Table 5 in 1.2.1.1.4). Our analysis can be regarded as a point of departure which can serve as the “null hypothesis” for would-be statistical tests whose aims should be decided on the basis of theory-internal purposes.



Table 19 Grammaticality judgments from two speakers pertaining to the test constructions given in (196)⏎


	(196)
	b
	b’
	b”
	c
	c’
	c”



	SP1
	✓/?
	??/*?
	(?)/?
	?/??
	??/*?
	?/??


	SP2
	(?)/*?
	?/*?
	?/*?
	(?)/*
	?/*?
	?/??


The x/y pairs of grammaticality judgments in Table 19 are associated with the investigated uninflected/inflected infinitival constructions, respectively. The results show that the tendency observed in the case of adjunct-type negative (universal) quantifiers (see Table 10 in 1.2.2.1.2) in the preinfinitival modifier zone also holds for them in the postinfinitival modifier zone: some Hungarians (like speaker1) tolerate well the ‘verbal particle last’ constructions also in certain inflected infinitival constructions (see the grammaticality judgments associated with (196b,b’), while others (like speaker2) do not (see also Farkas 2020). In the case of uninflected infinitival constructions, the [NegPrt+Inf+VPrt] order is the best for both speakers in the postinfinitival modifier zone, just like in the case of postinfinitival complement zone and in the preinfinitival modifier zone. Nevertheless, for native speakers like speaker2, there is no convincingly acceptable inflected infinitival construction containing a negative quantifier in the postinfinitival modifier zone (just like in the case of the preinfinitival modifier zone); the best result is (again) ’??’, associated with the [VPrt+NegPrt+Inf] order (196c”) (cf. the grammaticality judgment associated with (165c”) in 1.2.2.1.2).

However, there is also a radical difference between the pre- and the postinfinitival modifier zone concerning the grammaticality judgments associated with the constructions that contain either of the two negative particles. In the preinfinitival modifier zone, both speakers definitely reject this arrangement (see the grammaticality judgment associated with (165b”) while in the postinfinitival modifier zone the constructions in question are quite acceptable (196b”), except for the inflected infinitival construction for speaker2 (for the above mentioned reason).

Finally, the judgments concerning the double primed type is worth a note in passing. The highly positive evaluation of the [VPrt+NegPrt+Inf] order by both speakers may have to do with a special finite negative construction, an emphatic kind of negation (É. Kiss 1992: 155), which is unexpectedly sensitive to mood (Alberti and Medve 2002: 127–128), as illustrated in (167a’,b’) in 1.2.2.1.2. Our hypothesis is that in the given cases the speakers are inclined to adapt this special negative construction from the finite sphere (see the primed examples in (167) to the infinitival one (see also N1.3.1.2.4.1, sub III).

If the constructions under investigation are not “closed” in a ‘for instance’- construction, generally two readings are expected, which can be referred to as ‘internal’ versus ‘external’. In the case of negative universals, however, while there are six potential versions at first glance, “ultimately” only a certain internal-scope reading is available (see the translation of (197a). This is due to the fact that scope hierarchy is clearly defined between the three logical factors universal quantification, negation and the matrix predicate hiba volt ’was a mistake’ via the following three restrictions, given as (i-iii) (cf. the comments on (145-148) in 1.2.1.1.4, see also the comments on (166) in 1.2.2.1.2). (i) In the case of negative universal quantifiers, universal quantification always has scope over negation: [… ∀ > ¬…]. (ii) This scope must be an immediate scope, in the sense that the scopal effect of the finite predicate ‘was a mistake’, marked by ‘M’ in the formula given in (197a), cannot appear between the two logical operators: *[… ∀ > X > ¬ …]. (iii) The position of the negative particle disambiguates between the internal/external scope-reading alternatives: if it is attached to the infinitival head (like in the series of examples in (197), the construction in question must be interpreted internally: [M > ∀ > ¬], while if it is attached to the matrix predicate (like in the series of examples in (198), the construction must be interpreted externally: [∀ > ¬ > M].


	
(197) ● Operators in the preinfinitival modifier zone of infinitives IV. Negative universal quantifiers in the postverbal zone


	
a. Hiba volt […].

mistake be.Past.3Sg

ISR [M > ∀ > ¬]: ‘It was a mistake [...].’


	
b. nem fogad-ni / fogad-n-od meg a tanácsokat [soha-se(m)]

not accept-Inf / accept-Inf-2Sg perf the advice.Pl.Acc never-not


	
b’. nem meg-fogad-ni / meg-fogad-n-od a tanácsokat [soha-se(m)]

not perf-accept-Inf / perf-accept-Inf-2Sg the advice.Pl.Acc never-not


	
b”. meg nem fogad-ni / fogad-n-od a tanácsokat [soha-se(m)]

perf not accept-Inf / accept-Inf-2Sg the advice.Pl.Acc never-not ‘(for you) to [never] accept the advice’


	
c. nem fogad-ni / fogad-n-od meg a tanácsokat [soha]

not accept-Inf / accept-Inf-2Sg perf the advice.Pl.Acc never


	
c’. nem meg- fogad-ni / meg-fogad-n-od a tanácsokat [soha]

not perf-accept-Inf / perf-accept-Inf-2Sg the advice.Pl.Acc never


	
c”. meg nem fogad-ni / fogad-n-od a tanácsokat [soha]

perf not accept-Inf / accept-Inf-2Sg the advice.Pl.Acc never

‘(for you) to [never] accept the advice’





There are, obviously, rich systems of (partly speaker dependent) differences in acceptability of the variants given in (197b-c”) as expressions of the single potential meaning given in (197a). Table 20 is devoted to the demonstration of the judgments of the two authors.



Table 20 Grammaticality judgments from two speakers pertaining to the test constructions given in (197)⏎


	(197)
	b
	b’
	b”
	c
	c’
	c”



	SP1
	✓/✓
	?/??
	✓/(?)
	?/??
	??/*?
	?/??


	SP2
	(?)/?
	?/??
	?/??
	?/*
	*?/*?
	*?/*?


The x/y pairs of grammaticality judgments in Table 20 are worth comparing to the corresponding judgments given in Table 19, both concerning internal-scope readings. The two speaker types can be characterized by slight but different deviations. For speaker 1, all the (c)-examples (those without sem) are associated with the same judgments while the (b)-variants (those with sem)—the earlier non-perfect ones—are somewhat more acceptable in the postverbal test-construction than in the ‘for instance’ test-construction. Speaker 2 can be characterized by more tolerance towards the inflected variants in the postverbal test-construction than in the ‘for instance’ test-construction, parallel to a decreasing tolerance to the sem-less variants.

The next question to discuss is whether it is possible to trigger external-scope reading for a negative universal in the postinfinitival modifier zone of an infinitival head. As was mentioned above, external-scope reading may only be available in a construction in which the negative particle is attached to the finite predicate (which is hiba volt ‘was a mistake’ in the current case, resulting in a nem volt hiba ‘was not a mistake’ complex matrix predicate). We offer potential realizations of the required pattern in (198a+b/b’), which are more or less acceptable expressions of the intended external meanings; more precisely, the variants with sem (198b) are significantly more acceptable than those without that negative particle (198b’). It is to be noted, however, that there is no theory-neutral procedure to prove that the negative universal is factually in the preinfinitival modifier zone of the infinitival head, which is the syntactic structure to be investigated in this subsection, and not in the postverbal modifier zone on the finite sentence level. The canonical ways to express the intended external-scope meaning are presented in (198c-c’), with containing either negative particle of sem and nem and the negative universal occupying a position in the preverbal modifier zone. The versions given in (198a+b/b’) are thus preferably to be considered as alternatives to those in (198c-c’) with the shared property that the negative universal occupies a position in the phrase of the finite verbal construction. In this theory-neutral book we have provided the relevant word-order variants with the intended external meanings, and it is up to readers how they analyze the data in their own syntactic frameworks.


	
(198) ● Operators in the postinfinitival modifier zone of infinitives V. Negative universal quantifiers with external scope readings?


	
a. Nem volt hiba [...].

not be.Past.3Sg mistake

ESR [∀ > ¬> M]: ‘It was [… never …] a mistake [...].’


	
b. ??meg-fogad-ni / ?meg-fogad-n-od a tanácsokat [soha]

perf-accept-Inf / perf-accept-Inf-2Sg the advice.Pl.Acc never-not

‘… never … (for you) to accept the advice’


	
b’. ??meg-fogad-ni /?? meg-fogad-n-od a tanácsokat [soha]

perf-accept-Inf / perf-accept-Inf-2Sg the advice.Pl.Acc never

‘… never … (for you) to accept the advice’


	
c. [Soha-se(m)] volt hiba meg-fogad-ni / meg-fogad-n-od a tanácsokat.

never-not be.Past.3Sg mistake perf-accept-Inf / perf-accept-Inf-2Sg the advice.Pl.Acc

‘It was never a mistake (for you) to accept the advice.’


	
c’. [Soha] nem volt hiba meg-fogad-ni / meg-fogad-n-od a tanácsokat.

never not be.Past.3Sg mistake perf-accept-Inf / perf-accept-Inf-2Sg the advice.Pl.Acc

‘It was never a mistake (for you) to accept the advice.’





The next part of the subsection provides two tables summarizing the extent to which particular arguments of uninflected and inflected infinitives can appear in the postinfinitival modifier zone as different types of operators with internal scope ( Table 21) or external scope ( Table 22). Before entering into details, we note that the judgment patterns, and almost the judgments themselves, can be characterized by the same tendencies as those associated with arguments in postinfinitival complement zones (see Tables 7 and 8 in 1.2.1.1.4); it thus does not make any difference whether the postinfinitival scope-taker in question is an adjunct or an argument.



Table 21 Readiness of adjuncts of different types of infinitives to take internal scope in the postinfinitival modifier zone⏎


	
	Adjunct
	mind
	is
	se-
	csak
	nem
	wh



	Infinitive
	Temporal
	✓/✓
	✓/✓
	✓/✓
	?/??
	*?/*?
	*/*


	InfinitiveAgr
	Temporal
	(?)/✓
	(?)/✓
	?/(?)
	??/??
	*/*?
	*/*




Table 22 Readiness of adjuncts of different types of infinitives to take external scope in the postinfinitival modifier zone⏎


	
	
	Adjunct
	mind
	is
	se-
	csak
	nem
	wh



	
	Infinitive
	Temporal
	✓
	(?)
	(?)
	*
	*
	*


	
	InfinitiveAgr
	Temporal
	✓
	(?)
	?
	*
	*
	*


In Table 21 each cell contains two grammaticality judgments due to the fact that both the ‘for instance’- and the postverbal test-construction (demonstrated in (138a-b) in 1.2.1.1.4) ab ovo make an internal-scope reading possible. The first grammaticality judgments belong to the ‘for instance’-construction, in the case of which only the internal-scope reading is possible, while the second grammaticality judgments belong to the postverbal test context, in the case of which, besides the internal-scope reading, there is also a possibility of an external-scope reading. As can be seen, the structural possibility of external-scope readings does not tend to have a considerable impact on the acceptability of the competing internal-scope readings: the corresponding results tend to show a one-grade difference with non-uniform direction (in contrast to the analogous case of postnominal complement zones, see N2.1.1.4.7). That is, the results do not show a significant dependence on the choice of the test construction.

As for the six operator types investigated, there are significant differences between them with respect to their possible occurrence in the postinfinitival modifier zone. The mind-quantifier and the is-quantifier tend to score (equally) best as internal-scope takers with their uniform essential acceptability while the negative (nem-) focus and the wh-phrase can never take internal scope, constituting the opposite extreme. Of the two further operator types investigated, the negative (se-) quantifier can still be qualified as “rather acceptable” in the given position, with the (csak-) focus being “borderline”. All in all, the data in Table 21 lead us to the following elegant generalization: (i) the six operator types can be characterized by a monotonous preference order (in the sense that if the judgment pair x/y is left to the pair x’/y’ in any row of the table, then x≥x’ and y≥y’). As for differences between argument types, the following tendency can be observed (in the columns of the table): (ii) the non-suffixed status of the infinitival head is the preferred one.

Let us now summarize to what extent particular arguments of the three types investigated can appear in the postinfinitival modifier zone as different types of operators with external scope. As can be seen in Table 22, mind-quantifiers, is-quantifiers and negative (se-) quantifiers can more or less readily take external scope as postinfinitival operators while (csak-) foci, negative (nem-) foci and wh-phrases can never take external scope.

Although the distribution of data concerning external-scope taking (see Table 22) is less complex than that of data concerning internal-scope taking, the former pattern also satisfies the three monotonous preference orders (between operator types horizontally and argument/head-suffixation types vertically, with the same orders in both directions), numbered as (i) and (ii) above in the comments concerning Table 21.

As was mentioned in the discussion of the quantifier types (see the comments on (161) in 1.2.2.1.2), however, a serious methodological problem arises: there is no theory-neutral procedure to prove that the given quantifier is factually in the postinfinitival modifier zone of the infinitival head, which is the syntactic structure to be investigated in this subsection, and not in the postverbal modifier zone on the finite sentence level. The whole system of data provided in Table 22 should be considered by the reader who works in a particular syntactic framework according to the analysis offered by that framework; we restrict ourselves to claiming that certain word orders (with appropriate stress patterns) can be associated with certain meanings.

The final part of this subsection is devoted to the investigation whether it is possible to have more than one free-adjunct operator in the postinfinitival modifier zone. As illustrated in (199), the answer to the question is positive. It is worth noting that such examples are systematically ambiguous, due to the following two facts (see Farkas and Alberti 2022). First, in Hungarian post-head operators are not ordered scopally (É. Kiss 1992: 167), in contrast to operators in the pre-head zone (see Remark 6 in the introductory part of 1.2.2). Second, the scope of an operator that belongs to an infinitival head can be interpreted relative to not only the infinitive but also the finite verb, resulting in readings which can be referred to as internal and external, respectively, as can be observed in (194a’,b’). In (199a), only the former type of ambiguity is “licensed” by the ‘for instance’-construction, resulting in two different internal scope readings, with an obvious preference for the word-order reflecting scope order. This preferred reading is ISR1 in the case considered here (NB: ISR2 would be the preferred reading if the locative is-expression preceded the temporal mind-expression in the postinfinitival modifier zone).


	
(199) ● More than one scope taking adjunct in the postinfinitival modifier zone


	
Na például árusít-ani / (?)árusít-an-unk a könyvet

well for_instance sell-Inf / sell-Inf-1Pl the book.Acc

[mindkét napon] [Szegeden is], az fölösleges.

both day.Sup Szeged.Sup also that superfluous

ISR1: [∀ > also]: ‘Well for instance, the following is superfluous: in the case of [both days],

(for us) to sell the book then [in Szeged, among other cities].’

MODEL1: sell the book on Saturday in these cities: {Pécs, Debrecen, Szeged}

sell the book on Sunday in these cities: {Miskolc, Veszprém, Szeged}

(?)ISR2: [also > ∀]: ‘Well for instance, the following is superfluous: in the case of [Szeged, among other cities], (for us) to sell the book there [on both days].’

among other cities], (for us) to sell the book there [on both days].’

Model2: sell the book on Saturday in these cities: {Pécs, Debrecen, Szeged}

sell the book on Sunday in these cities: {Pécs, Debrecen, Szeged}


	
Fölösleges árusít-ani / árusít-an-unk a könyvet

superfluous sell-Inf / sell-Inf-1Pl the book.Acc

[mindkét napon] [Szegeden is].

both day.Sup Szeged.Sup also

‘It was superfluous (for us) to sell the book [on both days] [also in Szeged].’

✓ISR1: [superfluous > both days > also in szeged]: {P, D, S},{M, V, S}}

??ISR2: [superfluous > also in szeged > both days]: {P, D, S},{P, D, S}}

?? ESR-ISR1: [both days > superfluous > also in szeged]: {P, D, S},{M, V, S}

? ESR-ISR2: [also in szeged > superfluous > both days]: {P, D, S},{P, D, S}

?? ESR1: [both days > also in szeged > superfluous]: {P, D, S},{M, V, S}

(?) ESR2: [also in szeged > both days > superfluous]: {P, D, S},{P, D, S}





In (199b), as there is no ‘for instance’-island to limit the two operator scopes concerned to internal status, both types of ambiguity are predicted to emerge on the basis of the two aforementioned sources of ambiguity, resulting in a multiply ambiguous construction with potentially six different scope orders (cf. (150b) in 1.2.1.1.4). Note, however, that the alternatives can theoretically be differentiated by different stress patterns (see Varga 2016). A basic rule is that the operator with the higher scope should be stressed in order to indicate its prominence; it is not clear, however, how to disambiguate a construction with more than two competing scope hierarchies. It is a (potentially opposite) tendency that, of two post-head operators and the finite verb also taking scope in some sense, the interpretation reflecting their linear order is preferred. Furthermore, the context and/or typicality according to world knowledge is obviously also an important general factor in choosing between competing interpretations, independent of the former two factors.

As it is not easy to distinguish between the theoretically predicted scopal alternatives, we provide simple models to elucidate the differences between them. The models in (199) are to be interpreted as follows. The speaker of the sentences, having received two lists for two days with names of the potential cities where to sell a certain book, expresses his or her discontent concerning the proposal in the lists; then, as a response to this, the person who has made the proposal crosses out its certain parts—as few as possible—so that the remaining lists already satisfy the speaker’s expectations. The two models provided in (199a) “differentiate” the two potential meanings as follows: Model1 is not compatible with ISR2, only with ISR1, since Model1 does not contain, besides Szeged, any further cities proposed as a place for selling the book on both days. Note in passing that Model2 is compatible with both readings (in connection with the fact that ISR2 implies ISR1); providing Model2 only serves the purpose of showing a prototypical model in which ISR2 is true.

As for the six readings considered in (199b), we are not going to clarify them here (again), since they are the same as the readings considered in (169b) in 1.2.2.1.2. This is due to the fact that word-order variants of the same constituents can be associated with the same set of potential readings, relative to which the distribution of grammaticality judgments will be different across word-order variants. The main difference between these distributions in question is that if both scope taking adjuncts are in the right periphery of the test sentence, as in (199b), in contrast to the one in (169b), then each scope taker can more or less readily be stressed in order to get a scope higher than what the given word order ab ovo

provides. This ‘more or less’ means that, compared to the fully acceptable wordorder reflecting reading, referred to as ISR1 in (199b), the five further readings will be less acceptable but all will reach at least the ‘unclear status’ (‘??’). The two convincingly acceptable readings of these five ones, namely, ESR-ISR2 and ISR2, can be claimed to be selected by the following two tendencies, concerning the “scope broadening” stress. This stress is more effective if (i) it is on the word-order-final constituent (instead of being on an in-between constituent), which is the locative is-quantifier, and (ii) it “broadens” the scope in a way that the scope taker concerned will have the highest scope (and not an in-between scope within the scopal triplet). Thus, of the five non-word-order reflecting readings, which all reach an at least unclear status in respect of acceptability, the two readings avoiding in-between characters in the above sense are preferred to the further three readings.


1.3 External syntax of infinitives

Gábor Alberti

This section discusses the distribution of infinitival phrases within the clause, and the differences between agreeing and non-agreeing infinitival phrases with respect to their distributional properties. Sections 1.3.1 and 1.3.2 deal with the syntactic functions and the syntactic positions of infinitival phrases, respectively. We have organized the discussion on the basis of two factors: the category of the matrix element that subcategorizes for the infinitive, and the function of the given infinitive: whether it is an argument, an adjunct or a predicate. This section is relatively short, given that some of the issues discussed here are discussed in more detail elsewhere (see volumes N, V, and A).


1.3.1 Syntactic functions of infinitival phrases

This section mainly focuses on the syntactic functions of infinitival phrases. We begin with a discussion of the different functions infinitival phrases can fulfill as arguments. This is followed by a discussion of infinitival phrases as adjuncts and as predicates. This section contains examples from section 1.1 as well; here we reiterate the crucial points from the point of view of the external syntax of infinitives. Our strategy is to recapitulate the major points with the help of a few examples, then to refer the reader to the appropriate section for more detailed discussion.

An infinitival phrase can be the argument of a verb (200a), even a special verb used only in a negative context (200a’). As a straightforward consequence of the fact that an infinitival phrase can be the argument of a verb, it can also be an argument of other non-finite and deverbal categories such as an infinitive (200b), different types of participles (200c-c’”), a converb (200d) and a deverbal nominal (200e). Other kinds of nouns (200e’) and adjectives (200f-f’) can also have infinitival arguments.


	
(200) ● Categories of predicates taking non-agreeing infinitival phrases as their arguments


	
a. [vp Utálok [InfP vezet-ni]].

hate.1Sg drive-Inf

‘I hate driving.’


	
a’. *(✓Nem) [vp átallott [InfP közbe-kiált-ani]].

not scruple.3Sg between-shout-Inf

‘(S)he was not so scrupulous to call out.’


	
b. Utálok [InfP [InfP vezet-ni] tanul-ni]].

hate.1Sg drive-Inf learn-Inf

‘I hate learning how to drive.’


	
c. ??az [PartP [InfP el-es-ni] lát-ott] gyerek

the drive-Inf learn-Ó student

‘the student who is learning how to drive’


	
c’. ?? az [PartP [InfP el-es-ni] lát-ott] gyerek

the away-fall-Inf see-T kid

‘the child who was seen to fall’


	
c”. a [PartP [InfP vezet-ni] tanít-andó] diák

the drive-Inf learn-andó student

‘the student who should be taught how to drive’


	
c”. a [PartP [InfP vezet-ni] könnyen tanít-ható] diák

the drive-Inf easily learn-Ható student

‘the student who can be taught easily how to drive’


	
d. [ConvP [InfP Vezet-ni] tanul-va]] kezdtem az évet.

drive-Inf learn-Conv begin.Past.1Sg the year.Acc

‘I started the year by learning how to drive.’


	
e. Jó dolog [dp a [InfP vezet-ni] tanul-ás].

good thing the drive-Inf learn-Nmn

‘It is good to learn to drive.’


	
e’. Van [np kedvem [InfP vezet-ni]].

be.3Sg humour.Poss.1Sg drive-Inf

‘I feel like driving.’


	
f. Nem (volt) [ap fölösleges [InfP el-me-nni]].

not be.Past.3Sg superfluous away-go-Inf

‘It is/was not pointless to go away.’


	
f’. a [ap [InfP tárgyal-ni] képtelen] miniszter

the negotiate-Inf unable minisiter

‘the minister who is unable to negotiate’





The series of examples in (201) is devoted to the illustration of categories to which infinitives expressing purpose can belong. It is not obvious whether purpose expressing constituents are arguments or adjuncts. Kenesei (1992: 551, 595–596), for instance, qualifies purpose expressing constituents, from a lexical-semantic point of view, as free expressions with no thematic role. However, the syntactic analysis he proposes on the basis of binding principles relies on a deep structure in which a purpose expressing constituent is the sister of the V head (Kenesei 1992: 596, ex. (13), 1994: 279–281), which suggests that this is an argument. Komlósy (1992: 473–479), having overviewed dozens of relevant examples, is also led to the conclusion that the classification of purpose expressing infinitival phrases is a problem which cannot be regarded as exhaustively solved. Thus, in harmony with the theory-neutral character of the book, we present these data in a separate series of examples, with the comment that the reader should feel free to use the given examples according to what his/her framework requires.

As shown in (201), verbal categories, and only verbal categories, can have infinitives expressing purpose: that is, verbs (201a), infinitives (201b), ó-, t-, andó- and ható-participles (201c-e), converbs (201f), deverbal nominals (201g) and deverbal adjectives (201h).


	
(201) ● Categories of predicates taking non-agreeing infinitival phrases expressing purpose


	
a. [vp El-megyek [InfP úsz-ni]].

away-go.1Sg swim-Inf

‘I go to swim.’


	
b. Utálok [InfP el-me-nni [InfP úsz-ni]].

hate.1Sg away-go-Inf swim-Inf

‘I hate going to swim.’


	
c. az [PartP [InfP úsz-ni] indul-ó] diák

the swim-Inf leave-ó student

‘the student who is leaving for swimming’


	
c’. (?) a [PartP [InfP tárgyal-ni] küld-ött] miniszter

the negotiate-Inf learn-t minister

‘the minister who was sent to negotiate’


	
d. a [PartP*?(?[InfP tárgyal-ni]) küld-endő] miniszter

the negotiate-Inf learn-andó minister

‘the minister who will/should be sent (to negotiate)’


	
d’. a [PartP ((?) [InfP szárad-ni]) fel-akaszt-andó] ruha

the dry-Inf up-hang-andó dress

‘the dress to hang up (to dry)’


	
e. a [PartP*?((?)[InfP tárgyal-ni]) küld-hető] kolléga

the negotiate-Inf learn-Ható colleague

‘the colleague who can be sent (to negotiate)’


	
f. [ConvP El-küld-ve a fiamat [InfP úsz-ni]], végre

away-send-Conv the son.Poss.1Sg.Acc swim-Inf finally

elkezdhettem dolgozni.

away.start.Mod.Past.1Sg work.Inf

‘My son sent to swim, I could finally begin to work.’


	
g. [dp A miniszter [InfP tárgyal-ni] küld-és-e] hiba volt.

the minister negotiate-Inf send-Nmn-Poss mistake be.Past.3Sg

‘Sending the minister to negotiate was a mistake.’


	
h. a [ap [InfP tárgyal-ni] elküldhetetlen] miniszter

the negotiate-Inf away.send.unable minister

‘the minister who cannot be sent to negotiate’





The andó-participles require a comment with respect to the discussion on participles concerning examples (200c-c’). andó-participles readily take infinitival phrases expressing purpose, witnessed by (201d-d’). The alternatives evaluated illustrate the application of the argument test based on omissibility in the spirit of Komlósy (1992: 473–479) and suggest that an infinitival phrase expressing purpose can show either a “rather argument-like” (201d) or a “rather adjunct-like” behavior (201d’).

It is listed in the series of examples in (202) which categories can have agreeing infinitives as their arguments. As shown, this kind of infinitival phrases can only appear with certain verbs (202a), certain infinitives (those formed from these verbs) (202b), and certain adjectives (202c) and certain nouns (202d).


	
(202) ● Categories of predicates taking agreeing infinitival phrases as their arguments


	
[vp Sikerült [InfP levizsgáz-n-om]].

succeed.Past.1Sg pass_an_exam-Inf-1Sg

‘I have succeeded in passing the exam.’


	
(?)Nem fog [InfP [InfP sikerül-ni] levizsgáz-n-om]].

not will.3Sg succeed-Inf pass_an_exam-Inf-1Sg

‘I will not succeed in passing the exam.’


	
Nem volt [ap fölösleges [InfP el-me-nn-ed]].

not be.Past.3Sg superfluous away-go-Inf -2Sg

‘It was not pointless for you to go away.’


	
Nem volt [np butaság [InfP el-me-nn-ed]].

not be.Past.3Sg foolishness away-go-Inf-2Sg

‘It was not a stupid idea for you to go away.’





According to books in which Hungarian is presented to an international audience, whether of linguists or non-linguists (e.g., Kenesei et al. 1998: 318, Szita and Pelcz 2016: 19), agreeing infinitives can appear with the following (kinds of) matrix predicates: kell ‘must / have to’, kellene ‘should / ought to’ (‘must.Cond.3Sg’), lehet ‘may be’, szabad ‘may’, illik ‘should (do something as polite behavior)’, kár ‘pity’, érdemes ‘worth’, fontos ‘important’, fölösleges ‘superfluous’ and sikerül ‘succeed’.

The series of examples in (203) presents a logico-semantics based classification of the types of construction in which agreeing infinitives can appear in Hungarian (Tóth 2011: 254). Note in passing that the modal existential wh-construction type (1.4.1), presented in (203f), has the name “constructions with the verb ‘to be’” in Tóth (2011). It is also worth noting that among purpose expressing infinitives there are no agreeing alternatives to the non-agreeing counterparts presented in (201).


	
(203) ● Types of constructions containing agreeing infinitival phrases


	
A tónak nem kellene még be-fagy-ni-a. [Epistemic modal]

the lake.Dat not must.Cond.3Sg already into-freeze-Inf-3Sg

‘The lake must be still unfrozen.’


	
Az ebédnek kész kell le-nni-e. [Deontic modal

the lunch.Dat ready must.3Sg be-Inf-3Sg with no direction]

‘The lunch must be ready.’


	
Butaság volt Jánosnak türelmetlenked-ni-e. [Nominal predicate]

foolishness be.Past.3Sg János.Dat get_impatient-Inf-3Sg

‘It was stupid for János to lose his patience.’


	
Péternek haza kell me-nni-e. [Deontic modal] Péternek haza kell me-nni-e. [Deontic modal]

Péter.Dat home must.3Sg go-Inf-3Sg

‘Péter has to go home.’


	
Péternek fontos volt meg-jelen-ni-e. [Evaluative predicate]

Péter.Dat important be.Past.3Sg perf-appear-Inf-3Sg

‘It was important for Péter to appear there.’


	
Van kinek el-me-nni-e a gyűlésre. [Modal existential

be.3Sg who.Dat away-go-Inf -3Sg the meeting.Sub wh-construction]

‘There is someone to go to the meeting.’






Remark 7. In contrast to present-day Hungarian, it was possible in Old Hungarian that both the finite verb and its infinitival argument bear an agreement suffix in the same construction (in the form that both agree with the subject in number and person).


	
en ÿewtem frater ÿlyeſheӡ beӡellenem JókK.15

én jött-em fráter Illéshez beszélle-n-em[spelling in present-day Hungarian]

I come.Past-1Sg monk Illés.All talk-Inf-1Sg

‘I came to speak to monk Illés’


	
tuttoc io adomanocat adnotoc MünchK. 13rb

tud-tok jó adományokat ad-n-otok

able-2Pl good donation.Pl.Acc give-Inf-2Pl

‘you are able to give good donations’




It is reviewed in the series of examples in (204) in what argument functions infinitival phrases can occur. They can fulfill the role of subject (204a-a’), and may appear in functions otherwise fulfilled by accusative (204b) or oblique case marked noun phrases (204c) or adverbs (204d) (cf. (13-17) in 1.1.1). What makes the traditional classification of the traditional grammatical functions (subject/object/…) highly problematic is that (i) the basis of this classification is not appropriately case marked infinitives, since infinitives in Hungarian can neither bear case markers, as illustrated in the (d)-examples in (14-15), nor be associated with pre- or postpositions, as shown in (17a), and (ii) it relies on congruent question–answer-pairs with questions containing appropriately case marked wh-words (204a-c) or belonging to the appropriate category (204d), which is verifiably to be a questionable method (Kálmán C. et al. 1989). As the alternatives in brackets presented in (204) show, in most cases, there are no fully acceptable short answers; furthermore, the complete answers require a ‘for instance’-expression, whose appearance may also be regarded as a sign of incongruency between question and answer in a pragmatic sense. Even the type of illustration given (204b) is questioned by Kálmán C. et al. (1989) on the grounds that the factual congruent question–answer pair is the one shown in (204b’). The dominant generative stance is thus that InfPs can serve as different types of external and internal arguments without assuming that these grammatical functions should coincide with the grammatical functions that case-markable noun phrases fulfill.


	
(204) ● Nominal-like distribution of infinitives (according to grammatical functions)?


	
Mi jó? Úsz-ni ?? (✓ például jó).

what good swim-Inf for_instance good

‘What is good? For instance, it is good to swim.’


	
a’. Mi sikerült? ?? (✓ Sikerült például) úsz-ni.

what succeed.Past.3Sg succeed.Past.3Sg for_instance swim-Inf

‘What have you succeeded in? For instance, we have succeeded in swimming.’


	
b. Mit szeretnél? (Szeretnék) úsz-ni.

what.Acc like.Cond.2Sg like.Cond.1Sg swim-Inf

‘What would you like to do? I would like to swim.’


	
b’. Mit szeretnél csinálni? Úsz-ni.

what.Acc like.Cond.2Sg do.Inf swim-Inf

‘What would you like to do? To swim.’


	
c. Mitől félsz? *(✓Félek például) úsz-ni.

what.Abl be_afraid:of.2Sg be_afraid:of.1Sg for_instance swim-Inf

‘What are you afraid of? I am afraid of swimming.’


	
d. Hol voltál? Úsz-ni ? (✓voltam).

where be.Past.2Sg swim-Inf be.Past.1Sg

‘Where were you? I was off for a swim.’





The series of examples presented in (205) is devoted to a similar classification of phrases of agreeing infinitives according to grammatical functions. As shown by the lack of (b)-(d)-examples, only the subject grammatical function may be attributed to agreeing infinitives. This restriction is in total harmony with the fact that the collections of constructions containing agreeing infinitives brought together in the aforementioned books in which Hungarian is presented to an international audience, whether of linguists or non-linguists (Kenesei et al. 1998: 318, Szita and Pelcz 2016: 19) as well as in Tóth’s (2011: 254) book (203) share the following property: the agreeing infinitives can only serve as subjects/external arguments.


	
(205) ● Nominal-like distribution of agreeing infinitives (according to grammatical functions)?


	
a. Úsz-n-om például fölösleges volt.

swim-Inf-1Sg for_instance superfluous be.Past3.Sg

‘For instance, it is unnecessary to swim.’


	
a’. Sikerült például úsz-n-om.

succeed.Past.3Sg for_instance swim-Inf-1Sg

‘For instance, I have succeeded in swimming.’





Infinitival phrases also function as adjuncts, but they are not typical in that function. As shown in (206), infinitival adjuncts can only appear in two constructions.

In one of these types, they are obviously lexicalized items (206a-a’). They are referred to as discourse particles in Keszler (2000b: 467), as was mentioned in connection with (55f) in 1.1.3.


	
(206) ● Categories of predicates taking infinitival phrases as their adjuncts


	
a. Ezek a nyilatkozatok eltérőek, sőt, mond-hat-ni ellentétesek.

this.Pl the declaration.Pl different.Pl moreover say-Mod-Inf opposite.Pl

‘These declarations are different, or moreover, I may say, opposite to each other.’


	
a’. az [ap eltérő, sőt, [InfP mond-hat-ni] ellentétes] nyilatkozatok

the different moreover say-Mod-Inf opposite declaration.Pl

‘These declarations are different, or moreover, I may say, opposite to each other.’


	
b. [InfP Tanul-ni / *Tanul-n-om] [vp tanultam], de nem tudok semmit.

study-Inf / study-Inf-1Sg study.Past.1Sg but not know.1Sg nothing.Acc

‘Sure, I studied but I do not know anything.’


	
b’. a [PartP [InfP tanul-ni / *tanul-ni-a] tanul-ó, de semmit nem tud-ó] diák

the study-Inf / study-Inf-3Sg study-Ó but nothing.Acc not know-Ó student

‘the student who has surely studied but does not know anything’


	
c. Van sör a hűtő-ben? Van-ni van, de nem adok.

be.3Sg beer the fridge-Ine be-Inf be.3Sg but not give.1Sg

‘Is there any beer in the fridge? Sure, there is some but I won’t give you any.’





The other type of infinitive functioning as an adjunct appears as a special kind of contrastive topic (206b-b’). In this construction, there can also appear such infinitival forms of a V that can only occur within a topic infinitive but nowhere else in the language; this type (in Yiddish) is referred to by Cable (2003: 3) as a pseudo-infinitive; see (63e) in 1.1.3, sub. I., repeated here as (206c) (for more examples of pseudo-infinitives, see 1.1.3).

The third function in which a constituent can appear is that of a predicate. A partial copy in (207) of the series of examples in (18) in 1.1.1 serves as an illustration.

Within a copular construction, where the copula is phonetically empty in the present indicative 3rd person forms, infinitives, in contrast to nouns (207a’), cannot function as primary predicates (207a). Nevertheless, there is a similar predicative construction, with an obligatorily appearing kind of copula, in which infinitives can readily appear (207b). This construction is also worth comparing to the analogous deverbal nominal construction. Its possibility proves to depend on the particular subtype of the deverbal nominal (207b’): if the given noun can be interpreted only as a complex-event denoting deverbal nominal (focizás ‘play_football.Nmn’), the construction will be unacceptable.


	
(207) ● Infinitives as primary predicates


	
a. Amit a legjobban imádtam, az olvas-ni *?(*volt).

that.Acc the the_most adore.Past.1Sg that read-Inf be.Past.3Sg

Intended meaning: ‘What I adored the most is/was reading.’


	
a’. Amit a legjobban imádtam, az az olvas-ás (volt).

that.Acc the the_most adore.Past.1Sg that the read-Nmn be.Past.3Sg

‘What I adored the most is/was reading.’


	
b. Ili úsz-ni / fociz-ni van / volt.

Ili swim-Inf / play_football-Inf be.3Sg / be.Past.3Sg

‘Ili is/was [off for a swim] / [just playing football].’


	
b’. Ili úsz-ás-on / *fociz-ás-on /✓ foci-n van / volt.

Ili swim-Nmn-Sup / play_football-Nmn-Sup / football-Sup be.3Sg / be.Past.3Sg

‘Ili is/was [off for a swim] / [just playing football].’


	
c. Le-ül-ni! / *[Ül-ni le]! / ??Fut-ni!

down-sit-Inf / sit-Inf down / run-Inf

‘[Sit down] / [Sit down] / Run!’


	
c’. Le-ül-és*? (*-be)! / [Ülés*(✓ -be) le]! / Fut-ás(*-ba)!

down-sit-Nmn(-Ill) / sit-Nmn(-Ill) down / run-Nmn(-Ill)

Intended meaning: ‘[Sit down] / [Sit down] / Run!’


	
c”. *Le-ül-n-öd! / *Le-ül-n-ötök! / *Le-ül-n-ünk!

down-sit-Inf.2Sg / down-sit-Inf.2Pl / down-sit-Inf.1Pl

Intended meaning: ‘[YouSg / YouPl should sit down] / [Let us sit down]!’


	
d. Nem tud-ni, hol van Ili; mostanában alig lát-ni.

not know-Inf where be.3Sg Ili nowadays scarcely see-Inf

‘It is not known where Ili is; she is scarcely seen nowadays.’


	
d’. *Nem tud-ás, hol van Ili; mostanában alig lát-ás.

not know-Nmn where be.3Sg Ili nowadays scarcely see-Nmn

Intended meaning: ‘It is not known where Ili is; she is scarcely seen nowadays.’


	
e. nem halla-ni / érez-ni / tapasztal-ni / kap-ni / talál-ni

not hear-Inf / smell-Inf / experience-Inf / receive-Inf / find-Inf


	
e’. *nem e-nni / gyárta-ni / árul-ni / ve-nni / néz-ni

not eat-Inf / produce-Inf / sell-Inf / buy-Inf / watch-Inf





Taking a first step towards a topic scarcely studied in the Hungarian generative literature (see Bartos (2002) and Halm (2021); see also Gärtner (2013), for instance, on German data), we considered a special construction in (18) in 1.1.1: non-finite commands. In non-finite commands, an infinitive can play the role of the matrix predicate instead of a finite verb. Whether an infinitive can or cannot appear as a non-finite command appears to depend on the particular lexical element and (the placement and/or the mere presence of) its potential verbal particle, as illustrated in (207c). As for the potential substitutes, certain deverbal nominals can readily appear in the given construction; in other cases, however, the construction is only acceptable with an otherwise atypical [verb.nominalizer.case + verbal particle] order (207c’). It is also worth noting that the infinitival component of non-finite commands cannot be inflected, witnessed by the potential constructions given in (207c”); though these constructions would definitely be easy to be associated with straightforward useful meanings.

Finally, (207d) shows another non-finite matrix-predicative construction in Hungarian (demonstrated in (207d’) together with its potential, but non-existing, deverbal alternative), in which the infinitival forms of a group of transitive verbs play the decisive role. The exploration of this group requires future research; as a point of departure, we give some further acceptable and unacceptable examples, see (207e) and (207e’), respectively.


1.3.2 Syntactic positions of infinitival phrases

This subsection discusses the information-structural positions in which infinitival phrases can appear in the matrix clause. The first eight series of examples are devoted to the overview of non-agreeing infinitives (208-215), and then six series of examples to that of agreeing ones (216-221). Then extracted InfPs (222-223) and a special contrastive-topic construction (224-227) are discussed. The subsection concludes with the illustration of phenomena concerning clustering patterns of infinitives such as “roll-up” structures and structures with climbing verbal particles (228-230).

Of the head types (in italics) which an infinitival phrase can belong to, listed in (200-201) in 1.3.1, the following categories can host the infinitival phrase in a post-head position (without any kind of operator character): a finite verb (208a), even a special one used only in a negative context (208a’), an infinitive (208b), a converb (208g), an adjective (208h), and, of noun types, either a deverbal nominal (208i) or a noun with no verbal basis (208j-j’).


Remark 8. Before considering the examples below (especially in subsection 1.3.2), a general comment on the simple constituent structures proposed is required. As this book can offer no detailed syntactic structures according to the principles of a particular formal syntactic theory, the syntactic content of a given constituent as it is provided in this volume intends to capture the following intuition: the components placed together in the given constituent “belong to each other” and “appear together” in the course of the derivation. By this, we do not commit ourselves to such claims that (in all reasonable syntactic approaches) (i) the given components are base generated precisely in the way (in the given word order, for instance) that the given constituent shows, (ii) the given constituents form the given constituent in the surface structure. What we may claim that, in the course of a theoretically acceptable derivation, there is a point in the derivation when the given components do stand together in a constituent, probably together with further syntactic material (potentially associated with explicit phonetic forms).



	
(208) ● Positions of infinitives: I. Post-head position


	
a. [vp El-megyek [InfP úsz-ni]].

away-go.1Sg swim-Inf

‘I will go to swim.’


	
a’. *(✓Nem) [vp átallott [InfP közbe-kiált-ani]].

not scruple.3Sg between-shout-Inf

‘(S)he was not so scrupulous to call out.’


	
b. Utálok [InfP el-me-nni [InfP úsz-ni]].

hate.1Sg away-go-Inf swim-Inf

‘I hate going to swim.’


	
c. *az [PartP indul-ó [InfP úsz-ni]] diák

the leave-ó swim-Inf student

Intended meaning: ‘the student who is leaving for swimming’


	
d. *a [PartP fel-akaszt-ott [InfP szárad-ni]] ruha

the up-hang-T dry-Inf dress

Intended meaning: ‘the dress hung up to dry’


	
e. *a [PartP fel-akaszt-andó [InfP szárad-ni]] ruha

the up-hang-andó dry-Inf dress

Intended meaning: ‘the dress to hang up to dry’


	
e’. *?Ez a ruha nem volt [PartP fel-akaszt-andó [InfP szárad-ni]].

this the dress not be.Past.3Sg up-hang-andó dry-Inf

Intended meaning: ‘This dress had not been to hang up to dry.’


	
f. ?Ez a kolléga nem volt [PartP el-küld-hető [InfP tárgyal-ni]]. f. ?Ez a kolléga nem volt [PartP el-küld-hető [InfP tárgyal-ni]].

this the colleague not be.Past.3Sg away-send-Ható negotiate-Inf

‘This colleague could not be sent to negotiate.’


	
g. [ConvP El-küld-ve a fiamat [InfP úsz-ni]], végre

away-send-Conv the son.Poss.1Sg.Acc swim-Inf finally

elkezdhettem dolgozni.

away.start.Mod.Past.1Sg work.Inf

‘My son sent to swim, I could finally begin to work.’


	
h. Ez a kolléga nem (volt) [ap képes [InfP tárgyal-ni]]. Ez a kolléga nem (volt) [ap képes [InfP tárgyal-ni]].

this the colleague not be.Past.3Sg capable negotiate-Inf

‘This colleague is/was not capable of negotiating.’


	
i. [dp A miniszter el-küld-és-e [InfP tárgyal-ni]] hiba volt.

the minister away-send-Nmn-Poss negotiate-Inf mistake be.Past.3Sg

‘Sending the minister to negotiate was a mistake.’


	
j. Nem volt [np butaság [InfP el-me-nni]].

not be.Past.3Sg foolishness away-go-Inf

‘It was not a stupid idea to go away.’


	
j’. Van [np kedvem [InfP vezet-ni]].

be.3Sg humor.Poss.1Sg drive-Inf

‘I feel like driving.’





InfPs can also belong to participial heads, as witnessed by (200c-c’) and (201c-d’), but typically not as their post-head satellites (208c-e’). This phenomenon is not InfP-specific but a special case of a general exclusion of the post-head appearance of any kind of phonetic material in an adjectival phrase in an attributive role (208c-e), see the (a)-examples in (78-80) in 2.1.4.1, sub III. As in Hungarian ó- and t-participles can only function attributively (208c-d), and never as predicates (see (13a-b’) in 2.1.1), these types of participles need not be investigated as predicates of matrix clauses (with a potential post-head InfP satellite). As for andó-participles, they are somewhat better predicates (see the (c)-examples in (13) in 2.1.1); nevertheless, as illustrated in (208e’), they do not provide sufficiently acceptable constructions with post-head infinitives, either. Ható-participles (208f) can readily serve as predicates (see (145) in 2.3.1, for instance) and can have InfPs as their post-head satellites.

Infinitival phrases can readily appear in a pre-head complement position if the given head can have an infinitival satellite at all (209a-h); with the single exception that, of nouns, only deverbal ones (209h) are capable of this (cf. (209i-i’). We present in (209) the relevant part of the intonational pattern of the example sentences, in the same way as in (110) in the introductory part of 1.2, in order to guarantee that the InfPs in question do occupy a pre-head complement position, and not a topic or a focus position (NB: the potential focus readings are excluded by the non-restrictive interpretations given in the translations).


	
(209) ● Positions of infinitives: II. Pre-head complement position


	
a. [vp [InfP 'Úsz-ni] °megyek].

swim-Inf go.1Sg

‘I (will) go to swim.’


	
b. Utálok [InfP [InfP 'úsz-ni] °me-nni].

hate.1Sg swim-Inf go-Inf

‘I hate going to swim.’


	
c. az [PartP [InfP 'úsz-ni] °indul-ó] diák

the swim-Inf leave-ó student

‘the student who is leaving for swimming’


	
d. a [PartP [InfP 'tárgyal-ni] °küld-ött ] miniszter

the negotiate-Inf send-t minister

‘the minister sent to negotiate’


	
e. ?a [PartP [InfP 'tárgyal-ni] °küld-endő] miniszter

the negotiate-Inf send-andó minister

‘the minister to send to negotiate’


	
f. [ConvP [InfP 'Úsz-ni] °küld-ve a fiamat], végre

swim-Inf send-Conv the son.Poss.1Sg.Acc finally

elkezdhettem dolgozni.

away.start.Mod.Past.1Sg work.Inf

‘My son sent to swim, I could finally begin to work.’


	
g. a [ap [InfP 'tárgyal-ni] °képes] kolléga

the negotiate-Inf capable colleague

‘the colleague who is capable of negotiating’


	
g’. Ez a kolléga [ 'képes [InfP 'tárgyal-ni]] /*? [[InfP 'tárgyal-ni] °képes].

this the colleague capable negotiate-Inf / negotiate-Inf capable

‘the colleague who is capable of negotiating’


	
h. [dp A miniszter [InfP 'tárgyal-ni] °küld-és-e] hiba volt.

the minister negotiate-Inf send-Nmn-Poss mistake be.Past.3Sg

‘Sending the minister to negotiate was a mistake.’


	
i. *Nem volt [np [InfP 'el-me-nni] °butaság].

not be.Past.3Sg away-go-Inf foolishness

Intended meaning: ‘It was not a stupid idea to go away.’


	
i’. *Van [np [InfP 'vezet-ni] °kedvem].

be.3Sg drive-Inf humor.Poss.1Sg

Intended meaning: ‘I feel like driving.’





The case of the adjectival head is worth a comment. The given intonation in (209g) suggests that an adjectival head in an attributive role readily tolerates an InfP in a pre-head complement position (but not in a post-head position, see the comments on (208c-e’). Nevertheless, it is theory-dependent what kind of syntactic position the given InfP occupies in (209g), as a predicatively used adjectival head proves to have no pre-head complement position for an InfP in (209g’); the InfP proves to “find” a post-head position in these constructions.

Another series of examples is devoted to potentially InfP-hosting pre-head complement zones (210). The reason for this is the observation that while the pre-head complement zone is more restricted than the post-head one in the sense that it can ab ovo host only one argument, this is true only for finite verbal heads (210a); see Surányi (2011) and also the volume on Sentence Structure. As shown in (114) in 1.2.1.1.1 and in (675) in N2.1.1.3, infinitival and certain nominal heads license an additional argument slot, that is, these categories tolerate a two-slot pre-head complement zone. It is presented below that the four types of participial head (in attributive positions) readily tolerate an InfP in the first slot of a two-slot pre-head complement zone (210c-f), an infinitival head slightly less readily hosts an InfP in the position in question (210b), while converbs and deverbal nominals provide constructions of an ‘intermediate or unclear status’ (‘??’) in the given way (210g-h). The high acceptability of the constructions with participial heads (210c-f) presumably has to do with the fact that in the given attributive configurations the pre-head placement of InfP arguments has no such alternative in which the InfP arguments would receive post-head positions (cf. (208c-e’).


	
(210) ● Positions of infinitives: III. Two-slot pre-head complement zone


	
*[vp [InfP 'Szárad-ni] °fel-°akasztom a ruhákat].

dry-Inf up-hang.1Sg the dress.Pl.Acc

Intended meaning: ‘I (will) hang up the dresses to dry.’


	
?Hiba volt [InfP [InfP 'szárad-ni] °fel-°akaszt-ani a ruhákat].

mistake be.Past.3Sg dry-Inf up-hang-Inf the dress.Pl.Acc

‘It was a mistake to hang up the dresses to dry.’


	
[PartP a ruhákat [InfP 'szárad-ni] °fel-°akaszt-ó] asszony

the dress.Pl.Acc dry-Inf up-hang-ó woman

‘the woman who is hanging up the dresses to dry’


	
a [PartP [InfP 'szárad-ni] °fel-°akaszt-ott ] ruha

the dry-Inf up-hang-T dress

‘the dress hung up to dry’


	
(?)a [PartP [InfP 'szárad-ni] °fel-°akaszt-andó ] ruha

the dry-Inf up-hang-andó dress

‘the dress to hang up to dry’


	
(?)a [PartP [InfP 'szárad-ni] °fel-°akaszt-ható ] ruha

the dry-Inf up-hang-Ható dress

‘the dress that can be hang up to dry’


	
?? [ConvP [InfP 'Szárad-ni] °fel-°akaszt-va a ruhákat], végre

dry-Inf up-hang-Conv the dress.Pl.Acc finally

elkezdhettem dolgozni.

away.start.Mod.Past.1Sg work.Inf

‘The dresses hung up to dry I could finally begin to work.


	
??[dp A ruháknak a [InfP 'szárad-ni] °fel-akaszt-ás-a]

the dress.Pl.Acc the dry-Inf up-hang-Nmn-Poss

jó ötlet volt.

good idea be.Past.3Sg

‘It was a good idea to hang up the dresses to dry.’





With the series of examples in (211), we overview this issue of which categories capable of hosting InfPs, can take this in basic operator position, that is, focus, quantifier and topic. Of the six operator types with some logico-semantic contribution (i.e. non-topics) listed in (5) in the Introduction to the volume (in A.IV), InfPs are not compatible with the following three: they do not form expressions that could be categorized as positive or negative universal quantifiers or interrogative pronouns (or wh-expressions). Hence, besides the topic position, two types of focus and one quantifier type are going to be considered. Note that we do not take it to be a task of this volume to systematically overview whether the given InfP satellites, in addition to the pre-head modifier zones of the given heads (regarded as the canonical places for operators in established syntactic theories), can also appear in the post-head modifier zone (NB: it is shown in Table 3 in Farkas and Alberti (2022) that even operators that can never appear in post-head positions in finite verbal constructions can more or less readily appear in post-head positions of non-finite constructions). We only refer to cases when the InfP with a given operator character is preferably spelt out post-head.

Let us first consider the csak-focus constructions, presented in (211). As the grammaticality judgments show, they pattern with the corresponding constructions containing InfPs in pre-head complement positions, listed in (209). That is, all the (de-)verbal categories and adjectives readily host InfPs as pre-head csak-foci (211a-h) while non-deverbal nominals cannot host them in the given position (211i,j); but, perhaps surprisingly, non-deverbal nominals can host InfP csak-foci in post-head positions (211i’,j’).


	
(211) ● Positions of infinitives: IV. csak-focus constructions


	
a. [vp Csak [InfP úsz-ni] mentem el].

only swim-Inf go.Past.1Sg away

‘I went exclusively to swim.’


	
b. Utálok [InfP csak [InfP úsz-ni] me-nni].

hate.1Sg only swim-Inf go-Inf

‘I hate going exclusively to swim [I prefer having a sauna there beside swimming].’


	
c. a [PartP csak [InfP úsz-ni] tud-ó] diák

the only swim-Inf able_to-Ó student

‘the student who is capable of nothing else but swimming’


	
d. a [PartP csak [InfP tárgyal-ni] küld-ött ] miniszter

the only negotiate-Inf send-t minister

‘the minister (who has been) sent exclusively to negotiate [with no authorization to sign any contract]’


	
e. (?) a[PartP csak [InfP tárgyal-ni] küld-endő ] miniszter

the only negotiate-Inf send-andó minister

‘the minister to send exclusively to negotiate [with no authorization to sign any contract]’


	
f. [ConvP Csak [InfP fut-ni] tud-va],

only run-Inf able_to-Conv

nem mertem elindulni a triatlonon.

not dare.Past.1Sg away.leave.Inf the triathlon.Sup

‘Being capable of nothing else but running, I did not dare enter the triathlon.’


	
g. a [ap csak [InfP tárgyal-ni] képes] kolléga

the only negotiate-Inf capable colleague

‘the colleague who is capable of nothing else but negotiating’


	
h. (?)[dp A miniszternek acsak [InfP tárgyal-ni]

the minister.Dat the only negotiate-Inf

való el-küld-és-e] hiba volt.

Való away-send-Nmn-Poss mistake be.Past.3Sg

‘Sending the minister exclusively to negotiate [with no authorization to sign any contract] was a mistake.’


	
i. *? Nem volt [np csak [InfP úsz-ni] butaság].

not be.Past.3Sg only swim-Inf foolishness

Intended meaning: ‘It was not a stupid idea to do nothing else but swimming.’


	
i’. Nem volt [np butaság csak [InfP úsz-ni]].

not be.Past.3Sg foolishness only swim-Inf

‘It was not a stupid idea to do nothing else but swimming.’


	
j. *?Van [np csak [InfP úsz-ni] kedvem].

be.3Sg only swim-Inf humor.Poss.1Sg

Intended meaning: ‘I feel like doing nothing else but swimming.’


	
j’. Van [np kedvem csak [InfP úsz-ni]].

be.3Sg humor.Poss.1Sg only swim-Inf

‘I feel like doing nothing else but swimming.’





The acceptability of negative focus constructions, presented in (212), pattern with that of the corresponding (positive) csak-focus constructions (211): all the (de-) verbal categories and adjectives readily host InfPs as pre-head negative foci (212a-h) while non-deverbal nominals can host negative InfP-foci in post-head positions, compare (212i’,j’) to (212i,j). It is to be noted that the high acceptability values of the constructions presented below should be considered in the light of the fact that their interpretation is highly complex and hence not easy to retrieve.


	
(212) ● Positions of infinitives: V. Negative focus constructions


	
a. [vp Nem [InfP úsz-ni] mentem el].

not swim-Inf go.Past.1Sg away

‘I went to do something different from swimming.’


	
b. Utálok [InfP nem [InfP úsz-ni] me-nni].

hate.1Sg not swim-Inf go-Inf

‘I hate going to do something [some sport] different from swimming.’


	
c. a [PartP nem [InfP úsz-ni] tud-ó] diák

the not swim-Inf able_to-ó student

‘the student who is capable of doing something [some sport] different from swimming’


	
d. a [PartP nem [InfP tárgyal-ni] küld-ött] kolléga

the not negotiate-Inf send-t colleague

‘the colleague (who has been) sent not to negotiate [but with authorization to sign contracts]’


	
e. (?)a [PartP nem [InfP tárgyal-ni] küld-endő ] kolléga

the not negotiate-Inf send-andó colleague

‘the colleague to send not to negotiate [but with authorization to sign contracts]’

f.?[ConvP Nem [InfP tárgyal-ni] küld-ve],

not swim-Inf able_to-Conv

nem vehettem részt az ülésen.

not take.Mod.Past.1Sg part.Acc the session.Sup

‘Being sent not to negotiate [but to give talks], I was not allowed to take part in the session.’


	
g. a [ap nem [InfP e-nni] hajlamos] lány

the not eat-Inf prone girl

‘the girl who is prone to not eat’


	
h. (?)[dp A kollégának a nem [InfP tárgyal-ni]

the colleague.Dat the not negotiate-Inf

való el-küld-és-e] hiba volt.

Való away-send-Nmn-Poss mistake be.Past.3Sg

‘Sending the colleague to do something different from negotiating was a mistake.’


	
i. *? Nem volt [np nem [InfP úsz-ni] butaság].

not be.Past.3Sg not swim-Inf foolishness

Intended meaning: ‘It was not a stupid idea not to swim.’


	
i’. Nem volt [np butaság nem [InfP úsz-ni]].

not be.Past.3Sg foolishness not swim-Inf

‘It was not a stupid idea not to swim.’


	
j. *?Van [np nem [InfP köszön-ni] pofája].

be.3Sg not greet-Inf cheek.Poss

Intended meaning: ‘He has got a nerve not saying hello.’


	
j’. Van [np pofája nem [InfP köszön-ni]].

be.3Sg cheek.Poss not greet-Inf

‘He has got a nerve not saying hello.’





Let us now turn to the question of quantifiers. Infinitives do not form expressions that could be categorized as universal quantifiers so only InfPs as is-quantifiers are to be considered here.


Remark 9. Although infinitives do not form expressions that could be categorized as positive or negative universal quantifiers, there are fully acceptable constructions in which infinitives can be regarded as associated with universal quantification in some sense. We provide examples in (i) and (ii), respectively. We think that it may be worth considering these alternative ways of expressing universal quantification in view of the high similarity in semantic contribution between the quantified noun phrases presented in (i’) and (i”), and in (ii’) and (ii”).


	
i. Mind úsz-ni, mind kosárlabdáz-ni megtanultam.

all swim-Inf all play_basketball-Inf learn.Past.1Sg

‘I have learnt both how to swim and how to play basketball.’


	
i’. Mindhárom lány eljött.

all_three girl come.Past.3Sg

‘All three girls have come here.’


	
i”. Mind Anna, mind Bea, mind Cili eljött.

all Anna all Bea all Cili come.Past.3Sg

‘Anna, Bea and Cili have all come here.’


	
ii. Se(m) úsz-ni, se(m) kosárlabdáz-ni nem tanultam meg.

neither swim-Inf nor play_basketball-Inf not learn.Past.1Sg perf

‘I have learnt neither how to swim nor how to play basketball.’


	
ii’. Semelyik lány nem / sem jött el.

none girl not / not come.Past.3Sg away ‘None of the girls have come here.’

‘None of the girls have come here.’


	
ii”. Se(m) Anna, se(m) Bea, se(m) Cili nem jött el.

not Anna not Bea not Cili not come.Past.3Sg away

‘None of Anna, Bea nor Cili has come here.’




As presented below, quantified InfP satellites are readily hosted by finite verbs (213a), participles (213c-e), converbs (213f) and adjectives (213g).


	
(213) ● Positions of infinitives: VI. Is-quantifier position


	
a. [vp [InfP Úsz-ni] is el-mentem].

swim-Inf also away-go.Past.1Sg

‘I went to swim, too.’


	
b. ??Utálok [InfP [InfP úsz-ni] is el-me-nni].

hate.1Sg swim-Inf also away-go-Inf

‘I hate going to swim as well [I prefer exclusively having a sauna].’

b’. Utálok [InfP el-me-nni [InfP úsz-ni] is].

hate.1Sg away-go-Inf swim-Inf also

*? Intended internal-scope reading:‘I hate going also to swim [I prefer exclusively having a sauna].’

External-scope reading: ’I also hate going to swim [as well as hating riding a bike].’


	
c. az [PartP [InfP úsz-ni] is tud-ó] diák az [PartP [InfP úsz-ni] is tud-ó] diák

the swim-Inf also able_to-ó student

‘the student who is also capable of swimming’


	
d. az [PartP [InfP ebédel-ni] is meg-hív-ott] kolléga

the have_lunch-Inf also perf-invite-t colleague

‘the colleague invited to also have lunch’


	
e. ?az [PartP [InfP ebédel-ni] is meg-hív-andó] kolléga

the have_lunch-Inf also perf-invite-andó colleague

‘the colleague to invite to also have lunch’


	
f. [ConvP [InfP Úsz-ni] is jól tud-va] beneveztem a triatlonra.

swim-Inf also well able_to-Conv enter.Past.1Sg the triathlon.Sub

‘Capable of swimming as well, I entered the triathlon.’


	
g. a [ap [InfP tárgyal-ni] is képes] kolléga

the negotiate-Inf also capable colleague

‘the colleague who is also capable of negotiating’


	
h. *[dp A miniszternek a [InfP tárgyal-ni] is való el-küld-és-e]

the minister.Dat the negotiate-Inf also VALÓ away-send-Nmn-Poss

hiba volt.

mistake be.Past.3Sg

Intended meaning: ‘Sending the minister to also negotiate was a mistake.’


	
h’. Na például [DP a miniszternek az el-küld-és-e

well for_instance the minister.Dat the away-send-Nmn-Poss

[InfP tárgyal-ni] is], az hiba volt.

negotiate-Inf also that mistake be.Past.3Sg

Intended meaning: ‘Sending the minister to also negotiate was a mistake.’


	
i. *?Nem volt [np [InfP úsz-ni] is butaság].

not be.Past.3Sg swim-Inf also foolishness

Intended meaning: ‘It was not a stupid idea to swim as well [besides having a sauna].’


	
i’. Nem volt [np butaság [InfP úsz-ni] is].

not be.Past.3Sg foolishness swim-Inf also

‘It was not a stupid idea to swim as well [besides having a sauna].’


	
j. *?Van [np [InfP úsz-ni] is kedvem].

be.3Sg swim-Inf also humor.Poss.1Sg

Intended meaning: ‘I feel like swimming as well [besides having a sauna].’


	
j’. Van [np kedvem [InfP úsz-ni] is].

be.3Sg humor.Poss.1Sg swim-Inf also

‘I feel like swimming as well [besides having a sauna].’





As illustrated in (213h-j’), nouns can only host InfPs as is-quantifiers in post-head positions. In the case of deverbal nominals (213h), this is due to the fact that is ’also’ is not compatible with való (which is formally the Ó-participle form of the verb van ‘be’ but whose only role in Hungarian is to make attributes from certain non-possessor satellites, see the series of examples (760) in N2.2.1.1.1.2 and (766) in N2.2.1.1.1.3.

Infinitives, perhaps surprisingly, do not readily host InfPs as pre-head is-quantifiers, as shown in (213b), where the given word order permits only the intended internal-scope reading. We present a fully acceptable variant in (213b’); which, however, cannot be regarded as an appropriate alternative expression of the internal-scope reading (with the InfP occupying a post-head position) as the given word order is highly preferably to be interpreted with the external-scope reading, also presented.

The InfPs presented are tested as topics in (214), guaranteed by quantifiers or free adjuncts following the InfPs (see the volume on Sentence Structure); and as shown by the grammaticality judgments, they can quite readily function this way, except for the case of non-deverbal noun heads which cannot host InfP topics in their pre-head modifier zones (214i-j). The slight differences in the acceptable constructions in (214a-h) are to be attributed to the varying acceptability of highly complex pre-head modifier zones in the case of the different head categories, rather than to peculiarities of the infinitival category in contrast to other categories.


	
(214) ● Positions of infinitives: VII. Topic position


	
a. [vp [InfP Úsz-ni] hétfőn is el-mentem].

swim-Inf Monday.Sup also away-go.Past.1Sg

‘To swim I went on Monday, too.’


	
b. ?Utálok [InfP [InfP úsz-ni] mindennap el-me-nni].

hate.1Sg swim-Inf every_day away-go-Inf

‘I hate going to swim every day.’


	
c. az [PartP [InfP úsz-ni] nagyon jól tud-ó] diák

the swim-Inf very well able_to-ó student

‘the student capable of swimming very well’


	
d. az [PartP [InfP ebédel-ni] mindennap meg-hív-ott] kolléga

the have_lunch-Inf every_day perf-invite-t colleague

‘the colleague invited to have lunch every day’


	
e. ?az [PartP [InfP ebédel-ni] mindennap meg-hív-andó] kolléga

the have_lunch-Inf every_day perf-invite-andó colleague

‘the colleague to invite to have lunch every day’


	
f. (?)[ConvP [InfP Úsz-ni] nagyon jól tud-va] beneveztem a triatlonra.

swim-Inf very well able_to-Conv enter.Past.1Sg the triathlon.Sub

‘Capable of swimming very well, I entered the triathlon.’


	
g. a [ap [InfP tárgyal-ni] még részegen is képes] kolléga

the negotiate-Inf even drunken also capable colleague

‘the colleague who is capable of negotiating even drunken’


	
h. ?[dp A miniszternek a [INFP tárgyal-ni] részegen való el-küld-és-e]

the minister.Dat the negotiate-Inf drunken Való away-send-Nmn-Poss

hiba volt.

mistake be.Past.3Sg

‘Sending the minister drunk to negotiate was a mistake.’


	
i. *?Nem volt [np [InfP 'úsz-ni] ('vasárnap is) 'butaság].

not be.Past.3Sg swim-Inf Sunday also foolishness

Intended meaning: ‘It was not a stupid idea to swim (on Sunday as well).’


	
j. *?Van [np [InfP 'úsz-ni] ('vasárnap is) 'kedvem].

be.3Sg swim-Inf Sunday also humor.Poss.1Sg

Intended meaning: ‘I feel like swimming (on Sunday as well).’





Of the head categories, it is in the pre-head modifier zones of verbs (214a), participles (214c-e), and adjectives (214g) that InfPs can also readily function as contrastive topics, furnished with the characteristic contrastive-topic stress pattern. The question of InfPs as contrastive topics is also investigated in (215), where the insertion of the special expression of reproaching bezzeg ensures the contrastive interpretation (see the comments on (100) in 1.1.4.1, sub VII); it is, indeed, only verbs, participles and adjectives that sufficiently tolerate the given constructions, see (215a,c-e,g). We do not attribute this constraint to the peculiarities of InfP satellites, either, but to general constraints on available syntactic positions for contrastive topics (on the incompatibility of InfPs and deverbal nominals with the contrastive-topic function (215b,h), see (100) in 1.1.4.1, sub VII, and (317) in N1.3.1.2.4.1, sub VII, and (317) in N1.3.1.2.4.1, respectively; as for the poor acceptability of converbial phrases containing contrastive topics provided in (215f), see (83) in 3.1.4.1, sub VII).


	
(215) ● Positions of infinitives: VIII. Contrastive topic position


	
a. [vp [InfP Úsz-ni] bezzeg hétfőn is el-mentél].

swim-Inf [reproach+ ] Monday.Sup also away-go.Past.2Sg

‘In contrast to other activities, you went to swim on Monday, too.’


	 
b. *Utálsz [InfP [InfP úsz-ni] bezzeg mindennap el-me-nni].

hate.1Sg swim-Inf [reproach+] every_day away-go-Inf

Intended meaning: ‘You hate going, every day, to swim, in contrast to other activities.’


	 
c. (?)az [PartP [InfP úsz-ni] bezzeg nagyon jól tud-ó] diák

the swim-Inf [reproach+] very well able_to-ó student

‘the student capable of swimming, in contrast to other activities, very well’


	
d. (?)az [PartP [InfP ebédel-ni] bezzeg mindennap meg-hív-ott] kolléga

the have_lunch-Inf [reproach+] every_day perf-invite-t colleague

‘the colleague invited, every day, to have lunch, in contrast to other activities’

the have_lunch-Inf [reproach+ ] every_day perf-invite- colleague


	e. ?az [PartP [InfP ebédel-ni] bezzeg mindennap meg-hív-andó] kolléga

the have_lunch-Inf [reproach ] every_day perf-invite-andó colleague

‘the colleague to invite, every day, to have lunch, in contrast to other activities’


	
f. ??[ConvP [InfP Úsz-ni] bezzeg nagyon jól tud-va]

swim-Inf [reproach+ ] very well able_to-Conv

beneveztél a triatlonra.

enter.Past.2Sg the triathlon.Sub

‘Capable of swimming very well, in contrast to other sports, you entered the triathlon.’


	
g. a [ap [InfP tárgyal-ni] bezzeg még részegen is képes] kolléga

the negotiate-Inf [reproach+ ] even drunken also capable colleague

‘the colleague who is capable, even drunken, of negotiating, in contrast to other activities’


	
h. *[dp A miniszternek a [InfP tárgyal-ni] bezzeg részegen való

the minister.Dat the negotiate-Inf [reproach+] drunken Való

el-küld-és-e] hiba volt.

away-send-Nmn-Poss mistake be.Past.3Sg

Intended meaning: ‘Sending the minister drunk to negotiate, in contrast to other activities, was a mistake.’


	
i.*? Nem volt [np [InfP úsz-ni] bezzeg (vasárnap is) butaság].

not be.Past.3Sg swim-Inf [reproach+] Sunday also foolishness

Intended meaning: ‘It was not a stupid idea to swim, in contrast to other activities (on Sunday as well).’


	
j. *?Van [np [InfP úsz-ni] bezzeg (vasárnap is) kedvem].

be.3Sg swim-Inf [reproach+ ] Sunday also humor.Poss.1Sg

Intended meaning: ‘I feel like swimming, in contrast to other activities (on Sunday as well).’





Let us now turn to the question of the potential positions of agreeing infinitives. As discussed in (202) in 1.3.1, only certain verbs, infinitive-based auxiliary constructions, and certain adjectives and nouns can subcategorize for agreeing infinitives; and, as presented in (216a,b,c,d), respectively, these can all host agreeing infinitives in post-head positions. Note that the application of negative matrix constructions, and focus constructions in certain series of examples, see (219) and (220) below, for instance, are didactically advantageous in preventing the constructions under investigation from being split in the surface word order.


	
(216) ● Positions of agreeing infinitives: I. Post-head position


	
a. [vp Sikerült [InfP levizsgáz-n-om]].

succeed.Past.1Sg pass_an_exam-Inf-1Sg

‘I have succeeded in passing the exam.’


	
b. Nem [vp fog sikerül-ni [InfP levizsgáz-n-om]].

not will.3Sg succeed-Inf pass_an_exam-Inf-1Sg

‘I will not succeed in passing the exam.’


	
c. Nem volt [ap fölösleges [InfP el-me-nn-ed]].

not be.Past.3Sg superfluous away-go-Inf-2Sg

‘It was not unnecessary for you to go away.’


	
d. Nem volt [np butaság / [jó ötlet] [InfP el-me-nn-ed]].

not be.Past.3Sg foolishness / good idea away-go-Inf -2Sg

‘It was not a stupid / good idea for you to go away.’





As discussed in connection with the series of examples in (209), non-agreeing infinitival phrases can readily appear in a pre-head complement position. Agreeing infinitives, however, can appear in this position only in finite verbal constructions (217a); infinitives, adjectives and nouns cannot host InfPs in a pre-head complement position, as illustrated in (217b-d). Note that in (217), similar to (209), we present the relevant part of the intonational pattern of the example sentences in order to guarantee that the InfPs in question do occupy a pre-head complement position, and not a topic or a focus position (NB: the potential focus readings are excluded by the non-restrictive interpretations given in the translations). By the versions presented in (217b-b’) we intend to express the intuition that it is not necessarily ab ovo excluded to have an Inf head with an agreeing InfP satellite in its pre-head complement zone but it happens to be the case that, of the few potential infinitives that can subcategorize for agreeing infinitives, certain ones have no pre-head complement zones (217b) while others (together with their matrix predicates) do not readily tolerate InfP satellites in an agreeing form (217b’). Note that, in the light of the comments on (209g-g’), it is not excluded to have an adjective with an agreeing InfP in its pre-head complement zone, but we cannot construct a sufficiently acceptable example (with the necessary stress pattern), presumably due to a coincidence of various reasons.


	
(217) ● Positions of agreeing infinitives: II. Pre-head complement position


	
a. [vp [InfP 'Vizsgáz-n-om] °kell].

pass_an_exam-Inf-1Sg must.3Sg

‘I must pass the exam.’


	
b. *Nem fog [InfP [InfP '(le-)vizsgáz-n-om] °sikerül-ni].

not will.3Sg (down-)pass_an_exam-Inf-1Sg succeed-Inf

Intended meaning: ‘I will not succeed in passing the exam.’


	
b’. *? Nem fog [InfP [InfP 'vizsgáz-n-om] °kell-eni].

not will.3Sg pass_an_exam-Inf-1Sg must-Inf

Intended meaning: ‘I will not have to pass the exam.’


	
c. *Nem volt [ap [InfP 'telefonál-n-od] °fölösleges].

not be.Past.3Sg phone-Inf-2Sg superfluous

Intended meaning: ‘It was not unnecessary for you to phone.’


	
d. *Nem volt [np [InfP 'telefonál-n-od] °butaság].

not be.Past.3Sg (away-)go-Inf -2Sg foolishness

Intended meaning: ‘It was not a stupid idea for you to phone.’





It is to be noted at this point of the discussion that in the case of non-agreeing InfPs there is a series of examples devoted to doubly-filled pre-head complement zones (210). In the light of the distribution of grammaticality judgments presented in (217), an analogous series with agreeing InfPs is not necessary to consider: pre-head complement zones of finite verbs have no double slots while heads of other categories do not tolerate agreeing InfPs in their pre-head complement zones at all.

Let us now consider the csak-focus constructions, presented in (218). As the grammaticality judgments show, they pattern with the corresponding constructions containing InfPs in pre-head complement positions (217) in that only the finite construction (218a) can host agreeing csak-focus infinitives in pre-head positions. All other categories that can subcategorize agreeing infinitives cannot host them as pre-head csak-foci (218b,c,d); but they can quite readily host them in post-head positions (218b’,c’,d’). The case is thus similar to that of non-deverbal nominals hosting non-agreeing csak-foci (211i-j’).


	
(218) ● Positions of agreeing infinitives: III. csak-focus position


	
a. [vp Csak [InfP vizsgáz-n-om] kell].

only pass_an_exam-Inf-1Sg must.3Sg

‘I must only pass the exam [I need not attend the classes].’


	
b. *Nem fog [InfP csak [InfP vizsgáz-n-om] sikerül-ni].

not will.3Sg only pass_an_exam-Inf-1Sg succeed-Inf

Intended meaning: ‘I will not manage only to pass the exam [without attending the classes].’

b’.?Nem fog [InfP sikerül-ni csak [InfP vizsgáz-n-om]].

not will.3Sg succeed-Inf only pass_an_exam-Inf-1Sg

‘I will not succeed in only passing the exam [without attending the classes].’


	
c. *Nem volt [ap csak [InfP telefonál-n-od] célszerű].

not be.Past.3Sg only phone-Inf-2Sg appropriate

Intended meaning: ‘It was not appropriate for you doing nothing else but phoning.’


	
c’. (?)Nem volt [ap célszerű csak [InfP telefonál-n-od]].

not be.Past.3Sg appropriate only phone-Inf-2Sg

‘It was not appropriate for you doing nothing else but phoning.’


	
d. *Nem volt [NP csak [InfP telefonál-n-od] butaság].

not be.Past.3Sg only phone-Inf-2Sg foolishness

Intended meaning: ‘It was not a stupid idea for you to do nothing else but phoning.’


	
d’. (?) Nem volt [np butaság csak [InfP telefonál-n-od]].

not be.Past.3Sg foolishness only phone-Inf-2Sg

‘It was not a stupid idea for you to do nothing else but phoning.’





The acceptability of negative focus constructions, presented in (219), essentially patterns with that of the corresponding (positive) csak-focus constructions (218): only finite verbal constructions can host agreeing InfPs as pre-head negative foci (219a), besides as post-head negative foci (219a’), while other agreeing InfP subcategorizing categories can host negative InfP-foci only in post-head positions, compare (219b,c,d) to (219b’,c’,d’). It is to be noted that the high acceptability values of the constructions presented below should be considered in the light of the fact that their interpretation is somewhat complex and hence not easy to retrieve.


	
(219) ● Positions of agreeing infinitives: IV. Negative focus position


	
a. [vp Nem [InfP vizsgáz-n-om] kell].

not pass_an_exam-Inf-1Sg must.3Sg

‘I must do anything else but pass the exam [I must attend the classes].’


	
a’. [vp Sikerült [InfP nem [InfP vizsgáz-n-om]].

succeed.Past.3Sg not pass_an_exam-Inf-1Sg

‘I succeeded in avoiding to pass the exam.’


	
b. *Holnap fog [InfP nem [InfP vizsgáz-n-om] sikerül-ni].

tomorrow will.3Sg not pass_an_exam-Inf-1Sg succeed-Inf

Intended meaning: ‘I will succeed in avoiding to pass the exam tomorrow.’


	
b’. (?) Holnap fog [InfP sikerül-ni nem [InfP vizsgáz-n-om]].

tomorrow will.3Sg succeed-Inf not pass_an_exam-Inf-1Sg

‘I will succeed in avoiding to pass the exam tomorrow.’


	
c. *Tegnap lett volna [ap nem [InfP telefonál-n-od] indokolt].

yesterday be.Past.3Sg be.Cond not phone-Inf-2Sg reasonable

Intended meaning: ‘It would have been appropriate for you not to phone yesterday.’


	
c’. Tegnap lett volna [ap indokolt nem [InfP telefonál-n-od]].

yesterday be.Past.3Sg be.Cond reasonable not phone-Inf-2Sg

‘It would have been appropriate for you not to phone yesterday.’


	
d. *Tegnap lett volna [np nem [InfP telefonál-n-od] butaság].

yesterday be.Past.3Sg be.Cond not phone-Inf-2Sg foolishness

Intended meaning: ‘It would have been a stupid idea for you not to phone yesterday.’


	
d’. Tegnap lett volna [np butaság nem [InfP telefonál-n-od]].

yesterday be.Past.3Sg be.Cond foolishness not phone-Inf-2Sg

‘It would have been a stupid idea for you not to phone yesterday.’





The following series consists of the analogous examples with is-quantifiers (220); of which, again, only the finite construction is “unproblematically” fully acceptable with the InfP is-quantifier in the pre-head modifier zone (220a), besides in a post-head position (220a’). The other examples with the InfP is-quantifier in the pre-head modifier zone are of an unclear status (220b) or unacceptable (220c,d). Placing the InfP is-quantifier in the post-head zone (again) provides acceptable variants (220b’,c’,d’).


	
(220) ● Positions of agreeing infinitives: V. is-quantifier position


	
a. [vp [InfP Vizsgáz-n-om] is kell].

pass_an_exam-Inf-1Sg also must.3Sg

‘I must also pass the exam [besides attending the classes].’


	
a’. [vp Sikerült [InfP vizsgáz-n-om] is].

succeed.Past.3Sg pass_an_exam-Inf-1Sg also

‘I succeeded in passing the exam [besides attending the classes].’


	
b. ??Holnap fog [InfP [InfP vizsgáz-n-om] is kell-eni].

tomorrow will.3Sg pass_an_exam-Inf-1Sg also must-Inf

‘I should also pass the exam [besides consulting] tomorrow.’


	
b’. (?)Holnap fog [InfP kell-eni [InfP vizsgáz-n-om] is].

tomorrow will.3Sg must-Inf pass_an_exam-Inf-1Sg also

‘I should also pass the exam [besides consulting] tomorrow.’


	
c. *?Tegnap lett volna [ap [InfP telefonál-n-od] is fölösleges].

yesterday be.Past.3Sg be.Cond phone-Inf-2Sg also superfluous

Intended meaning: ‘It would have been unnecessary for you to also phone [besides sending an e-mail] yesterday.’


	
c’. (?)Tegnap lett volna [ap fölösleges [InfP telefonál-n-od] is].

yesterday be.Past.3Sg be.Cond superfluous phone-Inf-2Sg also

‘It would have been unnecessary for you to also phone [besides sending an e-mail] yesterday.’


	
d. *?Tegnap lett volna [np [InfP telefonál-n-od] is butaság].

yesterday be.Past.3Sg be.Cond phone-Inf-2Sg also foolishness

Intended meaning: ‘It would have been a stupid idea for you to also phone [besides sending an e-mail] yesterday.’


	
d’. (?)Tegnap lett volna [np butaság [InfP telefonál-n-od] is].

yesterday be.Past.3Sg be.Cond foolishness phone-Inf-2Sg also

‘It would have been a stupid idea for you to also phone [besides sending an e-mail] yesterday.’





As shown in (221), agreeing infinitives can appear as topics only in finite verbal constructions; compare (221a) to (221b-d). Note that, in each example, the free adjunct following the agreeing InfP guarantees that the given InfP serves as a topic (É. Kiss 2002: 20).


	
(221) ● Positions of agreeing infinitives: VI. Topic positions


	
a. [vp [InfP Vizsgáz-n-om] (bezzeg) feltétlenül kell].

pass_an_exam-Inf-1Sg [reproach+ ] definitely must.3Sg

‘I must definitely pass the exam.’


	b. *?Nem fog [InfP [InfP vizsgáz-n-om] feltétlenül kell-eni].

not will.3Sg pass_an_exam-Inf-1Sg definitely must-Inf

Intended meaning: ‘It will not be the case that I must definitely pass the exam.’


	
c. *?Nem volt [ap [InfP telefonál-n-od] a koncert után célszerű].

not be.Past.3Sg phone-Inf-2Sg the concert after appropriate

Intended meaning: ‘It was not appropriate for you to phone after the concert.’


	
d. *?Nem volt [np [InfP telefonál-n-od] a koncert után jó ötlet].

not be.Past.3Sg phone-Inf-2Sg the concert after good idea

Intended meaning: ‘It was not a good idea for you to phone after the concert.’





As for the question of InfPs as contrastive topics, it is worth raising only in the finite construction (221a), which provides a fully acceptable case with the special expression of reproaching bezzeg, the most reliable indicator of contrastive-topic-hood (see also the comments on (100) in 1.1.4.1, sub VII). We declare without illustration that the insertion of bezzeg in the examples presented in (221b-d) does not improve the degree of acceptability but results in full unacceptability (‘*’).

All in all, there is a surprisingly radical difference between agreeing and non-agreeing InfPs in constructions with heads which are not finite verbs in the following respect: while non-agreeing InfPs are essentially more or less readily tolerated in pre-head zones, agreeing ones are not, compare (209-215) to (217-221). As for the fact that the examples containing pre-head agreeing InfPs (217-221) are not qualified as, across the board, fully unacceptable (‘*’), this “weakened” refusal (see e.g., (220b) is likely to be attributed to an (otherwise quite dispreferred and highly speaker dependent) extraction. That is, in the case of the not fully unacceptable examples, the pre-head InfP is likely to be construed (at least by certain speakers) as occupying a position offered by a “higher head” (say, the finite verb). Nevertheless, extracting an InfP exactly in between the finite verb and the phrase from which it is to be extracted is scarcely felicitous as it is challenging to regard the InfP in question as belonging to the given phrase, not to mention the fact that extraction ought to be legitimized by providing some extra pragmasemantic contribution.

It is shown in what follows that an extracted InfP can readily function as a focus (222a), or a quantifier (222a’), or a (contrastive or non-contrastive) topic in the information structure of the sentence; at least if the host construction of the InfP is suitable at all for “letting out” any satellite from itself. By this we refer to the fact that non-argument constituents, such as attributive (222b-d,f) and certain converbial (222e) constructions, are ab ovo not suitable for letting out anything from themselves. Anyway, it can be generally claimed that there is nothing “InfP-specific” in respect of extraction; that is, no other constraints are reasonable to be assumed to pertain to extracting InfPs than to extracting any other kind of satellite. That is why only two series of examples are devoted to the illustration of the extraction of non-agreeing and agreeing InfPs from phrases of different categories to different operator positions (instead of a systematic cross-classification of different base-generated and different extracted positions). Note in passing that the volume also provides some illustration of the topic of extraction from inside InfPs, see (186) in 1.2.2.1.3.


	
(222) ● Extracted non-agreeing infinitives


	
a. [InfP 'Úsz-ni] °utálok [InfP °el-me-nni].

swim-Inf hate.1Sg away-go-Inf

‘It is going to swim that I hate.’


	
a’. [InfP 'Úsz-ni] °is 'utálok [InfP 'el-me-nni].

swim-Inf also hate.1Sg away-go-Inf

‘As for swimming, I also hate going to do that.’

a”. [InfP 'Úsz-ni] 'utálok [InfP 'el-me-nni].

swim-Inf hate.1Sg away-go-Inf

‘As for swimming, I hate going to do that.’


	
b. *[InfP Úsz-ni is] találkoztam a [PartP tud-ó] diákkal. *[InfP Úsz-ni is] találkoztam a [PartP tud-ó] diákkal.

swim_Inf also meet.Past.1Sg the able_to-Ó student.Ins

Intended meaning: ‘As for swimming, I met the student who is also capable of doing that sport.’


	
c. *[InfP Ebédel-ni] is találkoztam a [PartP meg-hív-ott] kollégával.

have_lunch-Inf also meet.Past.1Sg the perf-invite-t colleague.Ins

Intended meaning: ‘As for having lunch, I met the colleague invited to also do that.’


	
d. *[InfP Ebédel-ni] is találkoztam a [PartP meg-hív-andó] kollégával.

have_lunch-Inf also meet.Past.1Sg the perf-invite-andó colleague.Ins

Intended meaning: ‘As for having lunch, I met the colleague to be invited to also do that.’

d’.? [InfP Ebédel-ni] is mindkét kolléga [PartP meg-hív-andó] ám!

have_lunch-Inf also both colleague perf-invite-ANDÓ yet

‘Yet, as for having lunch, both colleagues are to be invited to also do that.’


	
e. *[InfP Úsz-ni] is beneveztem a triatlonra [ConvP jól tud-va] .

swim-Inf also enter.Past.1Sg the triathlon.Sub well able_to-Conv

Intended meaning: ‘As for swimming, capable of also doing that, I entered the triathlon.’


	
e’. [InfP Tárgyal-ni] tegnap sem lett [ConvP el-küld-ve] a kolléga.

negotiate-Inf yesterday also_not be.Past.3Sg away-send-Conv the colleague

‘As for negotiating, yesterday, too, the colleague had not been sent to do that.’


	
f. *[InfP Tárgyal-ni] is találkoztam a [PartP képes] kollégával.

negotiate-Inf also meet.Past.1Sg the perf-invite-t colleague.Ins

Intended meaning: ‘As for negotiating, I met the colleague who is capable of that too.’


	
f’. [InfP Tárgyal-ni] ez a kolléga nem (volt) [ap képes].

negotiate-Inf this the colleague not be.Past.3Sg capable

‘As for negotiating, this colleague is/was not capable of doing that.’


	
g. ??[InfP Tárgyal-ni] is hiba volt [dp a miniszter el-küld-és-e].

negotiate-Inf also mistake be.Past.3Sg the minister away-send-Nmn-Poss

Intended meaning: ‘As for negotiating, sending the minister to also do that, was a mistake.’


	
h. [InfP El-me-nni] nem volt [np butaság].

away-go-Inf not be.Past.3Sg foolishness

‘As for going away, it was not a stupid idea to do that.’


	
h’. [InfP Fest-eni] is van [np kedvem ].

paint-Inf also be.3Sg humor.Poss.1Sg

‘As for painting, I feel like also doing that.’





Thus, InfPs can readily be extracted from phrases of matrix InfPs (222a-a”), predicatively used participles (222d’), converbs (222e’), adjectives (222f’) and non-deverbal nominals (222h), also in existential constructions (222h’). As for constructions of deverbal nominals, the “unclear status” of the extracted InfP in (222g) is in harmony with the observation that non-possessors are “let out” but less preferably than possessors, see (729-730) in N2.1.2.5.

As here in the case of agreeing InfPs the matrix constructions are arguments, they are predicted to be readily extractable (223), which is an essentially correct prediction. Nevertheless, the acceptability of agreeing infinitives placed anywhere else than in the post-head complement position is ab ovo marked and speaker dependent. As for the three potential targets of extraction, they are, again, all essentially acceptable, as illustrated in (223a-a”).


	
(223) ● Extracted agreeing infinitives


	
a. ?[InfP 'Levizsgáz-n-om] °nem °fog [InfP °sikerül-ni]].

pass_an_exam-Inf-1Sg not will.3Sg succeed-Inf

‘It is passing the exam that I will not succeed in.’


	
a’. (?) [InfP 'Levizsgáz-n-om] °sem °fog [InfP (')sikerül-ni]].

pass_an_exam-Inf-1Sg not will.3Sg succeed-Inf

‘As for passing the exam, I will not succeed in that, either.’


	
a”. ? [InfP 'Levizsgáz-n-om] 'nem °fog [InfP (')sikerül-ni]].

pass_an_exam-Inf-1Sg not will.3Sg succeed-Inf

‘As for passing the exam, I will not succeed in that.’


	
b. ?[InfP El-me-nn-ed] tehát nem volt [ap fölösleges].

away-go-Inf-2Sg thus not be.Past.3Sg superfluous

‘For you to go away, thus, was not unnecessary.’


	
c. ?[InfP El-me-nn-ed] tehát nem volt [np butaság].

away-go-Inf -2Sg thus not be.Past.3Sg foolishness

‘For you to go away, thus, was not a stupid thing.’





Let us now turn to the question of a special—predicate-advancing—contrastive-topic construction, considered in the case of deviant verbs in 1.1.3 (partly due to pseudo-infinitival forms such as van-ni ‘be-Inf’). In what follows, infinitives of the basic types of verbs, summarized in the series of examples in (3) in the Introduction (A.II), are systematically overviewed; see the expressions in italics in (224).


	
(224) ● Contrastively topicalized infinitives: I. Basic verb types


	
a. Havazott? Havaz-ni havazott,

snow.Past.3Sg snow-Inf snow.Past.3Sg

de aztán nem maradt meg a hó.

but then not remain.Past.3Sg perf the snow

‘Was it snowing? It’s true that it was snowing but the snow didn’t remain.’


	
b. Hullanak már a levelek? Hull-ani hullanak, de a fák még zöldek.

fall.3Pl already the leaf.Pl fall-Inf fall.3Pl but the tree.Pl still green.Pl

‘Are the leaves falling? It’s true that they are falling but the trees are still green.’


	
c. Peti épített egy házat? Épít-eni épített,

Peti build.Past.3Sg a house build-Inf build.Past.3Sg

de senki sem lakik benne.

but noone not live.3Sg Ine.3Sg

‘Has Peti built a house? It’s true that he has built one but no one lives there.’

d. Beszélgetsz Ili-vel a politikáról? Beszélget-ni beszélgetek vele róla,

talk.2Sg Ili-Ins the politics-Del talk-Inf talk.1Sg Ins.3Sg Del.3Sg

de nem sok értelme van.

but not much sense.Poss be.3Sg

‘Do you talk with Ili about politics? It’s true that I talk about it with her but it doesn’t make much sense.’


	
e. Be-jössz? Be-jön-ni be-jöv-ök, de nem maradok sokáig.

into-come-2Sg into-come-Inf into-come-1Sg but not stay.1Sg for_a_long_time

‘Are you coming in? It’s true that I’m coming in, but I won’t stay for long.’


	
e’. Haza-mész? Haza-men-ni haza-megyek, de nem maradok sokáig.

home-go.2Sg home-go-Inf home-go.1Sg but not stay.1Sg for_a_long_time

‘Are you going home? It’s true that I’m going home, but I won’t stay for long.’





Infinitives in a non-agreeing form, thus, readily appear in the predicate-advancing contrastive-topic construction, independently of the verb type that serves as the basis of infinitivalization (224). The series of examples in (225-227), however, present data concerning the potential limitations on the formation of the construction in question.

The infinitival component of the construction, for instance, cannot contain an agreeing infinitive (225a). Nor can the negative verb nincs ‘not_be.3Sg’ (which is special due to it having only 3rd person present indicative forms) appear in the predicate-advancing construction, as shown by the different variants given in (225b), which are all fully unacceptable. It is shown in (225d) that it is possible to combine the predicate-advancing construction with a negative predicate, but the infinitival component can never appear in the [Neg+Inf] form. Instead, the positive infinitival form should be combined with the negative predicative form, independently of the positive or negative form of the antecedent question (225c-c’). Example (225d’) shows an alternative predicate-advancing option, with the verbal particle (el ‘away’) as the contrastively topicalized component of the predicative core.


	
(225) ● Contrastively topicalized infinitives: II. Agreeing InfPs and negation


	
a. Be-mentél a dékánhoz? Be-men-ni / *Be-men-n-em be-mentem,

into-go.Past.2Sg the dean.All into-go-Inf / into-go-Inf-1Sg into-go.Past.1Sg

de nem maradtam sokáig.

but not stay.Past.1Sg for_a_long_time

‘Did you go to the dean’s office? It’s true that I went there, but I didn’t stay for long.’


	
b. Nincs pénzed?

ot_be.3Sg money.Poss.2Sg

*Nincs-ni / *[Nem le-nni / van-ni] / *Nincs-nek nincs, de azért eljövök.

not_be-Inf / not be-Inf / be-Inf / not_be-Dat not_be.3Sg but despite come.1Sg

Intended meaning: ‘Don’t you have money? It’s true that I don’t have any, but despite that, I’m coming.’


	
c. Ugye el-mentél Marihoz?

haven’t_you away-go.Past.2Sg Mari.All

‘You have gone to Mari’s, haven’t you?’


	
c’. Ugye nem mentél el Marihoz?

have_you not go.Past.2Sg away Mari.All

‘You haven’t gone to Mari’s, have you?’


	
d. El-men-ni / *[Nem men-ni (el)] / *[El nem men-ni] / *[Nem el-men-ni]

away-go-Inf / not go-Inf away / away not go-Inf / not away-go-Inf

ugyan nem mentem el hozzá, de sokat gondoltam rá.

though not go.Past.1Sg away All.3Sg but much.Acc think.Past.1Sg Sub.3Sg

‘Though it’s true that I didn’t go there, I thought a lot about her.’


	
d’. El ugyan nem mentem hozzá, de sokat gondoltam rá.

away though not go.Past.1Sg All.3Sg but much.Acc think.Past.1Sg Sub.3Sg

‘Though it’s true that I didn’t go there, I thought a lot about her.’





It is investigated in (226) how readily verbs with verbal modifiers containing (case marked) bare nouns, instead of garden-variety verbal particles, can serve as the verbal basis of the predicate-advancing construction. The [Ncase_marked +Inf] sequence is not fully unacceptable in (226a,c) but at least marked in the role of the advanced infinitival component of the construction in question (békává változtatni ‘frog.TrE transform.Inf’, Bécsben lakni ‘Vienna.Ine live.Inf’). If the nominal component is nominative case marked, the [N+Inf] sequence is fully unacceptable in the given construction (226b). As an alternative, the dative case marked version of the nominal verbal modifier, as shown in (226a,b), can more or less readily serve as the contrastive-topicalized advanced component in certain cases (békának ‘frog.TrE’, kórusnak ‘choir.Dat’). It can be observed in (226c), however, that the case marked form Bécsben ‘Vienna.Ine’ cannot be replaced with the dative alternative Bécsnek ‘Vienna.Dat’. This can be attributed to the fact that the inessive case suffix -bAn ‘in’ is a contentful locative element (which can be replaced with other locative cases, depending on the locative content) and not a mere indication of a particular argument type in an argument structure. It is also illustrated in the series of examples that the preference to avoid the [N+Inf] sequences in the predicate-advancing contrastive-topic construction. The fully acceptable variants in (226a’,b’,c’) provide the alternatives, in which the infinitival component is preceded by a garden-variety verbal particle (226a’) or nothing (226b’,c’).


	
(226) ● Contrastively topicalized infinitives: III. Bare noun (phrase)s as verbal modifiers


	
a. Ugye béká-vá változtattad a herceget?

haven’t_you frog-TrE transform.Past.DefObj.2Sg the prince.Acc

[Béká-vá *(? változtat-ni)] / *Változtat-ni /? Béká-nak

frog-TrE transform-Inf / transform-Inf / frog-Dat

béká-vá változtattam, de aztán elengedtem.

frog-TrE transform.DefObj.1Sg but then let_go.Past.1Sg

‘You have turned the prince into a frog, haven’t you? It’s true that I have turned him into a frog, but then I let him go.’


	
a’. Ugye át-változtattad a herceget béká-vá?

haven’t_you across-transform.Past.DefObj.2Sg the prince.Acc frog-TrE

Át-változtat-ni át-változtattam (békává), de aztán elengedtem.

across-transform-Inf across-transform.DefObj.1Sg frog-TrE but then let_go.Past.1Sg

‘You have turned the prince into a frog, haven’t you? It’s true that I have turned him into a frog, but then I let him go.’

b. Ugye kórus alakult az iskolában?

hasn’t_it choir get_formed.Past.3Sg the school.Ine

*[Kórus(-nak) alakul-ni] / *Alakul-ni /?? Kórus-nak kórus alakult,

choir(-Dat) get_formed-Inf / get_formed-Inf / choir-Dat choir get_formed.Past.3Sg

de már fel is oszlott.

but already up also break_up.Past.3Sg

‘A choir was formed in the school, wasn’t it? It’s true that it was formed, but it has already broken up.’


	
b’. Alakult egy kórus az iskolában?

get_formed.Past.3Sg a choir the school.Ine

Alakul-ni alakult, de már fel is oszlott.

get_formed-Inf get_formed.Past.3Sg but already up also break_up.Past.3Sg

‘Was a choir formed in the school? It’s true that it was, but it has already broken up.’


	
c. Ugye Bécs-ben laksz?

don’t_you Vienna-Ine live.2Sg

? [Bécs-ben lak-ni] / *Bécs-nek / *Bécs-ben Bécs-ben lakom,

Vienna-Ine live-Inf / Vienna-Dat / Vienna-Ine Vienna-Ine live.1Sg

de dolgoz-ni itthon dolgozom.

but work-Inf at_home work.1Sg

‘You live in Vienna, don’t you? As for where I live, I do live in Vienna, but, as for working, I work in this country.’


	
c’. Ugye Bécs-ben laksz?

don’t_you Vienna-Ine live.2Sg

Lak-ni Bécs-ben lakom, de dolgoz-ni itthon dolgozom.

live-Inf Vienna-Ine live.1Sg but work-Inf at_home work.1Sg

‘You live in Vienna, don’t you? As for where I live, I do live in Vienna, but, as for working, I work in this country.’





Finally, two idioms are investigated in (227) as the verbal basis of the predicate-advancing contrastive-topic construction; they are illustrated in the primeless examples. We have found a slight but significant difference in acceptability between the corresponding predicate-advancing contrastive-topic constructions (227a’,b’); the difference can be attributed to the following distinction: while the sequence bakot lőni ‘buck.Acc shoot.Inf’ sequence contains the entire constant phonetic material of the given idiom, the sequence eltörni ‘away.break.Inf’ sequence is only part of the constant phonetic material of the idiom (NB: the subject a mécses ‘the lamp’ also belongs to the non-variable part of the idiom). A systematic exploration of further factors that may have an impact on the insertion of idioms in the predicate-advancing contrastive-topic construction is postponed to future research.


	
(227) ● Contrastively topicalized infinitives: IV. Idioms


	
a. Péter bak-ot lőtt.

Péter buck-Acc shoot.Past.3Sg

‘Péter made a mistake.’

(Literal reading: ‘Péter shot a buck.’)


	
a’. Ugye Péter bak-ot lőtt?

didn’t_he Péter buck-Acc shoot.Past.3Sg

(?) Bak-ot lő-ni bak-ot lőtt, de azért felvették.

buck-Acc shoot-Inf buck-Acc shoot.Past.3Sg but despite employ.Past.DefObj.3Pl

‘Péter make a mistake, didn’t he? It’s true that he made a mistake. Nevertheless, he was employed.’


	
b. Ili-nél el-törött a mécses.

Ili-Ade away-break.Past.3Sg the lamp

‘Ili broke into tears.’

(Literal reading: ‘The lamp broke with Ili.’)


	
b’. Ugye Ili-nél ekkor el-törött a mécses?

didn’t_she Ili-Ade then away-break.Past.3Sg the lamp

?El-tör-ni eltörött a mécses nála,

away-break-Inf away-break.Past.3Sg the lamp Ade.3Sg

de hamar összeszedte magát.

but soon gather.Past.3Sg herself.Acc

‘Ili broke into tears, didn’t she? It’s true that she broke into tears. Nevertheless, she soon gathered herself.’





The last topic in the subsection is often referred to as the problem of ‘verb clusters’ (É. Kiss and Riemsdijk 2004), where infinitives are also referred to as ‘verbs’: tenseless ones. A (variant of a) much-discussed example (É. Kiss and Riemsdijk 2004: 21, ex. (47), going back to Kálmán C. et al. (1989), Kenesei (1989) and Koopman and Szabolcsi (2000), is presented in (228d). In this type the clustering [±finite] verbs are ordered according to the—lexical-semantically straight— “English order” (see the corresponding translations) but the verbal particle (szét ‘apart’) that belongs to the last verb stem szed ‘take’ appears before the first verb, as if it had climbed up to the top of the verb stack. This pattern is illustrated by verb clusters increasing in size from (228a) to (228d). Note that, in this series of examples, in the following two series and in Remark 10, the authors’ grammaticality judgments are provided (in order to make this volume uniform in this respect); while in the relevant literature referred to in the comments and in the Remark, the evaluation of certain “famous” examples is quite idealized (such native speakers are assumed who very readily tolerate extremely complex constructions with word orders which are, or are believed to be, “locally” in accordance with our internal grammar).


	
(228) ● Verb clusters: I. Verbal particle climbing, with the order [VPrtn V1, V2, …, Vn]


	
a. Szét-szedemv1 a rádiót. N=1

apart-take.1Sg the radio.Acc

‘I am going to takeV1 apart the radio.’


	
b. Szét akaromv1 szed-niv2 a rádiót. N=2

apart want.1Sg take-Inf the radio.Acc

‘I wantv1 to takev2 apart the radio.’


	
c. (?)Szét fogomv1 akar-niv2 szed-niv3 a rádiót. N=3

apart will.1Sg want-Inf take-Inf the radio.Acc

‘I willv1 wantv2 to takev3 apart the radio.’


	
d. ?Szét fogomv1 akar-niv2 kezd-eniv3 szed-niv4 a rádiót. N=4 apart will.1Sg want-Inf begin-Inf take-Inf the radio.Acc

apart will.1Sg want-Inf begin-Inf take-Inf the radio.Acc

‘I willv1 wantv2 to beginv3 to takev4 apart the radio.’

d’.? El fogomv1 akar-niv2 kezd-eniv3 szét-szed-niv4 a rádiót.

away will.1Sg want-Inf begin-Inf apart-take-Inf the radio.Acc

‘I willv1 wantv2 to beginv3 to takev4 apart the radio.’


	
e. *Szét utálomv1 akar-niv2 kezd-eniv3 szed-niv4 a rádiót. (N=4)

apart hate.1Sg want-Inf begin-Inf take-Inf the radio.Acc

Intended meaning: ‘I hateV1 wantingV2 to beginV3 to takeV4 apart the radio.’


	
e’. ? Utálomv1 szét-szed-niv4 kezd-eniv3 akar-niv2 a rádiót. [V1,VPrtn,V4, V3, V2]

hate-1Sg apart-take-Inf begin-Inf want-Inf the radio.Acc

‘I hatev1 wantingv2 to beginv3 to takev4 apart the radio.’





It is illustrated in (228d’) that another verbal particle can serve as a potential obstacle in the way of a verbal particle “climbing up”. In the given example, ‘begin’ is present with an alternative version with a verbal particle: el-kezd ‘away-begin’. The word-order variant can then be construed as follows: it is the higher verbal particle el that is to climb up to the finite verbal element (yielding the order …el fogom… ‘away will.1Sg’) whilst the lower verbal particle szét ‘apart’ can only climb up to the position left-adjacent to its own lexical head szedni ‘take.Inf’.

A further obstacle in the way of a verbal particle “attempting to climb up” is a [±finite] verb that refuses verbal modifiers, that is, does not tolerate the appearance of any such elements in the position left-adjacent to itself. Utál ‘hate’ is a verb that “hates” verbal modifiers; it insists on standing in the predicative center of its phrase alone, with no such verbal-modifier-like “support”. That is why the word-order variant presented in (228e), which truly corresponds to the sufficiently acceptable one in (228d) with respect to word order, is fully unacceptable. As shown in (228e’), the verbal particle szét ‘apart’ (together with its head szedni ‘take.Inf’) can then climb up to a word-order position which precedes the second highest verb akarni ‘want.Inf’. This particular order (‘…to take apart to begin to want …’), however, shows another clustering strategy, to be discussed in connection with the series of examples in (229).

The order of the clustering [±finite] verbs, presented in (228a-d), is the neutral order. It had been observed that another order emerges after the unit of the focused constituent obligatorily immediately followed by the finite verb stem, as illustrated by the “increasing” series of verb clusters in (229b-d), of which (229d) is a variant of the much-discussed example presented as ex. (51) in É. Kiss and Riemsdijk (2004: 22). The pattern illustrated is often called a “roll-up” structure. The name can be explained by analyzing (229d) as follows: the verbal particle immediately precedes its own verb V4, forming a unit which then precedes V3 and forms a unit with it. This, which is the triplet in question, precedes V2 . Note that (229a) presents the unit of the focused constituent obligatorily immediately followed by the finite verb stem with no further verbal elements; here the verbal particle is the representative of a “degenerated” roll-up structure.


	(229) ● Verb clusters: II. Roll-up constructions with verbal particles, with the order

	
[Focused constituent, V1, … VPrtn, Vn, Vn–1, …, V2]


	
a. Én szedemv1 szét a rádiót. (N=1)

I take.1Sg apart the radio.Acc

‘It is me that takesV1 apart the radio.’


	
b. Én akaromv1 szét-szed-niv2 a rádiót. N=2

I want.1Sg apart-take-Inf the radio.Acc

‘It is me that wantsV1 to takeV2 apart the radio.’


	
c. ?Én fogomv1 szét-szed-niv3 akar-niv2 a rádiót. N=3

I will.1Sg apart-take-Inf want-Inf the radio.Acc

‘It is me that willV1 wantV2 to takeV3 apart the radio.’


	
d. [ [ [VPrt4, V4] V3 ] V2 ] N=4

? Én fogomv1 szét-szed-niv4 kezd-eniv3 akar-niv2 a rádiót.

I will.1Sg apart-take-Inf begin-Inf want-Inf the radio.Acc

‘It is me that willv1 wantv2 to beginv3 to takev4 apart the radio.’





It is illustrated by the increasing series of clusters of infinitives in (230a-d) that the roll-up structure can also emerge with no verbal particle. It is also illustrated in this series of examples that, if a (non-finite) verb cluster undergoes nominalization (230d’) or participle formation (230d”), it will also take the roll-up shape (É. Kiss and Riemsdijk 2004: 23, ex. (53a,c)).


	(230) ● Verb clusters: II. Roll-up constructions without verbal particles, with the order

	
[Vn, Vn–1, …, V1]


	
a. Úsz-niv2 tanulokv1. (N=2)

swim-Inf learn.1Sg

‘I learnv1 to swimv2.’


	
b. Hiba volt úsz-niv2 tanul-niv1. N=2

mistake be.Past.3Sg swim-Inf learn-Inf

‘It was a mistake to learnv1 to swimv2.’


	
c. (?)Hiba volt úsz-niv3 tanul-niv2 próbál-niv1. N=3

mistake be.Past.3Sg swim-Inf learn-Inf try-Inf

‘It was a mistake to tryv1 to learnv2 to swimv3.’


	
d. [ [ [V4, V3] V2 ] V1 ] N=4

?Hiba volt úsz-niv4 tanul-niv3 próbál-niv2 akar-niv1.

mistake be.Past.3Sg swim-Inf learn-Inf try-Inf want-Inf

‘It was a mistake to wantv1 to tryv2 to learnv3 to swimv4.’


	
d’. [ [ [V4 , V3 ] V2 ] V1 ] N=4

?Hiba volt az úsz-niv4 tanul-niv3 próbál-niv2 akar-ásv1.

mistake be.Past.3Sg the swim-Inf learn-Inf try-Inf want-Nmn

‘Wantingv1 to tryv2 to learnv3 to swimv4 was a mistake.’


	
d”. [ [ [V4 , V3 ] V2 ] V1 ] N=4

?egy úsz-niv4 tanul-niv3 próbál-niv2 akar-óv1 fiú

a swim-Inf learn-Inf try-Inf want-ó boy

‘a boy wantingv1 to tryv2 to learnv3 to swimv4’






Remark 10. The scientific challenge lies in providing a uniform syntactic explanation for the two patterns illustrated in (228-230), together with potential further hybrid and “intermediate” patterns (Szendrői and Tóth 2004), of verb clusters in Hungarian (Brody 2004, Szendrői 2004, Csirmaz 2004, Alberti 2004, Olsvay 2004, É. Kiss 2004, Ackema 2004, Bartos 2004, Tóth 2004, den Dikken 2004, Alberti and Farkas 2018), which can be embedded in a universal syntactic model of verb clusters cross-linguistically (Koopman and Szabolcsi 2000, É. Kiss and Riemsdijk 2004).

A uniform syntactic explanation for the two patterns can be based, among others, on the pragmasemantic assumption that it is aspect that causes verbal particles and InfPs to climb (Alberti 2004). The details can straightforwardly be worked out in a minimalist syntactic approach with partial spell-out. The technique of partial spell-out as an element of the syntax–phonology interface is first applied to Hungarian (in particular to virtually “split” adverbial phrases) by Surányi (2009a). Note that such an approach is a preferable alternative, for those accepting multiple spell-out (e.g., Uriagereka 1999), to remnant-movement based proposals (Koopman and Szabolcsi 2000), which the authors of this section had also had recourse to earlier (e.g. Alberti 2004, Alberti and Farkas 2018).

The crucial detail of the analysis considered is that a particular argument of a verb stem serves as the peculiar aspectualizer of the given verb, unless the verb happens to be self-aspectualizing. The syntactic reflection of this pragmasemantic relation is the appearance of the verb stem in an aspectual head and of its aspectualizer in the specifier position of this Asp head. In (i), for instance, the verbal particle szét ‘apart’ and the finite verb stem szed ‘take’ stand in this Spec-Head syntactic relation; that is, the verbal particle serves as the aspectualizer of the given verb.


	
i. [AspP 'Szét [Asp’ szedem a \rádiót] ].

apart take.1Sg the radio.Acc

‘I am going to take apart the radio.’


	
i’. [AspP [AspP 'Szét szedni a rádiót] [Asp’ akarom [AspP szét 'szedni a\ rádiót ]]].

apart take.Inf the radio.Acc want.1Sg apart take.Inf the radio.Acc

‘I want to take apart the radio.’


	
i”. [AspP [AspP 'Szét akarni szedni a rádiót] [Asp’ fogom [AspP szét 'akarni 'szedni a\ rádiót]]]. apart want.Inf take.Inf the radio.Acc will.1Sg apart want.Inf take.Inf the r.Acc

‘I will want to take apart the radio.’



Let us now consider the more complex example in (i’). The verb akar ‘want’ has no verbal-particle-like argument. Its aspectualizer is an Infinitival Phrase. Akar will thus stand in a Spec-Head syntactic relation with an InfP, which happens to consist of four words. What should be stipulated at this point is that the given specifier position is to be spelt out in a way that only a word-size initial part of the infinitival phrase can be “heard” in the given word-order position, which happens to be, again, the verbal particle szét ‘apart’. The remaining three-word right-hand part of the InfP in question is spelt out in an “earlier” position via the process of generation on the right periphery of the sentence.

In harmony with the recursive nature of syntax, similar operations and restrictions will pertain to the even more complex example (i”). The auxiliary verb fog ‘will’ has no verbal-particle-like argument. Its aspectualizer is an Infinitival Phrase, just like that of akar ‘want’. It will thus stand in a Spec-Head syntactic relation with an InfP, which happens to consist of five words. According to the stipulation presented in the previous paragraph, the given specifier position is to be spelt out in a way that only a word-size initial part of the phrase hosted can be “heard” in the given word-order position, which happens to be, again, the verbal particle szét ‘apart’. The remaining four-word right-hand part of the InfP in question is spelt out in an “earlier” position via the process of generation on the right periphery of the sentence. And so on, and so on, in the case of the even more complex example in (229d) above, the surface word order will also be such that only the verbal particle szét ‘apart’ is spelt out before the finite element of the sentence (fog ‘will’) whilst the aspectualizer assumed to be syntactically present in the specifier position is a whole InfP, with its lengthy right periphery spelt out on the right periphery of the sentence.

All in all, it is only an illusion that a verbal particle is “climbing up” while a series of constructions with an increasing complexity is being investigated. Instead, in the case of a head, it is always one of its arguments that serves as its aspectualizer, which will stand with it in a syntactic Spec–Head relation. The illusion of a climbing verbal particle in certain series is due to the special spell-out restrictions concerning the given type of Spec–Head relation: this relation is so close that both parts should be word-size.

Examples (ii-ii’) illustrate that the same mechanism can be applied to constructions of the progressive aspect (NB: example (i), which is practically in the center of examples (i’-i”) too, is of the perfect aspect). The straightforward stipulation on progressive constructions is that the finite verb is of a self-aspectualizing character, that is, it occupies the aspectual head in a way that the preceding specifier position is empty. This word order is presented in (ii); and if it is also stipulated that a similar word order appears in an Infinitival Phrase with a progressive interpretation then we will exactly obtain the word order presented in (ii’): the InfP in question as an aspectualizer of akar ‘want’ should now be spelt out in a way that it is exactly the infinitive itself that can be “heard” before the finite verb.



	
ii. (?)[AspP [Asp’ 'Szedem ['szét a \ rádiót] ] ].

take.1Sg apart the radio.Acc

‘I am taking apart the radio.’


	ii’. ? [AspP[AspP 'Szedni 'szét a \ rádiót] ] ] [Asp’ akarom [AspP szedni 'szét a\ rádiót]]].


	
take.Inf apart the radio.Acc want.1Sg take.Inf apart the radio.Acc

‘I want to be in the middle of taking apart the radio [when you enter my room].’




Note that all examples in the Remark are decorated with the accent markers used in Varga’s (2016) contour-based intonation system. As all the sentences presented in (i-ii’) are neutral declarative sentences, their intonation patterns uniformly consist of a set of Half Fall ('xxx) contours, concluded with a single Full Fall (\ xxx) contour.

Let us now consider the focused sentence presented in (iii) and (iii’), which are intonational alternatives. Variant (iii) shows the option that the focused constituent (én ‘I’) and the entire right periphery of the sentence that follows it form a single Full Fall (\ xxx) contour, which means that there is no accented/stressed syllable in the given variant after the initial syllable én. That is, relative to corresponding neutral intonational counterparts, all potential accents are deleted in the given post-focus sequence of words. It is also claimed in Varga (2016: 62), however, who attributes the observation to Kálmán and Nádasdy (1994), that this total accent deletion is not the only choice. It is also possible to have recourse to partial accent-deletion options—if “the speaker is using a special narrative, explanative, complaining style (Kálmán–Nádasdy 1994: 462–463).” The intonational variant presented in (iii’) is the one with the “most partial” accent deletion. It consists of two Half Fall ('xxx) contours before the terminal Full Fall.



	
iii. \ Én fogom [AspP [AspP szét szedni a rádiót] [Asp’ akarni [AspP szét szedni a rádiót ] ] ]

the son.Poss.1Sg go.Subj.2Sg away

\ én fogom szét-szed-ni akar-ni a rádiótFullFall

I will.1Sg apart-take-Inf want-Inf the radio.Acc

‘It is me that will want to take apart the radio.’


	
iii’. 'Én fogom [AspP [AspP 'szét szedni a rádiót ] [Asp’ akarni [AspP szét szedni a\ rádiót ] ] ]

the son.Poss.1Sg go.Subj.2Sg away

‘ én fogomHalfFall 'szét-szed-ni akar-niHalfFall a \ rádiótFullFall

I will.1Sg apart-take-Inf want-Inf the radio.Acc

‘It is me that will want to take apart the radio.’




The outstanding importance of the pattern with several contours shown in (iii’) is that it reveals an alternative spelling-out strategy to the one observed in connection with the neutral examples (i-ii’), according to which the two copies due to multiple spell-out divide the phonetic material so that the left-hand copy is word-size. According to the other strategy, which is also observable in the environments illustrated in (228e’) and (230d’-d”) besides the post-focus environment in (iii-iii’), the left-hand copy is minimal-contour size. Instead of the single word szét ‘apart’, thus, the two-word intonation contour szétszedni ‘to take apart’ is spelt out. The former spell-out strategy suggests the illusion of the climbing of a word (typically a verbal particle) whilst the latter strategy results in roll-up structures, with both based on the lexical-semantic assumption that aspect is expressed syntactically via bringing heads and their “aspectualizing” arguments in a Spec-Head relation, subject to context-dependent phonological constraints.


By this remark we have concluded the section on the syntactic functions and positions of infinitival phrases, that is, the topic of how infinitives can appear in matrix constructions. At the same time, we have also concluded the entire basic triad of discussing, “from the inside out”, the infinitival head, then the internal syntax of infinitival phrases, and finally their external syntax.


1.4 Further topics

This section provides the discussion of two topics which are hot topics of the current Hungarian literature on infinitives: modal existential wh-constructions (1.4.1) and long distance object agreement (1.4.2).


1.4.1 Modal existential wh-constructions

Zsolt Prohászka and Veronika Szabó

In this subsection we examine Hungarian modal existential wh-constructions (MECs) and related structures containing an existential verb and an infinitive, or in some cases, a verb in the subjunctive mood. The term MEC was introduced by Grosu (2004), who “capitalizes on three empirical properties that happen to uniquely identify MECs among its related constructions” (cited by Šimík 2011: 2). The three properties of MECs are as follows: the occurrence of an existential predicate (a definiteness effect verb (Grosu 2004), but also other predicates, see (237) below, for instance), the presence of a wh-word, and that of an embedded verb, which is either infinitive or subjunctive. Infinitives and subjunctives are dependent verb forms, they usually do not occur in isolation as main clauses (Lipták 2003). Šimík (2011) sorted languages into three groups based on the possible embedded verb forms that can appear in MECs. Languages in the first group only use the infinitive. The second group consists of languages being able to use only the subjunctive mood in the given construction. Hungarian is in the third group: languages in this group can accept both infinitive (231a-a’) and subjunctive mood (231b) in MECs.

In (231a) the verb is the existential van ‘there is’, the wh-word is the accusative form of the question word mi ‘what’, and the last constituent is an embedded verb as an uninflected infinitive (231a), as an inflected infinitive (231a’), or in the subjunctive (231c).


	
(231) ● Typical forms of MECs


	
a. Van / Nincs mit enni.

be3sg / not_be.3Sg what.Acc eat.Inf

‘There is something/nothing to eat.’


	
a’. (Nekem) van mit ennem / enni.

Dat.1Sg be.3Sg what.Acc eat.Inf.1Sg / eat.Inf

‘There is something for me to eat.’

a”. *Nekem van mit enned.

Dat.1Sg be.3Sg what.Acc eat.Inf.2Sg


	
b. Ebben a lakásban van minek elromlani(a).

this.Ine the flat.Ine be.3Sg what.Dat go_wrong.Inf.(3Sg)

‘There are plenty of things that can go wrong in this flat.’


	
b’. A szélnek nincs mit elfújnia.

the wind.Dat not_be.3Sg what.Acc away_blow.Inf.3Sg

‘There is nothing that the wind can blow away.’


	
c. (Én) van mit egyek / *egyél.

I be.3Sg what.Acc eat.Subj.1Sg / eat.Subj.2Sg

‘There is something for me to eat.’





In most cases, the wh-word is the argument of the embedded verb, marked by its case suffix, such as in (231a-a”,c), where the wh-word bears the accusative suffix, since the embedded verb is transitive.

In the case of (231a), there is no noun in the nominative case that can be considered the subject of the matrix verb, as the subject in this construction is the embedded verbal constituent itself. The subject of the embedded infinitive is not (explicitly) expressed and does not have a controller but it can only be interpreted with [+HUMAN] feature. (This is usually referred to by a PROarb).

Examples in (231a’-a”) shows that an overt subject-like item can also present in this construction, as discussed earlier in the case of kell ‘must’ (3e), this argument of the infinitive can be present with a dative case (231a’). If the infinitive is inflected, the infinitival head agrees in number and person with this argument. However, the dative case marked constituent can be the argument of an uninflected infinitive as well (231a’). If the wh-item is the subject of the embedded constituent itself (231b), or the infinitive is inflected (231b’), the [–HUMAN] reading is also possible (Szécsényi 2021).

In the case of an embedded subjunctive verb, the subject is in the nominative case (231c). Such MECs are obligatory control constructions, meaning that the subject of the embedded verb is referentially dependent from the subject of the matrix predicate.

Regarding the meaning of the construction, a MEC expresses the existence of an indefinite element (the wh-item in the embedded clause) and a proposition. The wh-words in MECs are interpreted existentially, with a non-specific indefinite meaning. In (231a), the only possible interpretation is that ‘there is something/nothing to eat’, where something/nothing cannot be understood specifically (Lipták 2003).

As Šimík (2011) has pointed out, MECs are always modal: circumstantial possibility modality is typical of them. To summarize his observations, the “canonical” meaning of a MEC is to express whether the availability of a proposition is possible or not. In the case of (231a), the possibility of eating is (not) available.

Hungarian MECs are used mostly as negative statements, with nincs ‘there is not’ instead of van ‘there is’, see (231a).


1.4.1.1 The three main constituents

As mentioned above, the most frequent predicate in MECs is the existential verb van ‘be’/‘there_is’, since Lipták (2003) mentions that besides van ‘there_is’, the verb akad ‘occur’ can also appear in MECs, as the two of them are the strongest existential predicates (232). However, constructions like (232b) are not frequent.


	
(232) ● Existential predicates in MECs


	
a. Mindig van mit csinálni.

always be.3Sg what.Acc do.Inf

‘There is always something to do.’


	
b. Mindig akad mit csinálni.

always occur.3Sg what.Acc do.Inf

‘There is always something to do.’





These existential predicates can occur in every possible tense and mood, in both positive and negative forms. As illustrated in (233a), they can be in present tense indicative mood, in past tense indicative (233b), in present tense imperative (233c), in present tense conditional (233d) (where lenne ‘would_be’ and volna ‘would_be’ are synonymous). MECs can express future propositions as well; in this case, however, the appropriate form of the verb lesz ‘will_be’ is used (233e), which is also used in the past conditional, as shown in (233g). To express the potential permission form of a verb, we add the suffix -hAt ‘can’ to the stem. In (233f) the appropriate form of the verb lesz ‘will_be’ is to be observed (lehet).


	
(233) ● Forms of the existential verb(s) in MECs


	
a. Van / Nincs min csodálkozni.

be.3Sg / not_be.3Sg what.Sup wonder.Inf

‘There is something/nothing to wonder about.’


	
b. Volt / [Nem volt] min csodálkozni.

be.Past.3Sg / not be.Past.3Sg what.Sup wonder.Inf

‘There was something/nothing to wonder about.’


	
c. Legyen / [Ne legyen] min csodálkozni.

be.Subj.3Sg / not be.Subj.3Sg what.Sup wonder.Inf

‘There should be something/nothing to wonder about.’


	
d. Lenne / Volna min csodálkozni.

be.Cond.3Sg / be.Cond.3Sg what.Sup wonder.Inf

‘There would be something/nothing to wonder about.’


	
e. Lesz / [Nem lesz] min csodálkozni.

will_be.3Sg / not will_be.3Sg what.Sup wonder.Inf

‘There will be something/nothing to wonder about.’


	
f. Lehet / [Nem lehet] min csodálkozni.

be.Mod.3Sg / not be.Mod.3Sg what.Sup wonder.Inf

‘There can be something/nothing to wonder about.’


	
g. [Lett volna] / [Nem lett volna] min csodálkozni.

be.Past.3Sg be.Cond / not be.Past.3Sg be.Cond what.Sup wonder.Inf

‘There could be something/nothing to wonder about.’





Obviously, the existential verb can only occur in the third person, as it states the existence of a proposition (234a). Marking the person is possible in these constructions as well, either by adding a dative-marked NP or pronoun (234b), or by an inflected infinitive (234c). If the embedded verb is in the subjunctive, person marking is obligatory (231b).


	
(234) ● Person marking in MECS with an existential predicate


	
a. Van / *Vagyok min csodálkozni.

be.3Sg / be.1Sg what.Sup wonder.Inf

‘There is something to wonder about.’ / Intended meaning: ‘There is something for me to wonder about.’


	
b. Nekem van min csodálkozni.

Dat.1Sg be.3Sg what.Sup wonder.Inf

‘There is something for me to wonder about.’


	
c. (Nekem) van min csodálkoznom.

Dat.1Sg be.3Sg what.Sup wonder.Inf.1Sg

‘There is something for me to wonder about.’





In Hungarian, multiple embedded infinitives are possible (235a), in MECs however, their occurrence is limited. When embedded in an adjectival construction (235c), the matrix predicate cannot be an infinitive; instead, the intended meaning can be conveyed by embedding the construction in a finite that-clause and using a verb in the subjunctive mood (235c’). However, the matrix predicate of a MEC is an infinitive if it is paired with an auxiliary verb. In this case, the order of the constituents is strict: the auxiliary verb is followed by the infinitive, and both must appear before the wh-word (235d).


	
(235) ● Non-finite predicates in MECs


	
a. Fontos zongorázni tanulni.

important play_piano.Inf learn.Inf

‘It is important to learn to play the piano.’


	
b. Van mit tanulni.

be.3Sg what.Acc learn.Inf

‘There is something to learn.’


	
c. *Fontos mit tanulni lenni.

important what.Acc learn.Inf be.Inf

Intended meaning: ‘It is important to have something to learn.’


	
c’. Fontos, hogy legyen mit tanulni.

important that be.Subj.3Sg what.Acc learn.Inf

‘It is important to have something to learn.’


	
d. A könyvtárban mindig szokott lenni mit tanulni.

The library.Ine always used_to.Past.3Sg be.Inf what.Acc learn.Inf

‘In the library there is always something to learn.’





As mentioned before, an existential predicate always occurs together with non-specific items, and the verb itself is at the center of the proposition. Van ‘there is’ and akad ‘occur’ are stress-attracting verbs, meaning that they are themselves focused and stressed (236a), except when there are quantified or focalized items before them (236b,b’); this is also true for MECs (236c,d,d’) (Lipták 2003).


	
(236) ● Van ‘there is’ and akad ‘occur’ as stress-attracting verbs


	
a. 'Van / 'akad lehetőség a tanulásra.

be.3Sg / occur.3Sg possibility the learning.Sub

‘There is a possibility to learn.’


	
b. 'Mindig van / akad lehetőség a tanulásra.

always be.3Sg / occur.3Sg possibility the learning.Sub

‘There is always a possibility to learn.’


	
b’. Csak 'ma van / akad lehetőség a tanulásra.

only today be.3Sg / occur.3Sg possibility the learning.Sub

‘There is only a possibility to learn.’


	
c. 'Van / 'akad mit tanulni.

be.3Sg / occur.3Sg what.Acc learn.Inf

‘There is something to learn.’


	
d. 'Mindig van / akad mit tanulni.

always be.3Sg / occur.3Sg what.Acc learn.Inf

‘There is always something to learn.’


	
d’. Csak 'ma van / akad mit tanulni.

only today be.3Sg / occur.3Sg what.Acc learn.Inf

‘There is only today something to learn.’





Not only existential verbs can occur in MECs; Hungarian allows MECs to be embedded also under the verb tud, which is ambiguous between the epistemic ‘know’ and the circumstantial modal ‘can/be able to’. In MECs, only the latter meaning is available (237a) (Šimík 2011: 33). Hungarian is unique in that it allows MECs to be introduced by a verb not straightforwardly matching the meaning of be, have, or any other typical MEC-embedding predicates (Šimík 2011: 33). Other modal verbs are not typical in MECs, only those that are synonymous with tud. Such verbs are bír ‘can/be able’ (237b) and győz ‘afford’ (237c). Szécsényi (2021:176) mentions that they do not trigger the definiteness effect requiring that one of their complements is an indefinite. Adjectives such as képes ‘able’ and képtelen ‘unable’ are also synonyms of (nem) tud ‘can’, hence they can occur in MECs. However, as they are adjectival predicates, they must be followed by some form of van ‘be’ (237d,e).


	
(237) ● Tud and its synonyms as predicates in MECs


	
a. Nem tudok mit kitalálni.

not can.1Sg what.Acc out_find.Inf

‘There is nothing I can find out.’


	
b. Nem bírok mit kitalálni.

not be_able.1Sg what.Acc out_find.Inf

‘There is nothing I can find out.’


	
c. Nem győzök mit kitalálni.

not afford.1Sg what.Acc out_find.Inf

‘There is nothing I can find out.’


	
d. Nem vagyok képes mit kitalálni.

not be.1Sg able what.Acc out_find.Inf

‘I am not able to find something out.’/ ʽThere is nothing I’m able to find out.’


	
e. Képtelen vagyok mit kitalálni. Képtelen vagyok mit kitalálni.

unable be.1Sg what.Acc out_find.Inf

‘I am unable to find something out.’





Similarly to the existential predicate, there are no restrictions in the possible forms of tud ‘can’ and its verbal synonyms in terms of tense and mood. However, this predicate is different from existential predicates in that tud ‘can’ is a subject-control verb: the number and the person is marked (with the exception of the third person singular which remains unmarked in Hungarian), thus, in these constructions the infinitive can only take the uninflected form, similarly to other constructions under the modal predicate tud ‘can’ (238b’,b”). The subject of the matrix predicate and the infinitive must be the same (238a,b,c).

As shown below, an MEC-clause with the predicate tud ‘can’ can be embedded under a that-clause as well (238e) and it can be an infinitive if paired with an auxiliary verb before the wh-phrase (238f).


	
(238) ● Subjects in MECs with tud ‘can’ as matrix Verb


	
a. Péter tud / [nem tud] mit lépni.

Peter can.3Sg / not can.3Sg what.Acc step.Inf

‘There is something/nothing Peter can do.’


	
b. (Én) tudok / [nem tudok] mit lépni.

I can.1Sg / not can.1Sg what.Acc step.Inf

‘There is something/nothing I can do.’


	
b’. *Tudok / [*Nem tudok] mit lépnem.

can.1Sg / not can.1Sg what.Acc step.Inf.1Sg

b”. *Tud / [*Nem tud] mit lépnem.

can.3Sg / not can.3Sg what.Acc step.Inf.1Sg


	
c. (Én) tudtam / [nem tudtam] mit lépni.

I can.Past.1Sg / not can.Past.1Sg what.Acc step.Inf

‘There was something/nothing I could do.’


	
d. *Fontos mit lépnem tudni.

important what.Acc step.Inf.1Sg can.Inf

‘It is important for me to be able to do something.’


	
e. Fontos, hogy tudjak mit lépni.

important that can.Subj.1Sg what.Acc step.Inf

‘It is important for me to be able to do something.’


	
f. Ilyen esetekben mindig szoktam tudni mit lépni.

such case.Pl.Ine always used_to.Past.1Sg can. Inf what.Acc step.Inf

‘In such cases there is always something I can do.’





In Hungarian, a long-distance object agreement is possible between the matrix verb and the accusative argument of the infinitive (see 1.4.2). If the matrix verb of a MEC is tud ‘can’ or its synonymous cognates, and there is an accusative object in the clause which is not the wh-word itself, a long-distance object agreement is obligatory. The conjugation of the matrix verb complies with the definiteness of the object of the infinitive: in (239a) the object is indefinite, while in (239b) it is definite.


	
(239) ● Long distance object agreement in MECs


	
a. Juli nem tud hová tenni egy buta embert.

Juli not can.3Sg to_where put.Inf a silly person.Acc

‘Juli cannot make any sense of a silly person.’


	
b. Juli nem tudja hová tenni a buta embereket.

Juli not can.DefObj.3Sg to_where put.Inf the silly person.Pl.Acc

‘Juli cannot make any sense of silly people.’





Since the two kinds of matrix predicates, that is, the existential verb van/nincs ‘be/not_be’ and the modal verb tud ‘can’, have different properties, they cannot be coordinated within a MEC (240a,b).


	
(240) ● Coordination of the two matrix verbs is not possible


	
a. *Van és tudok mit mondani.

be.3Sg and can.1Sg what.Acc say.Inf

Intended meaning: ‘There is something to say and I can say something.’


	
b. *Nincs és nem tudok mit tenni.

not_be.3Sg and not can.1Sg what.Acc do.Inf

Intended meaning: ‘Nothing can be done and I cannot do anything.’





As discussed previously, subject-experiencer adjectives képes ‘able’ and képtelen ‘unable’ are synonymous with tud ‘can’ (241a). Besides these, other adjectives can also be present in the construction, which are not synonymous with tud ‘can’. These can be the evaluative adjectives nehéz ‘hard, difficult’, könnyű ‘easy’ (241d,d’), the subject-experiencer adjective hajlandó ‘willing’ (241b), and the modal adjectives lehetséges ‘possible’ and lehetetlen ‘impossible’ (241c,c’). Such sentences are rare, and usually occur in a negative sense, together with the infinitive form of kezd ‘start’; ‘to do anything with NP’. These MECs usually express the (in)ability to make sense of or to handle a certain situation. It must be noted that such predicates occur with low frequency, which explains why native speakers do not accept certain constructions with these predicates, especially when the subject appears as a wh-word in these constructions (241c”,d”).

In Hungarian, there are bare adjectival predicates only with copular (e.g., van ‘be’, lesz ‘will be, become’) and semi-copular verbs (e.g., marad ‘remain, stay’). In MECs, copular verbs are present, they are person-marked if the adjective is a subject-experiencer one. In these cases, the infinitive is uninflected (241a,b). However, besides other adjectival predicates, the copula is always in the third person and inflection of the infinitive is possible (241c-d’).


	
(241) ● Adjectival predicates in MECs


	
a. [Nem vagyok képes]/[Képtelen vagyok] mit kezdeni vele.

not be.1Sg able / unable be.1Sg what.Acc begin.Inf Ins.3Sg

‘I am not able to do anything with it.’


	
b. Nem vagyok hajlandó mit kezdeni vele.

not be.1Sg inclined what.Acc begin.Inf Ins.3Sg

‘I am not inclined to do anything with it.’


	
c. [Nem (volt) lehetséges]/[Lehetetlen (volt)] mit kezdeni vele.

not be.Past.3Sg possible / impossible be.Past.3Sg what.Acc begin.Inf Ins.3Sg

‘It is/was not possible to do anything with it.’


	
c’. ? [Nem (volt) lehetséges] / [Lehetetlen (volt)] mit kezdenem vele. not be.Past.3Sg possible / impossible be.Past.3Sg what.Acc begin.Inf.1Sg Ins.3Sg

not be.Past.3Sg possible / impossible be.Past.3Sg what.Acc begin.Inf.1Sg Ins.3Sg

‘It is/was not possible for me to do anything with it.’


	
c”. *? [Nem (volt) lehetséges]/[Lehetetlen (volt)] kinek elmenni a boltba.

not be.Past.3Sg possible / impossible be.Past.3Sg who.Dat away_go.Inf the shop.Ill

Intended meaning: ‘It is/was not possible for someone to go to the meeting.’


	
d. [Nem (volt) könnyű] / [Nehéz (volt)] mit kezdeni vele.

not be.Past.3Sg easy / difficult be.Past.3Sg what.Acc begin.Inf Ins.3Sg

‘[It is/was not easy]/[It is/was difficult] to do anything with it.’


	
d’. [Nem (volt) könnyű] / [Nehéz (volt)] mit kezdenem vele.

not be.Past.3Sg easy / difficult be.Past.3Sg what.Acc begin.Inf.1Sg Ins.3Sg

‘[It is/was not easy]/[It is/was difficult] for me to do anything with it.’


	
d”. *[Nem (volt) könnyű] / [Nehéz (volt)] kinek elmenni a találkozóra.

not be.Past.3Sg easy / difficult be.Past.3Sg who.Dat away_go.Inf the meeting.Sub





Besides the verbs listed above, there is another verb under which MECs can be embedded despite the fact that it does not have an existential meaning, and it is also not synonymous with tud ‘can’: this verb is mer ‘dare’ (242a). Mer ‘dare’ and tud ‘can’ are similar in that their subjects are Experiencers (regarding their thematic roles). They are different, however, in that mer ‘dare’ – besides expressing possibility – also expresses the speaker’s audacity, while tud ‘can’ does not; meaning that mer is not purely modal. There is a longer form of mer with the same meaning, merészel ‘dare’. While both of these verbs are used together with infinitives, the latter cannot occur as a predicate in MECs (242d).


	
(242) ● Mer ‘dare’ as predicate in MEC


	
a. Nem merek mit mondani.

not dare.1Sg what.Acc say.Inf

‘I don’t dare to say anything.’


	
b. Alig merek mit mondani.

scarcely dare.1Sg what.Acc say.Inf

‘I hardly dare to say anything.’


	
c. Ritkán merek mit mondani.

rarely dare.1Sg what.Acc say.Inf

‘I rarely dare to say anything.’


	
d. *Nem merészelek mit mondani.

no dare.2Obj.1Sg what.Acc say.Inf





As illustrated in (243), mer ‘dare’ also usually occurs in negative contexts; either in negated sentences (243a), or together with negative adverbs (243b,c). As mentioned above, the existential predicates are stressed unless they are preceded by an adverbial, see (236). Speakers prefer modal verbs, such as tud ‘can’ and other verbs which occur in MECs to be unstressed, which correlates with the fact that they usually follow a stress-attracting operator. In MECs, as shown above, this usually happens in the form of a negation.

Although tud ‘can’ and mer ‘dare’ have some similar properties, and they can be coordinated besides infinitives (243a), the coordination of the two matrix verbs within a MEC seems to be weakly acceptable (243b).


	
(243) ● Coordination of tud ‘can’ and mer ‘dare’


	
a. Tudok és merek (is) énekelni.

can.1Sg and dare.1Sg also sing.Inf

‘I can and dare to sing.’


	
b. ??Tudok és merek (is) mit mondani.

can.1Sg and dare.1Sg also what.Acc say.Inf

Intended meaning: ‘I can and dare to say something.’





MECs typically contain wh-words, formally identical to interrogatives, fulfilling a (somebody-like) indefinite function. Historical linguistics can provide a plausible explanation for this phenomenon, as MEC was already a productive pattern in Old Hungarian. In this period the bare wh-form could function as a relative and/or an indefinite pronoun. As Bácskai-Atkári and Dékány (2021) show, it is a stage of the development of relative pronouns, formally similar to interrogative pronouns. In present-day Hungarian, both a pronoun in interrogative form and one in a relative-pronoun form can occur in MECs. Regarding the choice between the relative and the interrogative forms, the interrogative pronouns are more frequent in MECs and the embedded predicate can be an infinitive (244a) or a subjunctive too (244b), whereas relative pronouns can only be followed by the subjunctive (244b’). The relative-pronoun MEC is crosslinguistically unique (Tabatowski 2020: 63).


	
(244) ● The form of the pronoun besides infinitives and subjunctives (Lipták 2003)


	
a. Van kit meghívni / meghívnunk.

be.3Sg who.Acc invite.Inf / invite.Inf.1Pl

‘There is someone to invite/we can invite.’


	
a’. *Van akit meghívni / meghívnunk.

be.3Sg who.Acc invite.Inf / invite.Inf.1Pl


	
a”. Tudunk kit meghívni.

can.1Sg who.Acc invite.Inf

‘There is someone we can invite.’


	
b. Van akit meghívjunk.

be.3Sg who.Acc invite.Subj.1Pl

‘There is someone we can invite.’


	
b’. Van akit meghívjunk.

be.3Sg who.Acc invite.Subj.1Pl

‘There is someone we can invite.’





In Table 23 we show the typical forms of interrogative and relative pronouns.


Table 23 Forms of interrogative and relative pronouns⏎


	CASE
	ENDING
	INTERROGATIVE
	RELATIVE



	Nominative
	-Ø
	ki / mi
	a-ki / a-mi


	Accusative
	-t/-at/-et/-ot/-öt
	ki-t / mi-t
	a-ki-t / a-mi-t


	Dative
	-nak/-nek
	ki-nek / mi-nek
	a-ki-nek / a-mi-nek


	Instrumental
	-val/-vel
	ki-vel / mi-vel
	a-ki-vel / a-mi-vel


	Causalis
	-ért
	ki-ért / mi-ért
	a-ki-ért / a-mi-ért


	Translative/Essive
	-vá/-vé
	ki-vé / mi-vé
	a-ki-vé / a-mi-vé


	Inessive
	-ban/-ben
	ki-ben / mi-ben
	a-ki-ben / a-mi-ben


	Superessive
	-n/-on/-en/-ön
	ki-n / mi-n
	a-ki-n / a-mi-n


	Adessive
	-nál/-nél
	ki-nél / mi-nél
	a-ki-nél / a-mi-nél


	Sublative
	-ra/-re
	ki-re / mi-re
	a-ki-re / a-mi-re


	Delative
	-ról/-ről
	ki-ről / mi-ről
	a-ki-ről / a-mi-ről


	Illative
	-ba/-be
	ki-be / mi-be
	a-ki-be / a-mi-be


	Elative
	-ból/-ből
	ki-ből / mi-ből
	a-ki-ből / a-mi-ből


	Allative
	-hoz/-hez/-höz
	ki-hez / mi-hez
	a-ki-het / a-mi-hez


	Ablative
	-tól/-től
	ki-től / mi-től
	a-ki-től / a-mi-től


	Terminative
	-ig
	medd-ig
	a-medd-ig


	Formalis/Essive
	-ként
	?? ki-ként /? mi-ként
	?? a-ki-ként/? a-mi-ként


The formal difference between interrogative and relative pronouns is that the latter one contains an a- affix, which goes back to the demonstrative/anaphoric pronoun az ‘that, it’. Obviously, both types of pronouns can take other suffixes and different forms as well. In the following example, we list some typical occurrences of such forms. The first pronoun in the list is the interrogative form, which is followed by its relative counterpart: mikor/a-mikor ‘when’; miért/a-miért ‘why’; milyen/a-milyen ‘what/what_kind’; hol/a-hol ‘where’; hová/a-hová ‘to_where’. Naturally, interrogative and relative pronouns can be complements of case-like postpositions: ki/a-ki miatt ‘because_of_whom’ mi/a-mi miatt ‘because_of_what’. For the complete list of case-like postpositions, see P2.2.2.2.

Not all possible pronouns can occur in MECs. Lipták (2003) claims that those pronouns are allowed in the construction which denote individual people or things: mikor ‘when’ denotes individual times (245a), but hány ‘how many’, milyen ‘what kind’, melyik ‘which’ denote entities rather than individuals (245b-e). As opposed to her claims, we suggest that milyen ‘what_kind’ is not completely impossible in negative contexts (245b’-b”).


	
(245) ● Restrictions in the wh-words of MECs (Lipták 2003)


	
a. Van mikor uszodába menni.

be.3Sg when swimming_pool.Ill go.Inf

‘There is a time to go to the swimming pool.’


	
b. *Van milyen könyvet olvasni.

be.3Sg what_kind book.Acc read.Inf


	
b’. ?? Nincs milyen könyvet olvasni.

not_be.3Sg what_kind book.Acc read.Inf

Intended meaning: ‘There is not a kind of book that can be read.’


	
b”. ? Nem tudok milyen könyvet olvasni.

not can.1Sg what_kind book.Acc read.Inf

Literal meaning: ‘There is not a kind of book I can read.’


	
c. *Van melyik iskolába menni.

be.3Sg which school.Ill go.Inf


	
d. *Van hány könyvet elolvasni.

be.3Sg how_many book.acc perf_read.Inf


	
e. *Van hány órakor uszodába menni.

be.3Sg how_many hour.Term swimming_pool.Ill go.Inf





Not only arguments of the embedded verbs can appear wh-words in MECs but also other adverbs from the conceptual frame of the verb. A very typical wh-word in Hungarian MECs is miért ‘why’ with final (246a) or causal (246b) meaning.


	
(246) ● Some typical pronouns in MECs


	
a. Van miért küzdeni.

be.3Sg why fight.Inf

‘There is a goal worth to fight for.’


	
b. Van miért szomorkodni.

be.3Sg why grieve.Inf

‘There is a reason to grieve.’





Coordination of different wh-words in MECs is possible (247).


	
(247) ● Coordination of wh-words within a MEC


	
a. a. Nincs mit és kit irigyelni.

not_be.3Sg what.Acc and who.Acc envy.Inf

Literal meaning: ‘There is nothing and nobody to envy.’


	
b. Nincs miről és miért vitázni.

not_be.3Sg what.Del and why argue.Inf

‘There is nothing to discuss and no reason to discuss.’


	
c. Nincs miért és hová hátrálni.

not_be.3Sg why and to_where retreat.Inf

‘There is no reason to retreat and no place to retreat to.’





Relative pronouns can also be coordinated in MECs (248). As mentioned before, in this case the verb must be in the subjunctive mood.


	
(248) ● Coordination of relative pronouns within a MEC


	
a. Nincs aki és ami megállítsa.

not_be.3Sg who and what perf_stop.Subj.DefObj.3Sg

‘There is nobody and nothing to stop it.’


	
b. Nincs ahová és akihez menjen.

not_be.3Sg to_where and who.All go.Subj.3Sg

‘For her/him there is nowhere and nobody to go to.’





However, only similar kinds of phrases can be coordinated in a MEC: the coordination of a wh-word and a relative pronoun is excluded (249).


	
(249) ● Coordination of a wh-word and a relative pronoun is not possible


	
a. *Nincs ki és ami megállítsa.

not_be.3Sg who and what perf_stop.Subj.DefObj.3Sg


	
b. *Nincs ahová és kihez menjen.

not_be.3Sg to_where and who.All go.Subj.3Sg





Hungarian questions allow multiple wh-fronting in finite sentences (É. Kiss 1993); Hungarian MECs also admit multiple wh-phrases (Lipták 2000): if there is another wh-word preceding the existentially interpreted wh-word of MEC, it can be interpreted as a distributive universal quantifier, resulting in a pair-list meaning (250a.1), in addition to the meaning with both wh-words interpreted existentially (250a.2). However, the order of the different wh-elements is not arbitrary, (250a) is radically preferred to (250a’). Note that in finite sentences, a second wh-word can also remain after the matrix verb, in which all wh-words function as interrogative pronouns. In contrast to finite sentences, a wh-word cannot occur after the infinitive in MECs (250a”).


	
(250) ● Multiple wh-words in MECs


	
a. Van kinek mit adnom.

be.3Sg what.Dat what.Acc give.Inf.1Sg


	‘In the case of everything, there is someone to whom I can give it.’

	‘There is something that I can give to someone.’



	
a’. ?? Van mit kinek adnom.

be.3Sg what.Acc who.Dat give.Inf.1Sg


	‘In the case of everything, there is someone to whom I can give it.’

	‘There is something that I can give to someone.’



	
a”. *Van kinek adnom mit.

be.3Sg who.Dat give.Inf.1Sg what.Acc


	
b. Nincs kinek mit adnom.

not_be.3Sg who.Dat what.Acc give.Inf.1Sg


	‘In the case of everyone, there is nothing I could give to them.’

	‘It is not true that there is someone to whom I can give something.’



	
b’. ? Nincs mindenkinek mit adnom.

not_be.3Sg everyone.Dat what.Acc give.Inf.1Sg

‘It is not true that, in the case of everyone, there is something that I can give to them.’





If the main-clause existential is negated (250b), the universal wh-item is preferably interpreted as scoping over the negation in the matrix (Lipták 2000), see (250b.1). If, however, two existentially quantified wh-words are considered, they are both interpreted within the scope of negation (250b.2). The “missing” meaning variant with the negation scoping over the universal expression can be expressed in the way shown in (250b’): the universal expression in question should appear in the form of a basic universal quantifier.

In relative MECs the multiplication of the relative pronouns is not allowed (251) (Tabatowski 2020).


	
(251) ● Multiple wh-words in relative MECs


	
a. *Van akinek amit adjak.

be.3Sg who.Dat what.Acc give.Subj.1Sg


	
b. *?Nincs amit amivel összehasonlítsak.

not_be.3Sg what.Acc what.Ins compare.Subj.1Sg





Hungarian indefinite pronouns occur as existential vala-forms, such as vala-ki ‘some-body’; vala-mi ‘some-thing’. Although the meaning of the MEC pronoun is indefinite, vala-forms cannot be present in this construction, see (252b,b’). The occurrence of inflected forms of the negative indefinite pronoun sem-mi ‘nothing’ is not excluded, but also equivocal (252c,c’).


	
(252) ● Typical indefinite pronouns cannot occur in MECs


	
a. Van mit csinálni.

be.3Sg what.Acc do.Inf

‘There is something to do.’


	
a’. Van mit csináljak.

be.3Sg what.Acc do.Subj.1Sg

‘There is something for me to do.’


	
b. *Van valamit csinálni.

be.3Sg something.Acc do.Inf


	b’. *Van valamit csináljak.

	be.3Sg something.Acc do.Subj.1Sg

	
??Nincs semmit csinálni. csinálni.

not_be.3Sg nothing.Acc do.Inf

‘There is nothing to do.’


	
c’. ?? Nincs semmit csináljak.

not_be.3Sg nothing.Acc do.Subj.1Sg

‘There is nothing for me to do.’





Regarding the embedded verb, it can be either an infinitive or in the subjunctive, as mentioned before. However, the literature suggests that the presence of the subjunctive verb mood in the construction is not evident. Prohászka (2022) suggests that the infinitive is the primary embedded verb form in MECs, and that the subjunctive in MECs is only used in some dialectal variations of Hungarian.

If the embedded verb is an infinitive, it can be either inflected or uninflected. In the case of inflected infinitives, the proposition is anchored to a referent in the discourse. The occurrence of a dative subject is optional (253a). In case of an overt dative case marked argument (253a’,a”), it can be topicalized (253a’), and it can move forward in a topic position before the matrix predicate (253a”). In the case of uninflected infinitives, in the absence of an overt subject there is no definite or specific referent, the subject can be one or more human Agent or Experiencer (253b). As (253b’) shows, when the dative-marked subject is overt, the agreement marker on the infinitive is optional.


	
(253) ● Inflected und uninflected infinitives in MECs


	
a. Nincs mit tennie.

not_be.3Sg what.Acc do.Inf.3Sg

‘There is nothing for her/him to do.’


	
a’. Nincs neki / Péternek mit tennie.

not_be.3Sg. Dat.3Sg / Péter.Dat what.Acc do.Inf.3Sg

‘There is nothing for her/him / Peter to do.’


	
a”. Neki / Péternek nincs mit tennie.

Dat.3Sg / Péter.Dat not_be.3Sg what.Acc do.Inf.3Sg

‘There is nothing for her/him / Peter to do.’


	
b. Nincs mit tenni.

not_be.3Sg what.Acc do.Inf

‘There is nothing to do.’


	
b’. Neki / Péternek nincs mit tenni(-e).

Dat.3Sg / Peter.Dat not_be.3Sg what.Acc do.Inf(-3Sg)

‘There is nothing for her/him / Peter to do.’





Since the suffix -nAk has more functional meanings, in certain examples, the presence of a dative-marked element leads to an ambiguous interpretation. In (254) the wh-word is either interpreted as the subject of the infinitive, or a Beneficiary argument with inherent dative case, and native speakers are unsure in the judgment of the examples, even if the infinitive is inflected.


	
(254) ● Ambiguous interpretation of MECs with dative-marked elements


	
a. Van kinek bemutatni Marit.

be.3Sg who.Dat introduce.Inf Mary.Acc

‘There is someone to whom to introduce Mary.’/‘There is someone to introduce to Mary.’


	
b. Van kinek bemutatnia Marit.

be.3Sg who.Dat introduce.Inf.3Sg Mary.Acc

‘There is someone to whom to introduce Mary.’/‘There is someone to introduce to Mary.’





If the subject of the infinitive is the wh-word itself, another dative case marked noun can only be interpreted as the Beneficiary argument (255b’). Since the dative case marked subject originates in the infinitival clause, a different subject is not possible (255b) (Szécsényi 2021: 190).


	
(255) ● The subject of the matrix clause is the wh-word


	
a. Van kinek elmennie a találkozóra.

be.3Sg who.Dat away_go.Inf.3Sg the meeting.Sub

‘There is somebody who can go to the meeting.’


	
b. *Nekem van kinek elmennie a találkozóra.

I.Dat be.3Sg who.Dat away_go.Inf.3Sg the meeting.Sub


	
b’. Van kinek bemutatni(a) Julit Marinak.

be.3Sg who.Dat introduce.Inf.(3Sg) Juli.Acc Mari.Dat

‘There is somebody who can introduce Juli to Mari.’


	
c. Nem tud ki elmenni a találkozóra.

not can.3Sg who away_go.Inf the meeting.Sub

‘Noone can go to the meeting.’


	
c’. *Juli nem tud ki elmenni a találkozóra.

Juli not can.3Sg who away_go.Inf the meeting.Sub





An interesting structure is illustrated in (255c), where the wh-word can be considered also as the subject of the matrix verb tud ‘can’, with the reading ‘Noone can go to the meeting’. This interpretation is supported by the fact that another subject cannot occur (255c’).

As for coordination of embedded verbs, an infinitive can only be coordinated with an infinitive (256a), and a subjunctive only with a subjunctive verb (256b). The combination of the two kinds of embedded clauses is not possible (256c).


	
(256) ● Coordination of embedded verbs within MECs


	
a. Van mit enni(-e) és inni(-a).

be.3Sg what.Acc eat.Inf(-3Sg) and drink.Inf(-3Sg)

‘There is something (for him/her) to eat and drink.’


	
b. Van mit egyen és igyon.

be.3Sg what.Acc eat.Subj.3Sg and drink.Subj.3Sg

‘There is something for him/her to eat and drink.’


	
c. *Van mit egyen és innia.

be.3Sg what.Acc eat.Subj.3Sg and drink.Inf.3Sg





In contrast to Tabatowski’s (2020) analysis, we claim that the embedded verb cannot be coordinated with a noun phrase (257).


	
(257) ● Coordination of MECs with noun phrases is impossible


	
a. *Van mit együnk és tányérunk.

be.3Sg what.Acc eat.Subj.1Sg and plate.Poss.1Sg


	
b. *Van sok tányérunk és mit együnk.

be.3Sg many plate.Poss.1Sg and what.Acc eat.Subj.1Sg






1.4.1.2 Word order variations in MECs

In present-day Hungarian, the order of the verb, the wh-word, and the embedded verb seems to be more or less fixed (258a,a’) (Szabó and Prohászka 2021). The verb cannot be preceded by the wh-word, completely irrespectively of whether the embedded predicate is an infinitive or a subjunctive verb (258b,b’). If the embedded predicate is an infinitive, both the inflected and the uninflected forms can appear in the position immediately before the matrix verb. In these cases, the infinitive bears a contrastive topic interpretation: in the example (258c), the speaker emphasizes that s/he could say something, but does not want to formulate it. The topicalized part of the embedded clause can be moved forward, however, the wh-word remains after the matrix predicate, after moving in its fixed position. If the infinitive has other dependents besides the wh-word, the other dependents also move together with the infinitive (however, these examples are very rare, see (258d-d”). In the case of an embedded verb in the subjunctive, moving of the embedded clause in front of the verb is impossible (258e). Wh-words and embedded verbs cannot switch their places (258f,f’).


	
(258) ● Word order variations in MECs


	
a. Van / Nincs mit mondanom.

be.3Sg / not_be.3Sg what.Acc say.Inf.1Sg

‘There is something/nothing for me to say.’


	
a’. Van / Nincs mit mondjak.

be.3Sg / not_be.3Sg what.Acc say.Subj.1Sg

‘There is something/nothing for me to say.’


	
b. *Mit van / nincs mondanom.

what.Acc be.3Sg / not_be.3Sg say.Inf.1Sg


	
b’. *Mit van / nincs mondjak.

what.Acc be.3Sg / not_be.3Sg say.Subj.1Sg


	
c. Mondanom / Mondani lenne mit, (de nem mondom).

say.Inf.1Sg / say.Inf be.Cond.3Sg what.Acc but not say.DefObj.1Sg

‘There could be something (for me) to say (but I do not say it).


	
d. ?Félni tőle nincs miért.

fear.Inf Abl.3Sg not_be.3Sg why

‘There is no reason to fear him/he/it.’


	
d’. ?? Tőle félni nincs miért.

Abl.3Sg fear.Inf not_be.3Sg why.

‘There is no reason to fear him/her/it.’


	
d”. *? Félni nincs miért tőle.

fear.Inf not_be.3Sg why Abl.3Sg

‘There is no reason to fear him/her/it.’


	
e. *Mondjak van / nincs mit.

say.Subj.1Sg be.3Sg / not_be.3Sg what.Acc


	
f. *Van / Nincs mondani mit.

be.3Sg / not_be.3Sg say.Inf what.Acc


	
f’. *Van / Nincs mondjak mit.

be.3Sg / not_be.3Sg say.Subj.1Sg what.Acc





If the embedded wh-item is a relative pronoun, the variability of the word order is restricted to the canonical word order, where the relative pronoun is always after the matrix verb and before the subjunctive verb form (259). Relative MECs are more similar to “real” relative clauses than to “bare MECs”.


	
(259) ● Word order variations in relative MECs


	
a. Van / Nincs amit mondjak.

be.3Sg / not_be.3Sg what say.Subj.1Sg

‘There is something/nothing I can say.’


	
b. *Amit van / nincs mondjak.

what.Acc be.3Sg / not_be.3Sg say.Subj.1Sg


	
c. *Mondjak van amit.

say.Subj.1Sg be.3Sg what.Acc


	
d. *Van / Nincs mondjak amit.

be.3Sg / not_be.3Sg say.Subj.1Sg what.Acc





If the embedded verb has a verbal particle dependent, in the canonical word order the wh-word cannot trigger verbal-particle stranding, because it does not stand in a focus position: the verbal particle or the verbal modifier must remain preverbal. In the example (260), the verbal particle haza- ‘home’ remains immediately before the embedded verb menni ‘go.Inf’.


	
(260) ● The position of the verbal modifiers in MECs


	
a. Nincs kihez haza-menni.

not_be.3Sg who.All home-go.Inf

‘There is nobody whom I can go home to.’


	
a’. *Nincs kihez menni haza.

not_be.3Sg who.All go.Inf home


	
b. Nincs kihez haza-menjek.

not_be.3Sg who.All home-go.Subj.1Sg

‘There is nobody whom I can go home to.’


	
b’. *Nincs kihez menjek haza.

not_be.3Sg who.All go.Subj.1Sg home





Although the word order in MEC basically seems to be strict, and further adjuncts most typically precede the construction or occur within the infinitive clause, some words can stand between the matrix predicate and the wh-word. These are typically (but not exclusively) short adverbs (such as itt ‘here’ in (261a) or most ‘now’ in (261b) or (discourse) particles (such as is ‘also’ or hát ‘well’ in (261c,d).


	
(261) ● Words appearing between the matrix verb and the wh-word


	
a. Nincs most / ebben a helyzetben mit tenni.

not_be.3Sg now / this.Ine the situation.Ine what.Acc do.Inf

‘There is nothing to do now/in this situation.’


	
b. Nincs itt mit tenni.

not_be.3Sg here what.Acc do.Inf

‘There is nothing to do here.’


	
c. Nincs is mit tenni.

not_be.3Sg also what.Acc do.Inf

‘There is indeed nothing to do.’


	
d. Nincs hát mit tenni.

not_be.3Sg well what.Acc do.Inf

‘Well, there is nothing to do.’





Obviously, a complement of the infinitive can also appear between the matrix verb and the wh-word, especially, if this complement is expressed by a short pronoun (262a,b,c).


	
(262) ● Complements of the infinitive appearing between the matrix verb and the wh-word


	
a. Nincs vele mit kezdeni.

not_be.3Sg Ins.3Sg what.Acc begin.Inf

‘One/I cannot do anything about it.’


	
b. Nincs erről mit beszélni.

not_be.3Sg this.All what.Acc speak.Inf

‘There is nothing to speak about.’


	
c. Nincs rajta mit csodálkozni.

not_be.3Sg Sup.3Sg what.Acc wonder.Inf

‘There is nothing to wonder about.’





The occurrence of longer arguments or the dative-marked subject is not typical, but not prohibited either (263a,b). If the embedded verb is in the subjunctive mood, the appearance of the nominative subject is somewhat unusual and marked (263c,d).


	
(263) ● The subject between the matrix verb and the wh-word


	
a. Nincs Julinak mit kezdeni vele.

not_be.3Sg Juli.Dat what.Acc begin.Inf Ins.3Sg

‘Juli cannot do anything about it.’


	
b. Nincs Julinak mit beszélni erről.

not_be.3Sg Juli.Dat what.Acc speak.Inf this.All

‘There is nothing Juli could say about this.’


	
c. ??Nincs Juli mit kezdjen vele.

not_be.3Sg Juli what.Acc begin.Subj.3Sg Ins.3Sg

‘Juli cannot do anything about it.’


	
d. ??Nincs Juli mit beszéljen erről.

not_be.3Sg Juli what.Acc speak.Subj.3Sg this.All

‘There is nothing Juli could say about this.’





Complements of the infinitives can also be present between the wh-word and the embedded verb, especially, if they are bare nouns or adverbs whose canonical position in neutral sentences is preverbal (264). The accusative case marked bare noun áldozatot ‘sacrifice.Acc’ in (264a) and the case marked adjective büszkének ‘proud.Dat’ in (264b) occur in the verbal modifier position in finite sentences as well. Also short adverbs can appear before the infinitive (264c,d), or the negative word nem ‘no(t’) (264e), and typically complements expressed by a short pronoun (264f).


	
(264) ● Words appearing between the wh-word and the embedded verb


	
a. Nincs miért áldozatot hozni.

not_be.3Sg why sacrifice.Acc bring.Inf

‘There is no reason making sacrifices.’


	
a’. Nincs miért büszkének lenni.

not_be.3Sg why proud.Dat be.Inf


	‘There is no reason to be proud.’

	
c. Nincs mit tehát csodálkozni.

not_be.3Sg what.Acc thus wonder.Inf

‘There is, accordingly, nothing to wonder about.’


	
d. Nincs min ma örülni.

not_be.3Sg what.Sup today rejoice.Inf

‘Today, there is nothing to be glad about.’


	
e. Nincs mit nem érteni.

not_be.3Sg what.Acc not understand.Inf

‘There is nothing you cannot understand.’


	
f. Nincs mit rajta szeretni.

not_be.3Sg what.Acc Sup.3Sg love.Inf

‘There is nothing to love about it.’





Although Tabatowski (2020) claims that in relative MECs the relative pronoun has to introduce the embedded part, some short words (adverbs and particles) can appear between the matrix verb and the relative pronoun (265a,b). However, the occurrence of a lexical item (a complement of the embedded subjunctive verb) is prohibited in this position (265c,d).


	
(265) ● Words which can appear between the matrix verb and the relative pronoun in relative MECs


	
a. Nincs már amit kezdjek vele.

not_be.3Sg already what.Acc begin.Subj.1Sg Ins.3Sg

‘There is for me already nothing to do.’


	
b. Péter nincs is amit egyen.

Peter not_be.3Sg also what.Acc eat.Subj.1Sg

‘There is for Peter in fact nothing to eat.’


	
c. *Nincs vele amit kezdjek.

not_be.3Sg Ins.3Sg what.Acc begin.Subj.1Sg


	
d. *Nincs Péter amit egyen.

not_be.3Sg Péter what.Acc eat.Subj.3Sg





The constituents of MECs can be ellipted as well. If a closed question contains a MEC such as in (266a), we can answer with yes/no or with the matrix verb, and also the wh-word can appear at the end of the ellipted construction (266b). If a MEC has another obligatory constituent, for example, a case marked pronoun as the argument of the embedded verb, it has to be moved forward into a contrastive topic position (266c), it cannot remain after the matrix verb or the wh-item, since the latter one has to be sentence-final in ellipted MECs (266d).


	
(266) ● Ellipted MECs


	
a. Tudsz vele mit kezdeni?

can.2Sg Ins.3Sg what.Acc begin.Inf

‘Can you do anything about it?’


	
b. Igen. / Tudok. / Nem. / [Nem tudok.] / ?[(Nem) tudok mit.]

yes / can.1Sg / no / not can.1Sg / not can what.Acc

‘Yes, I can.’ / ‘No, I cannot.’


	
c. [Vele nem tudok.] / ?[Vele nem tudok mit].

Ins.3Sg no can.1Sg / Ins.3Sg not can.1Sg what.Acc

‘No, I cannot do anything about it.’


	
d. *[Nem tudok vele.] / *[Nem tudok mit vele.]

not can.1Sg Ins.3Sg / not can.1Sg what.Acc Ins.3Sg





As mentioned earlier, multiple wh-phrases are also possible within a MEC (250). The wh-word preceding the indefinite wh-word can also be interpreted indefinitely (267a). In this case, if the verb is ellipted, the first wh-word can remain (267a’). However, if it was previously introduced by a lexical NP, both wh-words can be overt (267a”). In the example (267b) the first wh-word kinek can be interpreted as a quantifier, which cannot be remain only in the case of a previously mentioned NP (compare (267b’) with (267b”).


	
(267) ● Ellipted MECs with multiple wh-words


	
a. Van mit mivel összehasonlítani?

be.3Sg what.Acc what.Ins compare.Inf

‘Is there anything to compare the things with?’


	
a’. Nincs. /? [Nincs mit.]/ *[Nincs mivel] / *? [Nincs mit mivel.]

no_be.3Sg / not_be.3Sg what.Acc not_be.3Sg what.Ins / not_be.3Sg what.Acc what.Ins

‘No, there is not.’


	
a”. [A két szöveget össze kellett volna hasonlítani egymással], de

the two text.Pl.Acc together must.Past.3Sg be.Cond compare.Inf each_other.Ins but

nem volt mit mivel.

no be.Past.3Sg what.Acc what.Ins

‘The two texts should have been compared, but there was nothing to compare with them.’


	
b. Van kinek mit adnod?

be.3Sg who.Dat what.Acc give.Inf.2Sg

‘In the case of everyone, is there anything that you can give to them.’


	
b’. Van. /? [Van mit.] / *[Van kinek.] / *[Van kinek mit.]

be.3Sg / be.3Sg what.Acc be.3Sg who.Dat / be.3Sg who.Dat what.Acc

‘There is.’


	
b”. [Adtam volna a gyerekeknek valamit], de

give.Past.1Sg be.Cond the child.Pl.Dat something.Acc but

nem volt kinek mit.

no be.Past.3Sg who.Dat what.Acc

‘I would have given the children something, but there was nothing to give to each of them.’





After discussing the canonical MECs, we now draw attention to the ways they can be expanded. Although most typical MECs host only the three main constituents (that is, the matrix predicate, the wh-phrase, and the embedded verb) in a relatively fixed order, there is room for some expansions and alternations.

The arguments of the embedded verb can be topicalized by moving them to the position before the matrix predicate, either if it is van ‘(there) is’ or tud ‘can’ (268a,a’). The example in (268a”) illustrates that topicalization is also possible if the embedded verb is in the subjunctive mood.

Although it is not typical, these arguments can also occur between the matrix predicate and the wh-phrase (268b,b’); however, the acceptability of the construction having a subjunctive as an embedded verb is questionable in this case, as shown in (268b”). Considering the position after the pronoun, we argue against Lipták’s (2003) claim that the pronoun can only be followed by the embedded verb: the occurrence of topics in this position does not result in ungrammaticality (268c,c’), except if the embedded verb is a subjunctive verb, in which case it is not acceptable (268c”).


	
(268) ● Position of arguments of the embedded clause in MECs


	
a. Péternek Julit nincs hova vinnie.

Péter.Dat Juli.Acc not_be.3Sg to_where take.Inf.3Sg

‘There is no place for Peter to take Juli.’


	
a’. Péter Julit nem tudja hova vinni.

Péter Juli.Acc not can.DefObj3Sg to_where take.Inf

‘Peter cannot take Juli anywhere.’


	
a”. Péter Julit nincs hova vigye.

Péter Juli.Acc not_be.3Sg to_where take.Subj.3Sg

‘There is no place for Peter to take Juli.’


	
b. Nincs Péternek Julit hova vinnie

not_be.3Sg Péter.Dat Juli.Acc to_where take.Inf.3Sg

‘There is no place for Peter to take Juli.’


	
b’. Nem tudja Péter Julit hova vinni.

not can.DefObj.3Sg Péter Juli.Acc to_where take.Inf

‘Peter cannot take Juli anywhere.’


	
b”. ?? Nincs Péter Julit hova vigye.

not_be.3Sg Péter Juli.Acc to_where take.Subj.3Sg

‘There is no place for Peter to take Juli.’


	
c.

not_be.3Sg to_where Péter.Dat Juli.Acc take.Inf.3Sg

‘There is no place for Peter to take Juli.’


	
c’. ? Nem tudja hova Péter Julit vinni.

not can.DefObj.3Sg to_where Péter Juli.Acc take.Inf

‘Peter cannot take Juli anywhere.’


	
c”. *Nincs hova Péter Julit vigye.

not_be.3Sg to_where Péter Juli.Acc take.Subj.3Sg





For quantified items, the initial position in front of the matrix predicates of MECs, is available for both is- and mind-quantifiers, both with infinitival and subjunctive embedded verbs, as illustrated in (269a-a”) and in (269b-b”). In (269c-c”), it is shown that all these MEC variants can have multiple quantifiers in a frontal position.


	
(269) ● Quantifiers in MECs


	
a. Marinak is volt hol aludnia.

Mari.Dat also be.Past.3Sg where sleep.Inf.3Sg

‘There was a place to sleep for Mari too.’


	
a’. Mari is tudott hol aludni.

Mari also can.Past.3Sg where sleep.Inf

‘Mari also could sleep somewhere.’


	
a”. Mari is volt hol aludjon.

Mari also be.Past.3Sg where sleep.Subj.3Sg

‘There was a place to sleep also for Mari.’


	
b. Mindenkinek volt hol aludnia.

everyone.Dat be.Past.3Sg where sleep.Inf.3Sg

‘There was a place to sleep for everyone.’


	
b’. Mindenki tudott hol aludni.

everyone.Dat can.Past.3Sg where sleep.Inf

‘Everyone could sleep somewhere.’


	
b”. Mindenki volt hol aludjon.

everyone be.Past.3Sg where sleep.Subj.3Sg

‘There was a place to sleep for everyone.’


	
c. A hétvégén is mindenkinek volt hol aludnia.

the weekend.Sup also everyone.Dat be.Part.3Sg where sleep.Inf.3Sg

‘There was a place to sleep for everyone also on the weekend.’


	
c’. A hétvégén is mindenki tudott hol aludni.

the weekend.Sup also everyone can.Past.3Sg where sleep.Inf

‘Everyone could sleep at some place also on the weekend.’


	
c”. A hétvégén is mindenki volt hol aludjon.

the weekend.Sup also everyone be.Past.3Sg where sleep.Subj.3Sg

‘There was a place to sleep for everyone also on the weekend.’





Quantified items can also occur after the matrix predicate. As seen in (270a,a’), the position between the matrix predicate (both van ‘(there) is’ and tud ‘can’) and the pronoun can host multiple quantifiers. The same is true for the position between the pronoun and the embedded verb (270b,b’). If the matrix predicate is van, the infinitive embedded verb can be either inflected or uninflected. The grammaticality of these constructions supports our argument against Lipták’s (2003) claim regarding the position between the pronoun and the embedded verb. Quantified items can occur in both positions, even if the embedded verb is in the subjunctive mood, as illustrated by (270c-c’). The quantified constituents can also occur at the end of the sentence, following the subordinate verb in all cases(270d-d”).


	
(270) ● Quantified constituents in MECs (see V7.3)


	
a. Volt többször is mindkét kutyát kivel be-oltat-ni/-nunk.

be.Past.3Sg several_times also both dog.Acc who.Ins into-vaccinate-Inf/-Inf.1Pl

‘There was someone with whom we could vaccinate both dogs several times.’


	
a’. Tudtuk többször is mindkét kutyát kivel beoltatni.

can.Past.1Pl several_times also both dog.Acc who.Ins into-vaccinate.Inf

‘We could vaccinate both dogs with someone several times.’


	
b. Volt kivel többször is mindkét kutyát beoltat-ni/-nunk.

be.Past who.Ins several_times also both dog.Acc into-vaccinate-Inf/-Inf.1Pl

‘There was someone with whom we could vaccinate both dogs several times.’


	
b’. Tudtuk kivel többször is mindkét kutyát beoltatni.

can.Past.1Pl who.Ins several_times also both dog.Acc into-vaccinate.Inf

‘We could vaccinate both dogs with someone several times.’


	
c. Volt többször is mindkét kutyát kivel beoltassuk.

be.Past.3Sg several_times also both dog.Acc who.Ins into-vaccinate.Subj.1Pl

‘There was someone with whom we could vaccinate both dogs several times.’


	
c’. Volt kivel többször is mindkét kutyát beoltassuk.

be.Past who.Ins several_times also both dog.Acc into-vaccinate.Subj.1Pl

‘There was someone with whom we could vaccinate both dogs several times.’


	
d. Volt kivel beoltat-ni/-nunk többször is mindkét kutyát.

be.Past.3Sg who.Ins into-vaccinate-Inf/-Inf.1Pl several_times also both dog.Acc

‘There was someone with whom we could vaccinate both dogs several times.’


	
d’. Tudtuk kivel beoltatni többször is mindkét kutyát.

can.Past.1Pl who.Ins into-vaccinate.Inf several_times also both dog.Acc

‘We could vaccinate both dogs with someone several times.’


	
d”. Volt kivel beoltassuk többször is mindkét kutyát.

be.Past who.Ins into-vaccinate.Subj.1Pl several_times also both dog.Acc

‘There was someone with whom we could vaccinate both dogs several times.’





MECs can also host focalized constituents, which are not different from those of other infinitival constructions. In (271a-a”) we see a focus expression with csak ‘only’ in both predicate-types and with a subjunctive embedded verb, in (271b-b”) negative non-maximal scalar adverbs are shown in each construction, and the examples in (271c-c”) illustrate that negative focus can also occur in MECs. These, however, are only acceptable when a subclause is attached introduced by hanem ‘but’. Note that in the following examples Mari with the dative case ending is not interpreted as the subject of the construction, but the recipient of the story to be told.


	
(271) ● Focus before MECs


	
a. Csak Marinak van mit mesélnem.

only Mari.Dat be.3Sg what.Acc tell.Inf.1Sg

‘There’s something for me to tell only to Mary.’


	
a’. Csak Marinak tudok mit mesélni.

only Mari.Dat can.1Sg what.Acc tell.Inf

‘I can tell something only to Mary.’


	
a”. Csak Marinak van mit meséljek.

only Mari.Dat be.3Sg what.Acc tell.Subj.1Sg

‘There’s something for me to tell only to Mary.’


	
b. Ritkán nincs mit mondanom.

rarely not_be.3Sg what.Acc say.Inf.1Sg

‘It is rare that there is nothing for me to say.’


	
b’. Ritkán nem tudok mit mondani.

rarely no can.1Sg what.Acc say.Inf

‘It is rare that I cannot say anything.’


	
b”. Ritkán nincs mit mondjak.

rarely not_be.3Sg what.Acc say.Subj.1Sg

‘It is rare that there is nothing for me to say.’


	
c. Nem Péternek van mit mesélnem, hanem Marinak.

No Peter.Dat be.3Sg what.Acc tell.Inf.1Sg but Mari.Dat

‘It is not Peter to whom there is something for me to tell, but Mari.’


	
c’. Nem Péternek tudok mit mesélni, hanem Marinak.

No Peter.Dat can.1Sg what.Acc tell.Inf but Mari.Dat

‘It is not Peter to whom I can tell something, but Mary.’


	
c”. Nem Péternek van mit meséljek, hanem Marinak.

No Peter.Dat be.3Sg what.Acc tell.Subj.1Sg but Mari.Dat

‘It is not Peter to whom there is something for me to tell, but Mari.’





In Hungarian, the focus position is directly linked to the preverbal zone, therefore it is not surprising that such elements can only appear in the position preceding the MEC-introducing matrix predicate. Focalized elements occurring in the internal positions of MECs are ungrammatical (272a-b”), except for one situation. (272c) shows an example in which a csak ‘only’ focus is present in front of the embedded verb. However, it can only be interpreted in a specific marginal context, and it is only acceptable as a question, with the main predicate van ‘(there) is’. Such a sentence can be understood in the following context: the speaker wants to know whether the addressee has something to discuss only with the speaker, without other people being part of the discussion. This construction only seems to be acceptable with the inflected infinitive.


	
(272) ● Focus in internal positions of MECs


	
a. *Nincs csak Marinak mit mesélnem.

not_be.3Sg only Mari.Dat what.Acc tell.Inf.1Sg


	
a’. *Nem tudok csak Marinak mit mesélni.

not can.1Sg only Mari.Dat what.Acc tell.Inf


	
a”. *Nincs csak Marinak mit meséljek.

not_be.3Sg only Mari.Dat what.Acc tell.Subj.1Sg


	
b. *Nincs ritkán mit mondanom.

not_be.3Sg rarely what.Acc tell.Inf.1Sg


	
b’. *Nem tudok ritkán mit mondani.

not can.1Sg rarely what.Acc tell.Inf


	
b”. *Nincs ritkán mit mondjak.

not_be.3Sg rarely what.Acc say.Subj.1Sg


	
c. Van mit csak velem megbeszélned?

be.3Sg what.Acc only Ins.1Sg perf.discuss.Inf.2Sg

‘Is there anything you have to discuss with only me?’


	
c’. *? Tudsz mit csak velem megbeszélni?

can.2Sg what.Acc only Ins.1Sg perf.discuss.Inf

‘Can you discuss anything with only me?’


	
c”. *Van mit csak velem megbeszélj?

be.3Sg what.Acc only Ins.1Sg perf.discuss.Subj.2Sg





In the previous examples we have shown that MECs can host operators, even between their main elements. We must note that although the presence of operators in the internal positions does not jeopardize the grammaticality of the constructions (except for focus), such occurrences can be considered as marginal. The MEC is a frequently used construction, but its constituents are most typically kept in the canonical word order.


1.4.1.3 Idiomatic MECs

In present-day Hungarian, one of the salient properties of MECs is that several types are idiomatic in nature: the meanings of these types of MEC cannot be predicted from the meanings of the constituents of the construction. In this part, we shortly summarize the main findings of Dóla et al. (2022).


	
(273) ● Idiomatic MECs


	
a. Ezzel nem tudok mit kezdeni.

this.Ins not can.1Sg what.Acc begin.Inf

‘I can’t do anything about it.’


	
b. Nem tudom hova / hová tenni.

not can.1Sg to_where / to_where put.Inf

‘I can’t make any sense of it.’


	
c. Van mit a tejbe aprítani(-uk).

be.3Sg what.Acc the milk.Ill chop.Inf(-3Pl)

‘They are well off.’


	
d. Mit volt mit tenni, …

Mit volt mit tenni, …

what.Acc be.Past.3Sg what.Acc place.Inf

‘There was nothing else to do, but …’





The tud_mi_kezdeni ‘can_what_begin’-pattern in (273a) is a lexically fixed construction with the meaning ‘somebody does something about/with something’. The (273b)-pattern: tud_hova_tenni ‘can_where_put’) is a polysemous construction: it has a first, direct meaning, ‘I have nowhere to put it/him/her’, and a metaphoric one: ‘I cannot make sense of it.’ Example (273c) is lexically fixed and expresses the meaning of ‘having plenty of money’. The construction is unique in the sense that it contains an idiom which can only occur in the MEC-template. The last example (273d) has irregular idiosyncratic syntax, since it has formally two wh-words in the accusative, which would be unacceptable outside this set expression. It has the strictest structure: the lexical elements and the word order are both fixed, and the matrix predicate is always in the past tense. Only the infinitive tenni ‘to do’ can be inflected. The expression is often used in narration, especially in folktales. It is not an independent sentence, rather an introduction to a fatal consequence we were unwilling to execute.

Regarding the construction in (274a), it allows for great formal variability. Although the matrix predicate can only stand in the negative form, it can be freely conjugated (274a), and the instrumental case marked noun phrase (or an equivalent demonstrative or personal pronoun) can stand before the negated matrix verb (274a), between the matrix verb and the infinitive (274b) or after the infinitive (274c).


	
(274) ● Word order variation of the idiomatic MEC-pattern ‘can_what_begin’


	
a. Ezzel nem tudok / tudtam (volna) mit kezdeni.

this.Ins not can.1Sg / can.Past.1Sg be.Cond what.Acc begin.Inf

‘I [cannot/[could not] do] / [could not have done] anything about it.’


	
b. Nem tudok ezzel mit kezdeni.

no can.1Sg this.Ins what.Acc begin.Inf

‘I cannot do anything about it.’


	
c. Nem tudok mit kezdeni ezzel.

no can.1Sg what.Acc begin.Inf this.Ins

‘I cannot do anything about it.’





Also the second idiomatic MEC (275b) shows conjugational variability: although the matrix predicate tud ‘can’ is always negated, it can stand in any mood, tense, and person, and the accusative object can occur in any possible position (275).


	
(275) ● Word order variation of the idiomatic MEC-pattern ‘can_where_put’


	
a. Ezt / Julit nem tudom / tudtam (volna) hova tenni.

this.Acc / Juli.Acc not can.DefObj.1Sg / can.Past.DefObj.1Sg be.Cond to_where put.Inf

‘I [cannot / [could not] make] / [could not have made] any sense of it/of Juli.’


	
b. Nem tudom ezt / Julit hova tenni.

no can.DefObj.1Sg this.Acc / Juli.Acc to_where put.Inf

‘I cannot make any sense of it/of Juli.’


	
c. Nem tudom hova tenni ezt / Julit.

Nem tudom hova tenni ezt / Julit.

no can.DefObj.1Sg to_where put.Inf this.Acc / Juli.Acc

‘I cannot make any sense of it/of Juli.’





With respect to the third idiomatic MEC-type we can establish that, in contrast to other MECs, this construction typically occurs with the positive present tense form of the existential verb. The inflection of the infinitive is possible, and the word order shows variation, as well. The illative case marked a tejbe ‘into the milk’ can stand before (276a) or after the infinitive aprítani ‘to chop’ (276b), however, it cannot be raised from the embedded clause (276c).


	
(276) ● Word order variation of the third idiomatic MEC-pattern


	
a. Van mit a tejbe aprítani / aprítania.

be.3Sg what.Acc the milk.Ill chop.Inf / chop.Inf.3Sg

‘She/He is well off.’


	
b. Van mit aprítani a tejbe.

be.3Sg what.Acc chop.Inf the milk.Ill

‘She/He is well off.’


	
c. *A tejbe van mit aprítani.

the milk.Ill be.3Sg what.Acc chop.Inf





In Hungarian, there are also idiomatic MECs within the group of ellipted MECs (277). Example in (277a) is totally fixed both lexically and grammatically. It does not allow for any variability regarding either the existential predicate nincs ‘there is not’ or the wh-word mit ‘what.Acc’, or the word order of these two elements. It is customarily understood that the ellipted infinitive is (meg)köszönni ‘to thank’ with the meaning ‘there is nothing to thank for’. The appearance of the infinitive is not prohibited, but it is not typical.


	
(277) ● Idiomatic ellipted MECs.


	
a. Nincs mit.

not_be.3Sg what.Acc

‘Not at all.’


	
b. 


	
A. Megépítjük a garázst?

Perf.build.DefObj.1Pl the garage.Acc

‘Shall we build the garage?’


	
B. Nincs miből.

not_be.3Sg what.Ela


	‘There is nothing we can build it from’.

	‘(We) can’t afford it.’








Example (277b) has two meanings. The first one can be the canonical MEC meaning: in this case, the expression is a MEC where the embedded verb (any verb that can take a noun in the elative case as an argument) is deleted. The other meaning can be ‘can/cannot afford it’: in this case, we have a lexically fixed expression where a semantically specific embedded verb is deleted – one that belongs to the semantic field of paying (kifizetni ‘to pay’, finanszírozni ‘to finance’, megélni ‘to live on’ etc.), and which now by itself means the concept of (not) having the resources to afford something. The matrix predicate here shows a high degree of variability regarding conjugation, and it can stand in the negative and in the positive form.


1.4.2 Long distance object agreement

Krisztina Szécsényi and Tibor Szécsényi

A finite verb selecting an infinitival complement can agree in definiteness with the object of the infinitival verb. In this section we identify different patterns of this long distance object agreement. We are focusing on the following questions here: (a) When is agreement obligatory and when is it optional? (b) Does the first person singular subject with second person object agreement marker constitute a natural part of the definiteness agreement paradigm or is it independent of it? (c) Does word order variation affect grammaticality judgments, and if so, how?

The data the present section discusses are patterns of long distance agreement in infinitival constructions, which can be obligatory, optional, or ruled out, as illustrated by the examples in (278)-(280). The examples in (278) show a very consistent pattern with the verb akar ‘want’ appearing in its definite form with a definite object, indefinite with an indefinite one, and the -lak form in the presence of a first person singular subject and a second person object. While the second person singular object is droppable the second person plural one needs to be spelled out.


	
(278) 


	
a. Péter akar olvas-ni egy / *a könyv-et.

Péter want.3Sg read-Inf a / the book-Acc

‘Péter wants to read a book.’


	
b. Péter akar-ja olvas-ni *egy /✓ a könyv-et.

Péter want-DefObj.3Sg read-Inf a / the book-Acc

‘Péter wants to read the book.’


	
c. (Én) *akar-ok / *akar-om /✓ akar-lak meg-látogat-ni (téged).

I want-1Sg / want-DefObj.1Sg / want-2Obj.1Sg perf-visit-Inf you.Sg.Acc

‘I want to visit you.’


	
d. (Én) *akar-ok / *akar-om /✓ akar-lak meg-látogat-ni *(titeket).

I want-1Sg / want-DefObj.1Sg / want-2Obj.1Sg perf-visit-Inf you.Pl.Acc

‘I want to visit you.’





The verb készül ‘prepare’ shows more variation: the indefinite form is almost always grammatical (but see (279d), with variation between this form and the one with second person object agreement (or second person agreement or 2Obj agreement) when the subject is first person singular and the object second person plural. While the verb typically does not agree in definiteness with the definite object of its infinitival complement, some proximity effects can be observed (279d) for some native speakers as discussed in Bárány (2017): the grammaticality judgments of the version with definite agreement improve when the definite object, Budapestet surfaces in the vicinity of the finite verb as shown by the contrast between (279d) and (279e).


	
(279) 


	
a. Péter készül olvas-ni egy / a könyv-et.

Péter prepare.3Sg read-Inf a / the book-Acc

‘Péter is preparing to read a/the book.’


	
b. *Péter készül-i olvas-ni egy / a könyv-et.

Péter prepare-DefObj.3Sg read-Inf a / the book-Acc


	
c. Készül-ök / *készül-öm /✓ készül-lek meg-látogatni téged.

prepare-1Sg / prepare-DefObj.1Sg / prepare-2Obj.1Sg perf-visit-Inf you.Acc

‘I am preparing to visit you.’


	
d.% Budapest-et készül-öm /*készül-ök meg-látogatni. (Bárány 2017)

Budapest-Acc prepare-DefObj.1Sg / prepare-1Sg perf-visit-Inf

‘I am preparing to visit Budapest.’


	
e. Készül-ök /% készül-öm meg-látogat-ni Budapest-et.

prepare-1Sg / prepare-DefObj.1Sg perf-visit-Inf Budapest-Acc

‘I am preparing to visit Budapest.’





A third group of verbs illustrated in (280) does not tolerate object agreement at all, be it the object agreement paradigm or the -lak agreement with second person objects.


	
(280) 


	
a. Péter nekilát olvas-ni egy / a könyv-et.

Péter get_down_to.3Sg read-Inf a / the book-Acc

‘Péter is getting down to reading a/the book.’


	
b. *Péter nekilát-ja olvas-ni egy / a könyv-et.

Péter get_down_to-DefObj.3Sg read-Inf a / the book-Acc

ibid.


	
c. Nekilát-ok / *Nekilát-om / *Nekilát-lak le-rajzol-ni téged.

get_down_to-1Sg / get_down_to-DefObj.1Sg / get_down_to-2Obj.1Sg down-draw-Inf you.Acc

‘I’m getting down to drawing you.’





We find the same patterns in multiple infinitival constructions, contingent on the properties of the verbs participating in them. The finite verb fog ‘will’ agrees in definiteness with the object of the infinitival complement of its infinitival complement in (281) with akar ‘want’, since both are verbs that agree with the object of their infinitives. Whether it is a genuine instance of long distance agreement or a more local phenomenon is going to be discussed in section 1.4.2.5.

When combining with készül ‘prepare’, fog ‘will’ has the indefinite agreement form, which is always grammatical, or, in the presence of a first person singular subject and a second person object, optionally agreeing with that object, as we have observed with the verb készül ‘prepare’ above (279). The finite verb normally does not agree in definiteness with the definite object of the infinitive, but note again the effects of proximity in (282d) vs. (282e). Finally, in combination with nekilát ‘get down to’ only the indefinite form is acceptable for fog ‘will’ too, irrespective of the definiteness of the object of the most deeply embedded infinitive including agreement with a second person object, see (283) below.


	
(281) 


	
a. Péter fog akar-ni olvas-ni egy / *a könyv-et.

Péter will.3Sg want-Inf read-Inf a / the book-Acc

‘Péter will want to read a book.’


	
b. Péter fog-ja akar-ni olvas-ni *egy /✓ a könyv-et.

Péter will-DefObj.3Sg want-Inf read-Inf a / the book-Acc

‘Péter will want to read the book.’


	
c. (Én) *fog-ok / *fog-om /✓ fog-lak akar-ni meglátogat-ni (téged).

I will-1Sg / will-DefObj.1Sg / will-2Obj.1Sg want-inf visit-inf you.acc

‘I will want to visit you.’






	
(282) 


	
a. Péter fog készül-ni olvas-ni egy / a könyv-et.

Péter will.3Sg prepare-Inf read-Inf a / the book-Acc

‘Péter will be preparing to read a/the book.’


	
b. *Péter fog-ja készül-ni olvas-ni egy / a könyv-et.

Péter will-DefObj.3Sg prepare-Inf read-Inf a / the book-Acc

Intended meaning: ‘Péter will be preparing to read a/the book.’


	
c. Fog-ok / *fog-om /✓ fog-lak készül-ni meg-látogatni téged.

will-1Sg / will-Def.Obj.1Sg / will-2Obj.1Sg prepare-Inf perf-visit-Inf you.Acc

‘I will be preparing to visit you.’


	
d. Budapest-et% fog-ok /% fog-om készül-ni meg-látogatni.

Budapest-Acc will-1Sg / will-DefObj.1Sg prepare-Inf perf-visit-Inf

‘I will be preparing to visit Budapest.’


	
e. Készül-ni fog-ok /% fog-om meg-látogat-ni Budapest-et.

prepare-Inf will-1Sg / will-Def.Obj.1Sg perf-visit-Inf Budapest-Acc

‘I will be preparing to visit Budapest.’






	
(283) 


	
a. Péter fog nekilát-ni olvas-ni egy / a könyv-et.

Péter will.3Sg get_down_to-Inf read-Inf a/the book-Acc

‘Péter is getting down to reading a/the book.’


	
b. *Péter fog-ja nekilát-ni olvas-ni egy/ a könyv-et.

Péter will-DefObj.3Sg get_down_to.Inf read-Inf a / the book-Acc

Intended meaning: ‘Péter is getting down to reading a/the book.’


	
c. (Én) fog-lak nekilát-ni le-rajzol-ni téged.

I will-2Obj.1Sg get_down_to-Inf down-draw-Inf you.Acc

‘I’m getting down to drawing you.’





It is these patterns of variation that the present subsection discusses in more detail. After briefly revisiting the different agreement patterns between a finite verb and its object, we move on to long distance agreement between a finite verb and the object of its infinitival complement, first only focusing on the contrasts between the definite and indefinite paradigms and then moving on to agreement with a second person object in combination with a first person singular subject. In order to understand more clearly the nature of long distance definiteness agreement, we take a detailed look at multiple infinitival embedded constructions next. Finally, we discuss other related constructions including structures showing some intriguing correlations between certain embedded infinitives that show agreement on the one hand and cross-linguistic patterns of passivization on the other. This leads to deeper insights into cross-linguistic variation regarding not only agreement but also passive constructions in Hungarian, providing further support for claims on passivization not always being morphologically marked by a designated passive morpheme (Piteroff 2015).


1.4.2.1 Object agreement in Hungarian

Let us briefly recap the definiteness agreement paradigm of Hungarian finite verbs:


	
(284) 


	
a. Péter meghív-t-a Gabit.

Péter invite-Past-DefObj.3Sg Gabi-Acc

‘Péter invited Gabi.’


	
a’. Péter meghív-ott egy író-t.

Péter invite-Past.3Sg a writer-Acc

‘Péter invited a writer.’


	
b. Péter meg-hív-ott két színész-t.

Péter perf-invite-Past.3Sg two actor-Acc

‘Péter invited two actors.’


	
b’. Péter meg-hív-ott engem.

Péter perf-invite-Past.3Sg I.Acc

‘Péter invited me.’


	
b”. Péter meg-hívta ő-t.

Péter perf-invite-Past.DefObj.3Sg he/she-Acc

‘Péter invited him/her.’


	
c. Péter mentő-t hív-ott.

Péter ambulance-Acc call-Past.3Sg

‘Péter called an ambulance.’


	
d. Ki-t hív-ott meg Péter?

who-Acc invite-Past.3Sg perf Péter

‘Who did Péter invite?’


	
e. Péter meg-hív-ott valaki-t.

Péter perf-invite-Past.3Sg somebody-Acc

‘Péter invited somebody.’


	
f. Alud-ni akar-ok.

sleep-Inf want-1Sg

‘I want to sleep.’





Saying that we use the indefinite form of the verb in the presence of an indefinite object, and the definite one if accompanied by a definite object does not cover the empirical data though, as there are other morphosyntactic factors determining the agreement pattern. Direct objects that count as indefinite include but are not restricted to noun phrases with an indefinite article (284a’) or numeral (284b) and common nouns with no article having a generic interpretation (284c). First and second person pronouns also trigger indefinite agreement, see the contrast between (284b’) and (284b”). Other constituents that trigger indefinite agreement are interrogative pronouns ((284d), with the exception of identificational melyik ‘which’), indefinite pronouns (284e) and infinitival clauses (284f).

In a similar vein, we find definite agreement with a number of different types of objects: noun phrases with the definite article (285a), names (285b), third person pronouns (285c), demonstrative pronouns like azt ‘that’ (285d), or the identifying interrogative pronoun melyik ‘which’ (285e), and, finally, finite embedded clauses (285f).


	
(285) 


	
a. Szeret-em a csoki-t.

love-DefObj.3Sg the chocolate-Acc

‘I love chocolate.’


	
b. Szeret-em Péter-t.

love-DefObj.3Sg Péter-Acc

‘I love Péter.’


	
c. Szeret-em ő-t.

love-DefObj.3Sg he/she-Acc

‘I love him/her.’


	
d. Szeret-em az-t.

love-DefObj.3Sg that-Acc

‘I love that.’


	
e. Melyik-et / [Melyik csoki-t] szeret-ed?

which-Acc / which chocolate-Acc like-DefObj.2Sg

‘Which one/Which chocolate do you like?’


	
f. Tudom, hogy szeret-ed a csoki-t.

know-DefObj.1Sg that like-DefObj.2Sg the chocolate-Acc

‘I know that you like chocolate.’





Possessive nominal expressions also trigger definite agreement irrespective of whether they have definite or indefinite interpretation (286a,b).


	
(286) 


	
a. Meg-vesz-em a könyv-ed-et.

perf-buy-DefObj.1Sg the book-Poss.2Sg-Acc

‘I will buy your book.’


	
b. Meg-vesz-em egy könyv-ed-et.

perf-buy-DefObj.1Sg a book-Poss.2Sg-Acc

‘I will buy a book of yours.’





Second person objects have their own designated agreement form when combining with a first person singular subject in the sentence, in which case an additional agreement marker, -lak/-lek appears on the verb (287). Traditional grammars identify it as part of the indefinite agreement paradigm, but see section 1.4.2.4 for a different approach.


	
(287) Meghívlak (téged) / titeket.

invite-2Obj.1Sg you.2Sg.Acc / you.2Pl.Acc

‘I invite youSg/Pl.’



As indicated by the bracketing, with this kind of object agreement, pro-drop is possible for the object as well, with a second person singular object being the dominant interpretation of the dropped constituent.

There is no direct correspondence between the presence of an object and transitivity though. Even in the regular cases above, the presence of object agreement on the verb does not go hand in hand with the obligatory presence of an object in the sentence: for a number of reasons, such as ellipsis (288a-b) or pro-drop (288c), the object of a transitive verb may be absent (288). At the same time, under certain conditions, intransitive verbs can also surface with different types of accusative-marked constituents (289), both definite and indefinite.


	
(288) 


	
a. Béla *be-csomagol-t /✓ be-csomagol-t-a (a küldeményt),

Béla into-wrap-Past.3Sg / into-wrap-Past-DefObj.3Sg the parcel.Acc

Jolán pedig meg-címez-t-e a küldemény-t.

Jolán and.Contr perf-address-Past-DefObj.3Sg the parcel-Acc

‘Béla wrapped the parcel, and Jolán addressed it.’


	
b. Béla be-csomagol-t /*be-csomagol-t-a (egy küldeményt),

Béla into-wrap-Past.3Sg / into-wrap-Past-DefObj.3Sg a parcel .Acc

Jolán pedig meg-címz-ett egy küldemény-t.

Jolán and.Contr perf-address-Past.3Sg a parcel-Acc

‘Béla wrapped a parcel, Jolán addressed one.’


	
c. Béla be-csomagol-t egy küldemény-t, Jolán pedig

Béla into-wrap-Past.3Sg a parcel-Acc Jolán and.Contr

meg-címez-t-e / *meg-címz-ett pro /azt.

perf-address-Past-DefObj.Sg / perf-address-Past.3Sg it.Acc

‘Béla wrapped the parcel, and Jolán addressed it.’






	
(289) 


	
a. Fut-ott-ak egy kör-t. / Le-fut-ot-ták a kör-t.

run-Past-3Pl a circle-Acc / down-run-Past-DefObj.3Pl the circle-Acc

‘They have run a circuit./They have run the circuit (that they were supposed to).’


	
b. Alud-t-unk egy-et / [egy jó-t].

slept-Past-1Pl one-Acc / a good-Acc

‘I had a nap./I had a good sleep.’


	
c. Teljes élet-et él-t-ek.

full life-Acc live-Past-3Pl

‘They lived a full life.’


	
c’. A nagyszülők él-t-ék a legteljesebb élet-et.

the grandparents live-Past-DefObj.3Pl the fullest life-Acc

‘The grandparents lived the fullest life.’





The sentences in (289a,b) contain accusative-marked constituents with typical adjunct functions such as measurement or manner, which cannot be considered as arguments of the respective verbs (for more details, see Csirmaz 2008). The sentences in (289c) and (289c’) are constructions with cognate objects, also used for the purpose of expressing modification. The sentence pairs show that definiteness agreement is possible in these cases as well.

Importantly, definiteness agreement is morphologically visible only on the finite verbs of Hungarian: while under certain conditions Hungarian infinitives can agree with their subjects (see section 1.4.2.2.6 for more details), they do not have an object agreement paradigm, so there is no way to make definiteness agreement directly visible on the infinitival form of the verb.


Remark 11. Interestingly, in some dialects of Hungarian, second person agreement can at least marginally surface on infinitives as well, as pointed out in Grétsy (2008):



	
i. Szólj, ha föl kell segít-ene-lek.

call.Subj.2Sg if up have_to help-Inf-2Obj.1Sg

‘Tell me if you need me to help you get up.’


	
ii. Szabad meg-kér-ne-lek ar-ra, hogy ...?

may perf-ask-Inf-2Obj1Sg it-Sub that

‘May I ask you to …?’




1.4.2.2 Definite object agreement in infinitival constructions


1.4.2.2.1 Definiteness agreement

While infinitives have no morphological markers for definiteness agreement, there is indirect evidence showing that they also play a role in determining possible patterns of definiteness agreement in a sentence: in most, but not all cases, a finite verb with an infinitival complement agrees in definiteness with the object of the infinitive. In this section, we discuss in detail when it is obligatory and when it is ruled out for finite verbs to show this agreement in definiteness with the object of their infinitival complements. First, we present cases where agreement is obligatory. Next, we consider verbs that have their own objects as well as an infinitival expression in a sentence, in which case, predictably, they can only agree with their own object. Then we move on to discussing verbs that do not have an object of their own, yet do not agree with the object of the infinitive. Various factors can lead to the absence of definiteness agreement; in order to account for the data, we divide these constructions into several subgroups, leading to deeper insights into the conditions for definiteness agreement between a finite verb and the object of the infinitive appearing with it. This section does not include data on second person agreement, which is discussed in detail in the subsequent section.


1.4.2.2.2 Obligatory definiteness agreement

A non-exhaustive list of verbs that show definiteness agreement with the object of the infinitive includes: akar ‘want’, bír ‘be able to’, el-felejt ‘forget’, fog ‘will’, gyűlöl ‘hate’, imád ‘love’, (el)kezd ‘begin’, kíván ‘desire’, meg-kísérel ‘attempt’, mer ‘dare’, mulaszt ‘neglect’, óhajt ‘wish’, (meg)próbál ‘try’, sajnál ‘regret’, segít ‘help’, szégyell ‘be ashamed to’, szeret ‘like’, szeretne ‘would like’, szokott ‘be accustomed to’, talál ‘happen to’, (meg)tanít ‘teach’, (meg)tanul ‘learn’, tud ‘can, be able to’.

We illustrate the characteristics of definiteness agreement with the verb szeretne ‘would like’.


	
(290) 


	
a. Péter szeret-ne bevásárol-ni.

Péter like-Cond.3Sg go.shopping-Inf

‘Péter would like to go shopping.’


	
b. *Péter szeret-né bevásárol-ni.

Péter like-Cond.DefObj.3Sg go.shopping-Inf





In the case of intransitive or objectless infinitives, the matrix verb is in its indefinite form; definite conjugation is ruled out (290a,b). However, if the infinitive has an object, some matrix verbs agree in definiteness with this object, which can be diagnosed in the presence of a definite object selected by the infinitive. For the verbs this subsection focuses on, this agreement is obligatory, regardless of the number, person, or tense of the matrix verb (291).


	
(291) 


	
a. Péter szeret-ne meg-vásárol-ni egy / *a könyv-et.

Péter like-Cond.3Sg perf-buy-Inf a / the book-Acc

‘Péter would like to buy a book.’


	
a’. Péter szeret-né meg-vásárol-ni *egy /✓ a könyv-et.

Péter like-Cond.DefObj.3Sg perf-buy-Inf a / the book-Acc

‘Péter would like to buy the book.’


	
b. Szeret-né-k meg-vásárol-ni egy / *a könyv-et.

like-Cond-1Sg perf-buy-Inf a / the book-Acc

‘I would like to buy a book.’


	
b’. Szeret-né-m meg-vásárol-ni *egy /✓ a könyv-et

like-Cond-DefObj.1Sg perf-buy-Inf a / the book-Acc

‘I would like to buy the book.’


	
c. Szeret-né-l meg-vásárol-ni egy / *a könyv-et.

like-Cond-2Sg perf-buy-Inf a / the book-Acc

‘You would like to buy a book.’


	
c’. Szeret-né-d meg-vásárol-ni *egy /✓ a könyv-et.

like-Cond-DefObj.2Sg perf-buy-Inf a / the book-Acc

‘You would like to buy the book.’


	
d. Szeret-né-nek meg-vásárol-ni egy / *a könyv-et.

like-Cond-3Pl perf-buy-Inf a / the book-Acc

‘They would like to buy a book.’


	
d’. Szeret-né-k meg-vásárol-ni *egy /✓ a könyv-et.

they like-Cond-DefObj.3Pl perf-buy-Inf a / the book-Acc

‘They would like to buy the book.’


	
e. Péter szeret-ett volna meg-vásárol-ni egy / *a könyv-et.

Péter like-Past.3Sg be.Cond perf-buy-Inf a / the book-Acc

‘Péter would have liked to buy a book.’


	
e’. Péter szeret-t-e volna meg-vásárol-ni *egy/✓ a könyv-et.

Péter like-Past-DefObj.3Sg be.Cond perf-buy-Inf a / the book-Acc

‘Péter would have liked to buy the book.’





The only apparent exception is the past tense, first person singular verb form, where there is no morphologically marked difference between indefinite and definite agreement (292a). However, there is still agreement; it is just that the forms of the definite and indefinite verbal paradigms coincide, a case of syncretism, attested in the case of simple transitive verbs as well (292b).


	
(292) 


	
a. Szeret-t-em volna meg-vásárol-ni egy/ a könyv-et.

like-Past-1Sg/DefObj.1Sg be.Cond perf-buy.Inf a / the book-Acc

‘I would have liked to buy a/the book.’


	
b. Meg-vásárol-t-am egy / a könyv-et.

perf-buy-Past-1Sg/DefObj.1Sg a / the book.Acc

‘I bought a/the book.’





The agreeing matrix verb still agrees with the object of the infinitive even if it is not strictly speaking the complement of the infinitive, but more like an adjunct ((293); for more information, see Csirmaz 2008):


	
(293) 


	
a. Péter szeret-ne le-fut-ni egy / *az utolsó kör-t.

Péter like-Cond.3Sg down-run-Inf a / the final circle-Acc

‘Péter would like to run a final circuit.’


	
b. Péter szeret-né le-fut-ni *egy /✓ az utolsó kör-t.

Péter like-Cond.DefObj.3Sg down-run-Inf a / the final circle-Acc

‘Péter would like to run the final circuit.’





The definiteness agreement of the finite verb with the object of the infinitive is in general independent of the position of the object within the sentence. In examples (294a-b’), the object in the infinitival clause is positioned behind the verb; in (294c- c’), it is in the focus position of the infinitival clause. The agreement is not affected even if the preverbal focus position of the finite verb is occupied (294c-c’). In (294d-d’), the infinitival clausal complement is in the preverbal focus position of the finite verb, and in (294e-e’), it is in the topic position. Definiteness agreement still occurs when the infinitive itself is in the focus position (294f-f’).


	
(294) 


	
a. Péter szeret-ne meg-vásárol-ni egy / *a könyv-et.

Péter like-Cond.3Sg perf-buy-Inf a / the book-Acc

‘Péter would like to buy a book.’


	
a’. Péter szeret-né meg-vásárol-ni *egy /✓ a könyv-et.

Péter like-Cond.DefObj.3Sg perf-buy-Inf a / the book-Acc

‘Péter would like to buy the book.’


	
b. Csak Péter szeret-ne meg-vásárol-ni egy / *a könyv-et.

only Péter like-Cond.3Sg perf-buy-Inf a / the book-Acc

‘Only Péter would like to buy a book.’


	
b’. Csak Péter szeret-né meg-vásárol-ni *egy/✓ a könyv-et.

only Péter like-Cond.DefObj.3Sg perf-buy-Inf a / the book-Acc

‘Only Péter would like to buy the book.’


	
c. Péter szeret-ne csak egy / *a könyv-et meg-vásárol-ni.

Péter like-Cond.3Sg only a / the book-Acc perf-buy-Inf

‘Péter would like it to be the case that he only buys one book.’


	
c’. Péter szeret-né csak *egy /✓ a könyv-et meg-vásárol-ni.

Péter like-Cond.DefObj.3Sg only a / the book-Acc perf-buy-Inf

‘Péter would like it to be the case that he only buys the book.’


	
d. Péter csak egy / *a könyv-et szeret-ne meg-vásárol-ni.

Péter only a / the book-Acc like-Cond.3Sg perf-buy-Inf

‘It is only one book Péter would like to buy.’


	
d’. Péter csak *egy /✓ a könyv-et szeret-né meg-vásárol-ni.

Péter only a / the book-Acc like-Cond.DefObj.3Sg perf-buy-Inf

‘It is only the book Péter would like to buy.’


	
e. Egy / *A könyv-et Péter szeret-ne meg-vásárol-ni.

a / the book-Acc Péter like-Cond.3Sg perf-buy-Inf

‘As for one book, Péter would like to buy it.’


	
e’. *Egy /✓ A könyv-et Péter szeret-né meg-vásárol-ni.

a / the book-Acc Péter like-Cond.DefObj.3Sg perf-buy-Inf

‘As for books, Péter would like to buy one.’


	
f. Péter meg-vásárol-ni szeret-ne egy / *a könyv-et.

Péter perf-buy-Inf like-Cond.3Sg a / the book-Acc

‘It is buying a book that Péter would like to do.’


	
f’. Péter meg-vásárol-ni szeret-né *egy /✓ a könyv-et.

Péter perf-buy-Inf like-Cond.DefObj.3Sg a / the book-Acc

‘It is buying the book that Péter would like to do.’





In examples (290)-(294), we illustrated definiteness agreement with the matrix verb szeretne ‘would like’. The verb szeretne ‘would like’ has its own subject that controls the subject of the infinitive. Definiteness agreement is also obligatory with the auxiliary fog ‘will’:


	
(295) 


	
a. Péter meg fog vásárol-ni egy / *a könyv-et.

Péter perf will.3Sg buy-Inf a / the book-Acc

‘Péter will buy a book.’


	
b. Péter meg fog-ja vásárol-ni *egy /✓ a könyv-et.

Péter perf will-DefObj.3Sg buy-Inf a / the book-Acc

‘Péter will buy the book.’






1.4.2.2.3 Finite verbs selecting an object of their own

Finite verbs with an object of their own do not agree with the object of the infinitive.

In cases where the matrix verb has its own object, the matrix verb agrees in definiteness with that object, regardless of whether it is independent of the infinitive (296a-a’), controls the subject of the infinitive (296b-e’), or is a direct object-raising verb (296f-f’). In such cases, the definiteness of the object of the infinitive does not influence the form of the matrix verb. While definiteness agreement does occur with these verbs, it is not long-distance agreement.


	
(296) 


	
a. Péter oda-ad-ott egy / *az utalvány-t Mari-nak

Péter to-give-Past.3Sg a / the voucher-Acc Mari-Dat

meg-vásárol-ni egy / a könyv-et.

perf-buy-Inf a / the book-Acc

‘Péter gave a voucher to Mari to buy a/the book.’


	
a’. Péter oda-ad-ta *egy /✓ az utalvány-t Mari-nak

Péter to-give-Past.DefObj.3Sg a / the voucher-Acc Mari-Dat

meg-vásárol-ni egy / a könyv-et.

perf-buy-Inf a / the book-Acc

‘Péter gave the voucher to Mari to buy a/the book.’


	
b. Péter el-küld-ött egy / *a gyerek-et meg-vásárol-ni egy / a könyv-et.

Péter away-send-Past.3Sg a / the child-Acc perf-buy-Inf a / the book-Acc

‘Péter sent a child to buy a/the book.’


	
b’. Péter el-küld-te *egy /✓ a gyerek-et meg-vásárol-ni

Péter away-send-Past.DefObj.3Sg a / the child-Acc perf-buy-Inf

egy / a könyv-et.

a / the book-Acc

‘Péter sent the child to buy a/the book.’


	
c. Péter enged-ett egy / *a gyerek-et meg-vásárol-ni egy / a könyv-et.

Péter allow-Past.3Sg a / the child-Acc perf-buy-Inf a / the book-Acc

‘Péter allowed a child to buy a/the book.’


	
c’. Péter enged-te *egy /✓ a gyerek-et meg-vásárol-ni

Péter allow-Past.DefObj.3Sg a / the child-Acc perf-buy-Inf

egy / a könyv-et.

a / the book-Acc

‘Péter allowed the child to buy a/the book.’


	
d. Péter hagy-ott egy / *a gyerek-et meg-vásárol-ni egy / a könyv-et.

Péter let-Past.3Sg a / the child-Acc perf-buy-Inf a / the book-Acc

‘Péter let a child buy a/the book.’


	
d’. Péter hagy-ta *egy /✓ a gyerek-et meg-vásárol-ni egy / a könyv-et.

Péter let-Past.DefObj.3Sg a / the child-Acc perf-buy-Inf a / the book-Acc

‘Péter let the child buy a/the book.’


	
e. Péter hív-ott egy / *a gyerek-et meg-vásárol-ni egy / a könyv-et.

Péter invite-Past.3Sg a / the child-Acc perf-buy-Inf a / the book-Acc

‘Péter invited a child to buy a/the book.’


	
e’. Péter hív-ta *egy / a gyerek-et meg-vásárol-ni egy / a könyv-et.

Péter invite-Past.DefObj.3Sg a / the child-Acc perf-buy-Inf a / the book-Acc

‘Péter invited the child to buy a/the book.’


	
f. Péter lát-ott egy / *a gyerek-et meg-vásárol-ni egy / a könyv-et.

Péter see-Past.3Sg a / the child-Acc perf-buy-Inf a / the book-Acc

‘Péter saw a child buying a/the book.’ f’. Péter lát-ta *egy / a gyerek-et meg-vásárol-ni egy / a könyv-et.

Péter see-Past.DefObj.3Sg a / the child-Acc perf-buy-Inf a / the book-Acc

‘Péter saw the child buying a/the book.’






1.4.2.2.4 No definiteness agreement

There is a group of constructions where the verb does not have an object of its own, but there is still no definiteness agreement observed between the matrix verb and the object of the infinitive. We illustrate this with the verb fél ‘be afraid’. Example (297) illustrates that the verb fél ‘be afraid’ must be in the indefinite form if the infinitive has no object, as expected. While there is a definite form of fél, it only appears in specific, transitive contexts: féli az Istent (lit. ‘fears the God’), but in this case, the meaning is different: ‘worship and respect’.


	
(297) 


	
a. Péter fél be-vásárol-ni.

Péter be.afraid.3Sg into-go.shopping-Inf

‘Péter is afraid to go shopping.’


	
b. *Péter fél-i be-vásárol-ni.

Péter be.afraid-DefObj.3Sg into-go.shopping-Inf

Intended meaning: ‘Péter is afraid to go shopping.’





The verb fél ‘be afraid’ does not agree in definiteness with the object of the infinitive in any number, person, or tense; it always remains in the indefinite form:


	
(298) 


	
a. Péter fél / *fél-i meg-vásárol-ni egy / a könyv-et.

Péter be.afraid.3Sg / be.afraid-DefObj.3Sg perf-buy-Inf a / the book-Acc

‘Péter is afraid to buy a/the book.’


	
b. (Én) fél-ek / *fél-em meg-vásárol-ni egy / a könyv-et.

I be.afraid-1Sg / be.afraid-DefObj.1Sg perf-buy-Inf a / the book-Acc

‘I am afraid to buy a/the book.’


	
c. (Te) fél-sz / *fél-ed meg-vásárol-ni egy / a könyv-et.

you be.afraid-2Sg / be.afraid-DefObj.2Sg perf-buy-Inf a / the book-Acc

‘You are afraid to buy a/the book.’


	
d. (Ők) fél-nek / *fél-ik meg-vásárol-ni egy / a könyv-et.

they be.afraid-3Pl / be.afraid-DefObj.3Pl perf-buy-Inf a / the book-Acc

‘They are afraid to buy a/the book.’


	
e. Péter fél-t / *fél-t-e meg-vásárol-ni egy / a könyv-et.

Péter be.afraid-Past.3Sg / be.afraid-Past-DefObj.3Sg perf-buy-Inf a / the book-Acc

‘Péter was afraid to buy a/the book.’





Verbs belonging to this group, as expected, also remain indefinite when the infinitive has an adjunct object:


	
(299) Péter fél / *fél-i le-fut-ni egy / az utolsó kör-t.

Péter be.afraid.3Sg / be.afarid-DefObj.3Sg down-run-Inf a / the final circle-Acc

‘Péter is afraid to run a/the final circuit.’



Predicates behaving similarly to the verb fél ‘be afraid’ include:


	(300) jön ‘come’, le-fekszik ‘lie down’, megy ‘go’, siet ‘hurry’, árt ‘hurt’, derogál ‘feel above’, fáj ‘hurt’, illik ‘fit’, jólesik ‘feel good’, kár (+van) ‘be a pity’, kell ‘need’, lehet ‘can’, muszáj (+van) ‘have to’, sikerül ‘manage’, szabad ‘may’, szükséges (+van) ‘be necessary’, tilos (+van) ‘be forbidden’, habozik ‘hesitate’, készül ‘prepare’, látszik ‘seem’, nekilát ‘begin’, kényszerül ‘be forced’, törekszik ‘endeavor’, igyekszik ‘strive’


This list includes different groups of words. The different factors accounting for the absence of agreement are detailed in the subsections below. In the case of nouns or adjectives that can take an infinitive complement with the copular verb, the copular verb does not exhibit definiteness agreement either. This is a non-trivial observation, as second person object agreement, as we will see in section 1.4.2.3.2, can be marked on the copula in certain cases. Examples include hajlandó ‘be willing to’, hülye ‘be stupid to’, kénytelen ‘have no choice but to’, képes ‘able to’, kész ‘ready to’, köteles ‘be obliged to’, and muszáj ‘have to’.


	
(301) 


	
a. (Én) hajlandó vagyok / *vagyom meg-vásárol-ni egy / a könyv-et.

I willing be.1Sg / be.DefObj.1Sg perf-buy-Inf a / the book-Acc

‘I am willing to buy a/the book.’


	
b. Péter hajlandó volt / *volt-a meg-vásárol-ni egy / a könyv-et.

Péter willing be.Past.3Sg / be.Past-DefObj.3Sg perf-buy-Inf a / the book-Acc

‘Péter was willing to buy a/the book.’


	
c. Péter hülye lesz / *lesz-i meg-vásárol-ni egy / a könyv-et.

Péter stupid will.3Sg / will-DefObj.3Sg perf-buy-Inf a / the book-Acc

‘Péter thinks it would be stupid to buy the book.’


	
d. Péter kénytelen volt / *volt-a meg-vásárol-ni egy / a könyv-et.

Péter forced be.Past.3Sg / be.Past-DefObj.3Sg perf-buy-Inf a / the book-Acc

‘Péter was forced to buy the book.’


	
e. Péter képes volt / *volt-a meg-vásárol-ni egy / a könyv-et.

Péter capable be.Past.3Sg / be.Past-DefObj.3Sg perf-buy-Inf a / the book-Acc

‘Péter was able to buy the book.’


	
f. Péter kész volt / *volt-a meg-vásárol-ni egy / a könyv-et.

Péter ready be.Past.3Sg / be.Past-DefObj.3Sg perf-buy-Inf a / the book-Acc

‘Péter was ready to buy a/the book.’


	
g. Péter köteles volt / *volt-a meg-vásárol-ni egy / a könyv-et.

Péter obliged be.Past.3Sg / be.Past-DefObj.3Sg perf-buy-Inf a / the book-Acc

‘Péter was obliged to buy a/the book.’


	
h. (Én) muszáj vagyok / *vagy-om meg-vásárol-ni egy / a könyv-et.

I have.to be.1Sg / be-DefObj.1Sg perf-buy-Inf a / the book-Acc

‘I have to buy a/the book.’





In such constructions, the noun or adjective phrase appears with the often irregular forms of the copular verbs van ‘be’ or lesz ‘will be, become’ with the exception of present tense third person singular, which is unmarked in these constructions. Neither of the copular verbs have a definite paradigm – the definite forms in the examples above are assumed.


1.4.2.2.5 Infinitival adjuncts

The verbs listed in (300) can be divided into several groups. The verbs jön ‘come’, le-fekszik ‘lie down’, megy ‘go’, and siet ‘hurry’ take purpose clause infinitives that can be transformed into finite subordinate clauses in the conjunctive mood expressing purpose. Infinitival purpose clauses, which can appear with most verbs in most sentences (e.g., with the verb le-parkol ‘park the vehicle’, see in (302e), are not complements but adjuncts: finite verbs do not agree in definiteness with the object of Goal infinitive adjuncts.


	
(302) 


	
a. Péter jött / *jött-e meg-látogat-ni egy / a lány-t.

Péter come.Past.3Sg / come.Past-DefObj.3Sg perf-visit-Inf a / the girl-Acc

‘Péter came to visit a/the girl.’


	
b. Péter le-feküd-t / *le-feküdt-e olvas-ni egy / a könyv-et.

Péter down-lie-Past.3Sg / down-lie-Past-DefObj.3Sg read-Inf a / the book-Acc

‘Péter lay down to read a book.’


	
c. Péter ment / *ment-e meg-látogat-ni egy / a lány-t.

Péter go.Past.3Sg / go.Past-DefObj.3Sg perf-visit-Inf a / the girl-Acc

‘Péter went to visit a/the girl.’


	
d. Péter siet-ett / *siet-t-e meg-látogat-ni egy / a lány-t.

Péter rushed-Past.3Sg / rushed-Past-DefObj.3Sg perf-visit -Inf a / the girl-Acc

‘Péter rushed to visit a/the girl.’


	
e. Péter le-parkol-t / *le-parkol-t-a fel-hív-ni egy / a lány-t.

Péter down-park-Past.3Sg / down-park-Past-DefObj.3Sg up-call-Inf a / the girl-Acc

‘Péter parked his car to call a/the girl.’





Let us emphasize here the difference that while finite verbs can agree with the object adjunct of their infinitival complements (cf. (293), they never agree in definiteness with the object of an infinitival adjunct.

Second person object agreement, however, is a possibility with some of these verbs (for more discussion see 1.4.2.3): the verbs megy ‘go’ and siet ‘hurry’ in this construction are often metaphorically interpretable, and it is likely that these structures are undergoing a process of grammaticalization similar to going to in English. This is what explains the difference in their syntactic behavior: while the data with definite agreement are indeed ungrammatical, more and more native speakers accept the forms showing second person agreement, especially for the verb jön ‘come’.


1.4.2.2.6 Predicates taking inflected infinitival phrases as their arguments

Among the predicates listed in (300), another subgroup consists of those where an agreement suffix can appear on the infinitive: árt ‘hurt’, derogál ‘feel above’, fáj ‘hurt’, illik ‘fit’, jólesik ‘feel good’, kár (+van) ‘pity’, kell ‘have to’, lehet ‘can’, muszáj (+van) ‘have to’, sikerül ‘manage’, szabad ‘be allowed’, szükséges (+van) ‘be necessary’, tilos (+van) ‘be forbidden’. The Agent or Experiencer participants of these sentences are always in dative case. Inflected infinitives are never possible in the other constructions where the finite verb has a nominative subject.


	
(303) 


	
a. (Nekem) nem árt el-olvas-n-om egy / a könyv-et.

I.Dat not harm away-read-Inf-1Sg a / the book-Acc

‘It won’t do me any harm to read a/the book.’


	
b. (Neked) fáj el-olvas-n-od egy / a könyv-et.

you.Dat hurt away-read-Inf-2Sg a / the book-Acc

‘It hurts you to read a/the book.’


	
c. Péter-nek illik el-olvas-ni(-a) egy / a könyv-et.

Péter-Dat be.appropriate away-read-Inf(-3Sg) a / the book-Acc

‘It would be appropriate for Péter to read a/the book.’


	
d. (Nekünk) jól-esik el-olvas-n-unk egy / a könyv-et.

we.Dat well-feels away-read-Inf-1Pl a / the book-Acc

‘We are having a good time reading a/the book.’


	
e. (Nektek) el kell olvas-n-otok egy / a könyv-et.

youPl.Dat away must read-Inf-2Pl a / the book-Acc

‘You have to read a/the book.’


	
f. (Nekik) el lehet-ne olvas-ni-uk egy / a könyv-et.

they.Dat away can-Cond read-Inf-3Pl a / the book-Acc

‘They could read a/the book (in the future).’


	
g. Péter-nek muszáj volt el-olvas-ni(-a) egy / a könyv-et.

Péter-Dat essential was away-read-Inf(-3Sg) a / the book-Acc

‘Péter had to read a/the book.’


	
h. Péter-nek sikerül-t el-olvas-ni(-a) egy / a könyv-et.

Péter-Dat manage-Past away-read-Inf(-3Sg) a / the book-Acc

‘Péter managed to read a/the book.’


	
i. Péter-nek szabad volna el-olvas-ni(-a) egy/ a könyv-et.

Péter-Dat be.allowed be.Cond away-read-Inf(-3Sg) a / the book-Acc

‘Péter would be allowed to read a/the book.’


	
j. Péter-nek derogál el-olvas-ni(-a) egy / a könyv-et.

Péter-Dat feel.above.3Sg away-read-Inf(-3Sg) a / the book-Acc

‘Péter feels it is below him to read a book.’


	
k. Péter-nek kár volt elolvas-ni(-a) egy / a könyv-et.

Péter-Dat pity was away-read-Inf(-3Sg) a / the book-Acc

‘It wasn’t worth it for Péter to read a/the book.’


	
l. Péter-nek szükséges elolvas-ni(-a) egy / a könyv-et.

Péter-Dat necessary away-read-Inf(-3Sg) a / the book-Acc

‘It is necessary for Péter to read a/the book.’


	
m. (Nekem) tilos elolvas-n-om egy / a könyv-et.

I.Dat is_forbidden away-read-Inf-1Sg a / the book-Acc

‘I am forbidden to read a/the book.’





The verbs in this group always appear in the third person singular and inflect only for tense and mood. Tense and number information optionally appears on the infinitive, but when it does, pronominal subjects can be dropped. If both tense and mood are expressed, an auxiliary is needed as the main verb can only take one suffix, which in this case is going to be the tense marker. In other words, the affix of the past tense or the conditional mood appears on the verb itself when only one of the two are present in the clause (303f,h). In the presence of both tense and mood information, the conditional suffix appears as part of the copula verb volna: fut ‘run’, fut-ott ‘run-Past’, fut-na ‘run-Cond’, but fut-ott volna ‘run-Past would.be.’

Some of the expressions here such as szabad ‘be allowed’ are not (or not only) verbs and in their non-verbal use do not inflect for either tense or mood. Person and number information, similarly to the other cases, appears on the infinitive. In such cases, the copula verbs van ‘is’ or lett ‘became’ are used with the following combinations arising: szabad (*van) ‘is allowed’, szabad volt ‘was allowed’, szabad lenne ‘would be allowed’, and szabad lett volna ‘would have been allowed’, see also (303g,i,k). Predicates containing the copula verb are formed with the zero copula in third person singular and plural in the present indicative mood (303l,m).

While the predicate kár ‘pity’, for instance, is a stable one in the sense that it only participates in the pattern shown in (303k), with a dative subject and tense and mood expressed on a copula, the expression szabad, originating from the adjective meaning ‘free’, is also being lexicalized as a modal auxiliary similar to kell ‘have to’ in some dialects of Hungarian, meaning that it can also carry tense or mood suffixes (304a’,b’), without any difference in meaning.


	
(304) 


	
a. A gyerekek-nek szabad volt táncol-ni(-uk).

the children-Dat allowed be.Past.3Sg dance-Inf(-3Pl)

‘The children were allowed to dance.’


	
a’. A gyerekek-nek szabad-ott táncol-ni(-uk).

the children-Dat allowed-Past dance-Inf(-3Pl)

‘The children were allowed to dance.’


	
b. A gyerekek-nek nem vol-na szabad pezsgő-t in-ni(-uk).

the children-Dat not be.Past-Cond allowed champagne-Acc drink-Inf(-3Pl)

‘The children should not be allowed to drink champagne.’


	
b’. A gyerekek-nek nem szabad-na pezsgőt in-ni(-uk).

the children-Dat not allowed-Cond champagne-Acc drink-Inf(-3Pl)

‘The children should not be allowed to drink champagne.’





The predicate muszáj ‘have to’ appears in different constructions as well, but the patterns are different from those of szabad ‘be allowed’. Neither of the variants are verbal this time, meaning that the copula is needed in both of the alternatives. The differences are in the case form of the subject, with all the consequences that it entails: muszáj ‘have to’ can have a nominative subject, in which case the copula is not only inflected for tense or mood but for person and number as well, ruling out the option of inflecting the infinitive (305a). As illustrated by (303g) above, muszáj can also appear with a dative argument, in which case the copula is only marked for tense or mood, with the infinitive potentially inflected. The two constructions have the same meaning in this case as well.


	
(305) 


	
a. (Én) muszáj volt-am meg-vásárol-ni / *meg-vásárol-n-om

I necessary be.Past-1Sg perf-buy-Inf / perf-buy-Inf-1Sg

egy / a könyv-et.

a / the book-Acc

‘I had to buy the book.’


	
b. (Nekem) muszáj volt meg-vásárol-ni / meg-vásárol-n-om

I.Dat necessary was perf-buy-Inf / perf-buy-Inf-1Sg

egy / a könyv-et.

a / the book-Acc

‘I had to buy the book.’






1.4.2.2.7 Infinitives alternating with non-object complements

The following verbs belong to the third major group of verbs that do not agree in definiteness with the object of the infinitive: fél ‘be afraid’, habozik ‘hesitate’. készül ‘prepare’, látszik ‘seem’, nekilát ‘begin’, kényszerül ‘be forced’, törekszik ‘endeavor’, igyekszik ‘strive’. The common characteristic of these verbs is that their infinitival argument alternates with a nominal argument, but this time the nominal participant is not an object in the accusative case but an argument in one of the oblique case forms (306).


	
(306) 


	
a. Péter fél / *fél-i el-olvas-ni egy / a könyv-et.

Péter be.afraid.3Sg / be.afraid-DefObj.3Sg away-read-Inf a / the book-Acc

‘Péter is afraid to read a/the book.’


	
a’. Péter fél egy / a könyv el-olvas-ás-á-tól.

Péter be.afraid.3Sg a / the book away-read-Nmn-Poss-Abl

‘Péter is afraid of reading a/the book.’


	
b. Péter haboz-ott / *haboz-t-a megold-ani egy / a feladat-ot.

Péter hesitate-Past.3Sg / hesitate-Past-DefObj.3Sg solve-Inf a / the task-Acc

‘Péter hesitated to solve a/the task.’


	
b’. Péter haboz-ott egy / a feladat megold-ás-á-val.

Péter hesitate-Past.3Sg a / the task solve-Nmn-Poss-Inst

Péter hesitated in the solution of a/the task.’


	
c. Péter igyeksz-ik / *igyeksz-i megold-ani egy / a feladat-ot.

Péter be.eager-3Sg / be.eager-DefObj.3Sg solve-Inf a / the task-Acc

‘Péter is eager to solve a/the task.’


	
c’. Péter igyeksz-ik egy / a feladat megold-ás-á-val.

Péter be.eager-3Sg a / the task solve-Nmn-Poss-Inst

‘Péter is eager for the solution of a/the task.’


	
d. Péter készül / *készül-i megold-ani egy/ a feladat-ot.

Péter prepare.3Sg / prepare-DefObj.3Sg solve-Inf a / the task-Acc

‘Péter is preparing to solve a/the task.’


	
d’. Péter készül egy / a feladat megold-ás-á-ra.

Péter prepare.3Sg a / the task solve-Nmn-Poss-Sub

‘Péter is preparing for the solution of a/the task.’


	
e. Péter kényszerül-t / *kényszerül-t-e megold-ani egy / a feladat-ot.

Péter be.forced-Past.3Sg / be.forced-Past-DefObj.3Sg solve-Inf a / the task-Acc

‘Péter was forced to solve a/the task.’


	
e’. Péter egy / a feladat megold-ás-á-ra kényszerül-t.

Péter a / the task solve-Nmn-Poss-Sub be.forced-Past.3Sg

‘Péter was forced into the solution of the task.’


	
f. Péter töreksz-ik / *töreksz-i megold-ani egy / a feladat-ot.

Péter strive-3Sg / strive-DefObj.3Sg solve-Inf a / the task-Acc

‘Péter is striving to solve a task.’


	
f’. Péter egy / a feladat megold-ás-á-ra töreksz-ik.

Péter a / the task solve-Nmn-Poss-Sub strive-3Sg

‘Péter is striving for a solution for a/the task.’


	
g. Péter megold-ani látsz-ik egy / a feladat-ot.

Péter solve-Inf seem-3Sg a / the task-Acc

‘Péter seems to be solving a/the task.’


	
g’. Péter okos-nak látsz-ik.

Péter clever-Dat seem-3Sg

‘Péter seems to be clever.’


	
h. Péter nekilát / *nekilát-ja meg-old-ani egy / a feladat-ot.

Péter get_down_to.3Sg / get_down_to-DefObj.3Sg perf-solve-Inf a / the task-Acc

‘Péter is getting down to working on the solution for a/the task.’


	
h’. Péter nekilát egy / a feladat megold-ás-á-nak.

Péter get_down_to.3Sg a / the task solve-Nmn-Poss-Dat

‘Péter is getting down to working on the solution for a/the task.’





In examples (306a-h), it can be seen that there is no definiteness agreement with the object of the infinitive. In examples (306a’-h’), except (306g’), which only shows the possibility of a dative complement for the same verb, sentences are formed with the nominalized versions of the infinitives. In the nominalized structures, the infinitive appears as a possessee, and the object appears as a possessor. The nominalized expression appears in various morphological cases depending on the matrix predicate: ablative (-tól) in (306a’), instrumental (-val) in (306b’-c’) sublative (-ra) in (306d’,e’,f’), and dative (-nak) in (306g’,h’). The appearance of the possessive structure is not obligatory; any suitable case of a nominal expression is allowed:


	
(307) 


	
a. Péter fél az olvasás-tól.

Péter be.afraid.3Sg the reading-Abl

‘Péter is afraid of reading.’


	
b. Péter fél a villámlás-tól.

Péter be.afraid.3Sg the lightning-Abl

‘Péter is afraid of lightning.’


	
c. Péter fél az idegen-ek-től.

Péter be.afraid.3Sg the stranger-Pl-Abl

‘Péter is afraid of strangers.’






1.4.2.2.8 Auxiliaries and verbs selecting infinitival objects

The previous section focused on matrix verbs with infinitival arguments alternating with a nominal argument. These nominal arguments can appear in various cases depending on the verb, but all of them are in some oblique case form; in such cases, the matrix verb never agrees in definiteness with the object of the infinitive.

Most verbs that exhibit definiteness agreement with the object of the infinitive (see 1.4.2.2.2) have multiple argument structures: one with an infinitival clausal complement, see the primeless examples in (308), and another one with a nominal object in accusative case, see the primed examples in (308). In what follows we are going to use the label infinitival object for infinitival clausal complements that alternate with accusative noun phrases.


	
(308) 


	
a. Péter el akar-ja olvas-ni a könyv-et.

Péter away want-DefObj.3Sg read-Inf the book-Acc

‘Péter wants to read the book.’


	
a’. Péter akar-ja a könyv-et.

Péter want-DefObj.3Sg the book-Acc

‘Péter wants the book.’


	
b. Péter el-felejt-ett-e el-olvas-ni a könyv-et.

Péter away-forget-Past-DefObj.3Sg away-read-Inf the book-Acc.

‘Péter forgot to read the book.’


	
b’. Péter el-felejt-ett-e a könyv-et.

Péter away-forget-Past-DefObj.3Sg the book-Acc.

‘Péter forgot the book.’


	
c. Péter gyűlöl-i / imád-ja el-olvas-ni a könyv-et.

Péter hate-DefObj.3Sg / love-DefObj.3Sg away-read-Inf the book-Acc

‘Péter hates/loves reading the book.’


	
c’. Péter gyűlöl-i / imád-ja [az olvas-ás-t ] / [a könyv-et].

Péter hate-DefObj.3Sg / love-DefObj.3Sg the read-Nmn-Acc / the book-Acc

‘Péter hates/loves reading / [the book].’


	
d. Péter el-kezd-te / meg-kísérel-te el-olvas-ni

Péter away-begin-Past.DefObj.3Sg / perf-attempt-Past-DefObj.3Sg away-read-Inf

a könyv-et.

the book-Acc

‘Péter started/attempted to read the book.’


	
d’. Péter el-kezd-te a könyv olvas-ás-á-t.

Péter away-begin-Past.DefObj.3Sg the book reading-Nmn-Poss-Acc

‘Péter started to read the book.’


	
e. Péter el kíván-ja olvas-ni a könyv-et.

Péter away want-DefObj.3Sg read-Inf the book-Acc

‘Péter wants to read the book.’


	
e’. Péter kíván-ja [az olvasás-t] / [a csokoládé-t].

Péter want-DefObj.3Sg the reading-Acc / the chocolate-Acc

‘Péter wants to read / Péter wants chocolate.’


	
f. A sereg meg-kísérl-i el-foglal-ni a vár-at.

the army perf-attempt-DefObj.3Sg away-seize-Inf the castle-Acc

‘The army attempts to seize the castle.’


	
f’. A sereg meg-kísérl-i a vár el-foglal-ás-á-t.

The army perf.attempt-DefObj.3Sg the castle away-seize-Nmn-Poss-Acc

‘The army attempts to seize the castle.’


	
g. Péter el-mulaszt-ott-a fel-köszönt-eni Marit.

Péter away-miss-Past-DefObj.3Sg up-greet-Inf Mari-Acc

‘Péter failed to greet Mari.’


	
g’. Péter el-mulaszt-ott-a a felköszöntés-t.

Péter away-miss-Past-DefObj.3Sg the greeting-Acc

‘Péter missed the greeting.’


	
h. Péter a kert-ben óhajt-ja elfogyaszt-ani a reggeli-t.

Péter the garden-Ine wish-DefObj.3Sg consume-Inf the breakfast-Acc

‘Péter wishes to consume breakfast in the garden.’ (formal)


	
h’. Péter az omlett-et óhajt-ja reggeli-re.

Péter the omelette-Acc wish-DefObj.3Sg breakfast-Sub

‘Péter wants the omelet for breakfast.’


	
i. Péter sajnál-ja ki-dob-ni a képeslap-ot.

Péter be.sorry-DefObj.3Sg out-throw-Inf the postcard-Acc

‘Péter is reluctant to throw out the postcard.’


	
i’. Péter sajnál-ja a pazarlás-t / kiskutyá-t.

Péter be.sorry-DefObj.3Sg the waste-Acc / puppy-Acc

‘Péter feels sorry about the waste/for the puppy.’


	
j. Péter szégyell-i be-vall-ani a hibá-t.

Péter feel.ashamed-Def.Obj.3Sg into-admit-Inf the mistake-Acc

‘Péter feels ashamed to admit the mistake.’


	
j’. Péter szégyell-i a késés-t.

Péter feel.shamed-Def.Obj.3Sg the being.late-Acc

‘Péter feels ashamed about being late.’


	
k. Péter szeret-i ugrat-ni Mari-t.

Péter like-DefObj.3Sg tease-Inf Mari-Acc

‘Péter enjoys teasing Mary.’


	
k’. Péter szeret-i az ugratás-t / emberek-et.

Péter like-DefObj.3Sg the tease-Acc / people-Acc

‘Péter likes [playing tricks] / people.


	
l. Péter szeret-né meg-nevet-tet-ni Mari-t.

Péter like-Cond.DefObj.3Sg perf-laugh-Caus-Inf Mari-Acc

‘Péter would like to make Mary laugh.’


	
l’. Péter szeret-né a munká-já-t, ha…

Péter like-Cond.DefObj.3Sg the work-Poss-Acc if

‘Péter would like his job if...’


	
m. Péter meg-tanít-ja Mari-nak le-ír-ni a nev-é-t.

Péter perf-teach-DefObj.3Sg Mari-Dat down-write-Inf the name-Poss-Acc

‘Péter teaches Mari how to spell her name.’


	
m’. Péter meg-tanít-ja Mari-nak az ábécé-t.

Péter perf-teach-DefObj.3Sg Mari-Dat the alphabet-Acc

‘Péter teaches Mari the alphabet.’


	
n. Péter meg-tanul-t-a le-ír-ni a nev-é-t.

Péter perf-learn-Past-DefObj.3Sg down-write-Inf the name-Poss-Acc

‘Péter learnt to spell his name.’


	
n’. Péter meg-tanul-t-a az ábécé-t.

Péter perf-learn-Past-DefObj.3Sg the alphabet-Acc

‘Péter learnt the alphabet.’


	
o. Péter el tud-ja szaval-ni a vers-et.

Péter away can-DefObj.3Sg recite the poem-Acc

‘Péter can recite the poem.’


	
o’. Péter tud-ja a vers-et.

Péter know-DefObj.3Sg the poem-Acc

‘Péter knows the poem.’





The verbs szeret ‘like’ and szeretne ‘would like’ are listed separately because they behave differently. The verb szeretne has two neutral word orders, one similar to the verb szeret, in which case it is followed by a verb together with the verbal particle of that verb, and another, when it follows the word order characterizing intrusive verbs (see the comments on (228) and Remark 10 in 1.3.2, see also V4.8.2 and V7.2), which appear between the verbal modifier of the infinitive and the infinitive in a sentence with neutral intonation. This latter pattern is not available for szeret ‘like’, which is not an intrusive stress-avoiding verb.

The verbs featured in examples (308) differ from each other in terms of the type of object they can take. For example, tud ‘know’ cannot take an object denoting an event (*Péter knows cycling), and akar ‘want’ also has limited compatibility with such objects:


	
(309) 


	
a. *Péter tud-ja a biciklizés-t.

Péter know-DefObj.3Sg the cycling-Acc.

Intended meaning: ‘Péter can cycle.’


	
b. *Péter akar-ja az olvasás-t.

Péter want-DefObj.3Sg the reading-Acc

Intended meaning: ‘Péter wants to read.’


	
c. Péter akar-ja a változás-t.

Péter want-DefObj.3Sg the chage-Acc

‘Péter wants the change.’





However, elkezd ‘start’, megkísérel ‘attempt’, and elmulaszt ‘neglect’ mostly take nominal objects denoting events; this correlates with the semantics of these verbs.

Comparing the verbs examined in this section with those in the previous section, we can formulate the condition for agreement of inflected verbs with the object of the infinitive as follows:


	(310) Condition for agreement of finite verbs with the object of the infinitive Finite verbs agree in definiteness with the object of the infinitive exactly when the infinitive is the direct object complement of the finite verb. In this case, definiteness agreement is mandatory; otherwise, it is prohibited.


This generalization can be extended to verbs showing definiteness agreement that do not alternate with a nominal object complement: bír ‘be able to’, fog ‘will’, (meg)próbál ‘try’, mer ‘dare’, szokott ‘be accustomed to’, talál ‘happen to’. Among these, fog ‘will’, szokott ‘be accustomed to’, and talál ‘happen to’ are auxiliary verbs. Bír, (meg)próbál, and mer can take a nominal object, but their meaning is completely different when they do, compared to their meaning when occurring with an infinitive: ‘fancy’, ‘try (on clothes)’, and ‘take (with a ladle)’. To extend the condition formulated in (310), we can assume that the description of these verbs also includes infinitival complement objects.

The condition described in (310) can also be applied to other groups of verbs with infinitival expressions that do not show definiteness agreement. The infinitives presented in 1.4.2.2.5 are adjunct infinitives and are not arguments of the matrix verbs. In the constructions described in 1.4.2.2.6, the inflected infinitives are arguments of the matrix verbs, but they are subjects and not objects.


1.4.2.3 Second person object agreement

This section focuses on various patterns of second person object agreement. In the previous section several patterns were identified for definiteness agreement in the strict sense. Here we work with how the same verb groups behave when it comes to second person object agreement. The motivation for discussing these two patterns of agreement separately is that the behavior of the groups identified above is not uniform with respect to definiteness agreement and second person object agreement. We interpret this fact as suggesting that these two ways of object agreement have different underlying mechanisms.


1.4.2.3.1 Obligatory second person object agreement

The verbs showing obligatory definiteness agreement also typically show obligatory second person agreement (but see subsection 1.4.2.4 on hagy ‘allow’): akar ‘want’, bír ‘be able to’, el-felejt ‘forget’, fog ‘will’, gyűlöl ‘hate’, imád ‘love’, (el)kezd ‘begin’, kíván ‘desire’, meg-kísérel ‘attempt’, mer ‘dare’, mulaszt ‘neglect’, óhajt ‘wish’, (meg)próbál ‘try’, sajnál ‘regret’, segít ‘help’, szégyell ‘be ashamed’, szeret ‘like’, szeretne ‘would like’, szokott ‘be accustomed to’, talál ‘happen to’, (meg)tanít ‘teach’, (meg)tanul ‘learn’, tud ‘can, be able to’; though at times it may be difficult to find the right context for certain verbs such as megtanul ‘learn’.


	
(311) 


	
a. Szeret-né-lek meg-látogat-ni (téged).

like-Cond-2Obj.1Sg perf-visit-Inf you.Acc

‘I would like to visit you.’


	
a’. *Szeret-né-k meg-látogat-ni (téged).

like-Cond-1Sg perf-visit-Inf you.Acc

Intended meaning: ‘I would like to visit you.’


	
b. Nem mer-t-elek meg-kérdez-ni (téged).

not dare-Past-2Obj.1Sg perf-ask-Inf you.Acc

‘I didn’t dare to ask you.’


	
b’. *Nem mer-t-em meg-kérdez-ni (téged).

not dare-Past-1Sg perf-ask-Inf you.Acc

Intended meaning: ‘I didn’t dare to ask you.’


	
c. Meg-tanul-t-alak jobban meg-ért-eni (téged).

perf-learn-Past-2Obj.1Sg better perf-understand-Inf you.Acc

‘I learnt to understand you better.’


	
c’. *Meg-tanul-t-am jobban meg-ért-eni (téged).

perf-learn-Past-1Sg better perf-understand-Inf you.Acc

Intended meaning: ‘I learnt to understand you better.’





For these verbs, if second person agreement is possible, it is also mandatory.


1.4.2.3.2 No definiteness agreement, optional second person agreement

The verbs that do not agree with the definiteness of the object of their infinitival complement clauses do not behave in a uniform manner when it comes to second person agreement. It can be generally stated that for verbs that do not show definiteness agreement, second person agreement is often possible but not mandatory.

Such agreement patterns are exhibited, for example, by the verbs fél ‘be afraid’, törekszik ‘endeavor’, kényszerül ‘have no choice but’, jön ‘come’ and készül ‘prepare’ (312). When the -lak ‘2Obj.1Sg’ agreement morpheme appears on the verb, the accusative second person pronoun is optional, see the primed examples in (312). Instead of the optional agreement morpheme, an indefinite agreement morpheme can also appear on the inflected verb, but in this case, the pronoun cannot be omitted, see the primless examples in (312).


	
(312) 


	
a. Fél-t-em meg-említ-eni téged.

be.afraid-Past-1Sg perf-mention-Inf you.Acc

‘I was afraid to mention you.’


	
a’. Fél-t-elek meg-említe-ni (téged).

be.afraid-Past-2Obj.1Sg perf-mention-Inf you.Acc

‘I was afraid to mention you.’


	
b. Töreked-t-em meg-érte-ni téged.

strive-Past-1Sg perf-understand-Inf you.Acc

‘I was striving to understand you.’


	
b’. Töreked-t-elek meg-ért-eni (téged).

strive-Past-2Obj.1Sg perf-understand-In you.Acc

‘I was striving to understand you.’


	
c. Gyakran kényszerül-t-em ki-javít-ani téged

often be.forced-Past-1Sg out-correct-Inf you.Acc

‘I often found myself in the position to have to correct you.’


	
c’. Gyakran kényszerül-t-elek ki-javít-ani (téged).

often be.forced.but-Past-2Obj.1Sg out-correct-Inf you.Acc

‘I often found myself in the position to have to correct you.’


	
d. Jött-em meg-látogat-ni téged.

come.Past-1Sg perf-visit-Inf you.Acc

‘I have come to see you.


	
d’. Jött-elek meg-látogat-ni (téged).

come.Past-2Obj.1Sg perf-visit-Inf you.Acc

‘I have come to see you.


	
e. Készül-t-em meg-hallgat-ni téged.

come-Past-1Sg perf-listen-Inf you.Acc

‘I was preparing to listen to you.’


	
e’. Készül-t-elek meg-hallgat-ni (téged).

come-Past-2Obj.1Sg perf-listen-Inf you.Acc

‘I was preparing to listen to you.’





Other verbs allowing for this pattern are jön ‘come’, megy ‘go’, siet ‘hurry’, muszáj (+van) ‘have to’, kénytelen (+van) ‘have no choice but’ sikerül ‘manage’, habozik ‘hesitate’, készül ‘prepare’, nekilát ‘begin’, igyekszik ‘strive’.

The group of verbs belonging to the pattern illustrated by készül ‘prepare’ are either objectless or select for an argument in an oblique case. In such cases second person agreement is ruled out in simple sentences. In (313a) the intransitive verb jön ‘come’ is inflected for second person object agreement, an ungrammatical sentence for obvious reasons. Sentence (313b) with the verb készül ‘prepare’ is a version of the verb where it does not take an infinitival clause but a nominal expression in sublative case, again ruling out second person object agreement, which is only possible between a verb and an accusative marked nominal.


	
(313) 


	
a. *Jött-elek.

come.Past-2Obj.1Sg


	
b. *Készül-t-elek ar-ra, hogy…

prepare-Past-2Obj.1Sg it-Sub that





The question that arises at this point is what licenses second person object agreement in constructions like (312). One of the conditions is clearly the presence of a second person object, which, given the subcategorization properties of these verbs, cannot be their own. However, they can take infinitival clauses where, in the presence of the right configuration (meaning a first person subject combining with a second person object, the object of the infinitive in this case), long distance second person object agreement becomes a possibility. One question that emerges is how a verb can show second person agreement if it is not transitive under the assumption that second person agreement is part of the object agreement paradigm? Another question is related to how these verbs differ from the cases discussed in subsection 1.4.2.3.3 on infinitival adjuncts not showing agreement exactly because the infinitive is an adjunct and not an argument of the finite verb.

There are some morphological limitations on the availability of the optional second person object agreement pattern: with some of the verbs, present tense indicative forms are judged marked or ruled out.


	
(314) 


	
a. ?? Fél-lek meg-említe-ni téged.

be.afraid-2Obj.1Sg perf-mention-Inf you.Acc

‘I am afraid to mention you.’


	
b. Jött-elek / *Jön-lek / Jövök meg-látogatni téged.

come.Past-2Obj.1Sg / come-2Obj.1Sg come.1Sg perf-visit-Inf you.Acc

‘I came/come to see you.’





Interestingly, second person agreement can also surface on the copula, with non-verbal predicates like muszáj ‘have to’ or kénytelen ‘have no choice but’. As discussed in subsection 1.4.2.2.4, copular verbs have no definite paradigms: while such forms could be created based on morphological analogy, they are never attested. Second person object agreement forms, however, are not made-up forms, they are accepted as grammatical by the majority of the speakers. The morphological limitations observed for some of the verbs in this group apply in this case as well: sentences with the present tense indicative second person object agreement form vagy-lak ‘be-2Obj.1Sg’ are ungrammatical, only past, present, or conditional forms being well-formed with object agreement.


	
(315) 


	
a. (Én) muszáj volt-am / vagy-ok meg-látogat-ni téged.

I have.to be.Past-1Sg / be-1Sg perf-visit-Inf you.Acc

‘I had/have to visit you.’


	
b. (Én) muszáj volt-alak / *vagy-lak meg-látogat-ni (téged).

I have.to be.Past-2Obj.1Sg / be-2Obj.1Sg perf-visit-Inf you.Acc

‘I had/have to visit you.’


	
c. Kénytelen volt-am / vagy-ok ki-hagy-ni téged.

have.no.choice.but be.Past-1Sg / be-1Sg out-leave-Inf you.Acc

‘I had no choice but to leave you out.’


	
d. Kénytelen volt-alak / *vagy-lak ki-hagy-ni (téged).

have.no.choice.but be.Past-2Obj.1Sg / be-2Obj.1Sg out-leave-Inf you.Acc

‘I had no choice but to leave you out.’


	
e. Kénytelen lesz-lek / len-né-lek ki-hagyni (téged).

have.no.choice.but will-2Obj.1Sg / will-Cond-2Obj.1Sg out-leave-Inf you.Acc

‘I will/would have no choice but to leave you out.’





The data discussed in this subsection are particularly interesting since this is one of the domains where we find differences between the two agreement types. In the next four subsections we discuss cases when second person agreement is ruled out too: 1.4.2.3.3 discusses infinitival adjunct clauses, 1.4.2.3.4 focuses on inflected infinitives, then we move on to predicates taking an infinitival argument in combination with a third, non-nominative argument in 1.4.2.3.5, and, finally, subsection 1.4.2.3.6 discusses verbs with complex morphology.


1.4.2.3.3 Infinitival adjunct clauses

Second person object agreement is not attested in infinitival adjunct constructions (see subsection 1.4.2.2.5). The infinitival clause needs to be a complement for both types of agreement.


	
(316) 


	
a. Le-ül-t-em fel-hív-ni téged.

down-sit-Past-1Sg up-call-Inf you.Acc

‘I sit down to call you.’


	
a’. *Le-ül-t-elek fel-hív-ni (téged).

down-sit-Past-2Obj.1Sg up-call-Inf you.Acc

Intended meaning: ‘I sit down to call you.’


	
b. Le-parkol-t-am fel-hív-ni téged.

down-park-Past-1Sg up-call-Inf you.Acc

‘I parked my car to call you.’


	
b’. *Le-parkol-t-alak fel-hív-ni (téged).

down-park-Past-2Obj.1Sg up-call-Inf you.Acc

Intended meaning: ‘I parked my car to call you.’





An exception to this general rule is made by the verbs jön ‘come’, megy ‘go’, and siet ‘hurry’, which in the past tense can agree with the second person object of the infinitive.


	
(317) 


	
a. Jött-elek meg-látogat-ni (téged).

come.Past-2Obj.1Sg perf-visit-Inf you.Acc

‘I have come to see you.


	
b. Ment-elek fel-köszönt-eni (téged).

go.Past-2Obj.1Sg up-greet-Inf you.Acc

‘I have gone to greet you.


	
c. Siet-te-lek meg-vigasztal-ni (téged).

hurry.Past-2Obj.1Sg perf-comfort-Inf you.Acc

‘I have hurried to comfort you.





The possibility of second person agreement of these verbs is due to a current grammaticalization process of the selecting verb, with jön ‘come’ acting more like an auxiliary in these cases. For this reason, the data are discussed under the section focusing on auxiliary-like elements.

These data indicate that second person agreement is not part of the definiteness agreement paradigm but independent of it, but see Bárány (2015) for a different conclusion. The question is what makes this second person object agreement possible in these cases. On the one hand, an oblique argument makes second person (but only second person) object agreement possible but that does not account for the sentences with jön ‘come’. In that case the grammaticalization process of the verb can account for the judgments. If jön ‘come’ is auxiliary-like and hence not taking the infinitival clause as an adjunct, the two clauses are not independent: the infinitival clause is the complement of the finite verb, making agreement possible. But then the question about why definiteness agreement is not possible still remains.


1.4.2.3.4 Predicates taking agreeing infinitival phrases as their arguments

Among the predicates listed in (300), a subgroup consists of those where an agreement suffix can appear on the infinitive: árt ‘hurt’, derogál ‘feel above’, fáj ‘hurt’, illik ‘fit’, jólesik ‘feel good’, kár (+van) ‘pity’, kell ‘need, must’, lehet ‘can’, muszáj (+van) ‘must, have to’, sikerül ‘manage’, szabad ‘may’, szükséges (+van) ‘be necessary’, tilos (+van) ‘be forbidden’. These predicates do not have nominative subjects, the sentences have a dative Agent or Experiencer participant. These verbs were previously discussed in detail in subsection 1.4.2.2.6 regarding definiteness agreement.

Inflected infinitives are possible in constructions where the matrix verb is only marked for tense, without person and number agreement: for some of the predicates listed here this is the only possibility, others alternate with structures containing nominative subjects, in which case inflected infinitives are ruled out (e.g. muszáj ‘have to’ as in (315a-b) vs. (318).


	
(318) (Nekem) muszáj volt / *volt-am / *volt-alak meg-látogat-n-om téged.

I.Dat have.to be.Past.3Sg / be.Past-1Sg / be.Past-2Obj.1Sg perf-visit-Inf-1Sg you.Acc

‘I had to visit you.’



In the presence of an overt dative subject the inflection on the infinitive is optional (319a,b). In the presence of inflection on the infinitive, the pronominal dative subject can be dropped (319c).


	
(319) 


	
a. A diák-ok-nak sikerül-t meg-old-ani(-uk) a feladat-ot.

the student-Pl-Dat manage-Past.3Sg perf-solve-Inf(-3Pl) the task-Acc

‘The students managed to solve the task.’


	
b. Nekem sikerül-t meg-old-ani a feladat-ot.

I.Dat manage-Past.3Sg perf-solve-Inf the task-Acc

’I managed to solve the task.’


	
c. (Nekem) sikerül-t meg-old-an-om a feladat-ot.

I.Dat manage-Past.3Sg perf-solve-Inf-1Sg the task-Acc

’I managed to solve the task.’





Since the finite verb is only marked for tense without either subject or object agreement marking present on it, object agreement is never a possibility in these constructions. The inflected infinitive only agrees with the subject, that is, there is no object agreement realized morphologically in either the finite or the infinitival part of the sentence.


1.4.2.3.5 Predicates taking multiple internal arguments

Verbs that also have a non-nominative nominal argument appearing together with the infinitive are not capable of second person agreement with the infinitival object.

Some of these verbs have their own objects, so they agree with them instead of the infinitival object. In example (320), the verb elküld ‘send’ has its own object Marit, and it agrees with it in definiteness (320a), not with the second person object

of the infinitive (320b). If it has its own second-person object, it can agree with that (320c).


	
(320) 


	
a. El-küld-t-em Mari-t meg-látogat-ni téged.

away-send-Past-1Sg Mari-Acc perf-visit-Inf you.Acc

‘I sent Mary to visit you.’


	
b. *El-küld-te-lek Mari-t meg-látogat-ni téged.

away-send-Past-2Obj.1Sg Mari-Acc perf-visit-Inf you.Acc

Intended meaning: ‘I sent Mary to visit you.’


	
c. El-küld-te-lek (téged) meg-látogat-ni Mari-t.

away-send-Past-2Obj.1Sg you.Acc perf-visit-Inf Mari-Acc

‘I sent you to visit Mary.’





More examples can be seen in (321).


	
(321) 


	
a. Enged-t-em Mari-t meg-látogat-ni téged.

allow-Past.1Sg Mari-Acc perf-visit-Inf you.Acc

‘I allowed Mary to visit you.’


	
a’. *Enged-te-lek Mari-t meg-látogat-ni téged.

allow-Past.2Obj.1Sg Mari-Acc perf-visit-Inf you.Acc

Intended meaning: ‘I allowed Mary to visit you.’


	
b. Hagy-t-am Mari-t meg-látogat-ni téged.

let-Past-1Sg Mari-Acc perf-visit-Inf you.Acc

‘I let Mary visit you.’


	
b’. *Hagy-ta-lak Mari-t meg-látogat-ni téged.

let-Past-2Obj.1Sg Mari-Acc perf-visit-Inf you.Acc

Intended meaning: ‘I let Mary visit you.’


	
c. Hív-t-am Mari-t meg-látogat-ni téged.

invite-Past-1Sg Mari-Acc perf-visit-Inf you.Acc

‘I invited Mary to visit you.’


	
c’. *Hív-ta-lak Mari-t meg-látogat-ni téged.

invite-Past-2Obj.1Sg Mari-Acc perf-visit-Inf you.Acc

Intended meaning: ‘I invited Mary to visit you.’


	
d. Lát-t-am Mari-t meg-látogat-ni téged.

see-Past-1Sg Mari-Acc perf-visit-Inf you.Acc

‘I saw Mary visiting you.’


	
d’. *Lát-ta-lak Mari-t meg-látogat-ni téged.

see-Past-2Obj.1Sg Mari-Acc perf-visit-Inf you.Acc

Intended meaning: ‘I saw Mary visiting you.’





The verbs discussed in the previous subsection, with the agreeing infinitival complements, also belong to this group: instead of a nominative subject, they have a dative argument. In the absence of a nominative subject, these verbs never agree with any second person object.

Another small group consists of verbs that have an oblique argument in addition to the subject and the infinitive. These verbs are also unaffected by second person agreement. Among these verbs are segít ‘help’ (322), and a variant of hagy ‘allow’, which will be presented in subsection 1.4.2.4 below.


	
(322) 


	
a. Segít-ett-em Mari-nak meg-győz-ni téged.

allow-Past-1Sg Mari-Dat perf-persuade-Inf you.Acc

‘I helped Mary persuade you.’


	
b. *Segít-ette-lek Mari-nak meg-győz-ni téged.

allow-Past-2Obj.1Sg Mari-Dat perf-persuade-Inf you.Acc

Intended meaning: ‘I helped Mary persuade you.’





In sentence (322b), the verb segít ‘help’ has a dative argument (Marinak), which prevents the second person agreement.

The common characteristic of the verbs presented in this section, alongside the presence of non-nominative arguments, is that this non-nominative argument controls the subject of the infinitive.


1.4.2.3.6 Verbs with a complex morphology

The last group of verbs not showing second person agreement is small in number. This group includes próbálkozik ‘try repeatedly’ (323) (but not próbál ‘try’, which agrees in definiteness as well) and látszik ‘seem’ (324).


	
(323) 


	
a. Próbál-koz-t-am fel-hív-ni téged.

try-koz-Past-1Sg up-call-Inf you.Acc

‘I have tried to call you repeatedly.’


	
b. *Próbál-koz-ta-lak fel-hív-ni (téged).

try-koz-Past-2Obj.1Sg up-call-Inf you.Acc

Intended meaning: ‘I have tried to call you repeatedly.’







	
(324)

	
a.? El-veszt-eni látsz-ott-am téged.

away-lost-Inf seem-Past-1Sg you.Acc

‘I seemed to lose you.’


	
b. *El-veszt-eni látsz-otta-lak (téged).

away-lost-Inf semm-Past-2Obj.1Sg you.Acc

Intended meaning: ‘I seemed to lose you.’


	
c. El-veszt-eni látsz-ott-am a türelm-em-et.

away-lost-Inf seem-Past-1Sg the patient-Poss.1Sg-Acc

‘I seemed to lose my patience.’





The verb látszik ‘seem’ is not grammatical with a second person object pronoun even without -lak/-lek ‘2Obj.1Sg morpheme’, but it is grammatical with another object (324c).

The similarity between the two verbs is provided by the complex morphological structure of the verbs. Both verbs have a shorter, morphologically simpler form. The shorter form of the verb próbálkozik ‘try repeatedly’ is próbál ‘try’, with the same meaning but a different argument structure: the verb próbál takes an accusative complement, while próbálkozik takes an instrumental one. The morphological difference is given by the -kOzik suffix, which has a reflexive effect in other verbs (325). The objects of reflexive verbs disappear, so there is no second person object agreement form for them. Though not, strictly speaking, reflexive (rather, it has a repetitive interpretation this time), an analogous effect can be observed in the case of the verb próbálkozik.


	
(325) 


	
a. Péter borotvál-ja magá-t.

Péter shave-DefObj.3Sg himself-Acc

‘Péter is shaving himself.’


	
b. Péter borotvál-kozik.

Péter shave-Refl.3Sg

‘Péter is shaving.’





The verb látszik ‘seem’ is derived from the verb lát ‘see’, they are in a passive-active relationship with each other. The passive verb látszik does not have its object slot available for agreement, so it is unable to have second person agreement with the object of its infinitive either.


1.4.2.4 Relation between the two types of object agreement

As we saw in 1.4.2.1, in simple sentences, agreement between the inflected verb and its object is mandatory and automatic: the inflected verb agrees in definiteness with both its object argument and adjunct, and in the case of a first-person singular subject and a second-person object, the suffix -lak/-lek is added. Due to this obligation, traditional grammars treat second person agreement as part of definiteness agreement.

However, if we extend the examination of object agreement to infinitival constructions, as we did in subsections 1.4.2.2 and 1.4.2.3, we can see that definiteness agreement and second person agreement can be separated. On one hand, agreement with the object of the infinitive is not possible for every inflected verb; in other words, object agreement is not automatic: certain inflected verbs agree with the object of the infinitive, while others do not. On the other hand, verbs showing definiteness agreement with the object of the infinitive differ from verbs showing second-person object agreement. The verb akar ‘want’ participates in both definiteness agreement and second person agreement (278), the verb készül ‘prepare’ does not agree in definiteness with the object of the infinitive, only second person agreement is observed (279a-c), and in the case of leparkol ‘park’, neither is possible (see (302e) and (316b’). A further difference between the two types of object agreement is that while in cases where definiteness agreement is possible between the finite verb and the object of the infinitive, it is mandatory, while second-person agreement is optional in certain cases (312).

Based on the data presented in subsections 1.4.2.2 and 1.4.2.3, verbs can be divided into three groups. The first group of verbs participates in definiteness and second person agreement, and the agreement is mandatory. The verbs in the second group lack definiteness agreement, but second-person agreement is optional. In the case of the third group, neither agreement is possible. The categorization of verbs in this way supports the idea that the two types of agreement are relatively independent of each other. Complete independence would require a group of verbs where only definiteness agreement is permitted, but second person agreement is not. The verb hagy ‘allow’ behaves exactly like this in certain constructions.

The verb hagy ‘allow’ can be used with both finite subordinate clauses and infinitives. In the case of a finite subordinate clause, the verb can have a dative argument in addition to the subject (326b), but there is also a variant where this is missing (326a).


	
(326) 


	
a. Péter nem hagy-t-a, hogy Mari le-rajzol-ja a fá-t.

Péter not allow-Past-DefObj.3Sg that Mari.Nom down-draw-DefObj.3Sg the tree-Acc

‘Péter did not let Mari draw the tree.’


	
b. Péter nem hagy-t-a Mari-nak,

Péter not allow-Past-DefObj.3Sg Mari-Dat

hogy (ő) le-rajzol-ja a fá-t.

that she down draw-DefObj.3Sg the tree-Acc

‘Péter did not let Mari draw the tree.’





In the case of an infinitive complement, the subject of the infinitive is controlled by the accusative or dative argument of the inflected verb. Dative control is only possible if the infinitive verb has its own accusative complement (327b); otherwise, accusative control is required (327a).


	
(327) 


	
a. Péter nem hagy-t-a Mari-t / *Mari-nak rajzol-ni.

Péter not allow-Past-DefObj.3Sg Mar-Acc / Mari-Dat draw-Inf

‘Péter did not let Mari draw.’


	
b. Péter nem hagy-t-a ? Mari-t /✓ Mari-nak le-rajzol-ni a fá-t.

Péter not allow-Past-DefObj.3Sg Mari-Acc / Mari-Dat down-draw-Inf the tree-Acc

‘Péter did not let Mari draw the tree.’





In the case of dative control, the verb hagy ‘allow’ agrees in definiteness with the object of the infinitive (328a,b), but second-person agreement is not possible (328c).


	
(328) 


	
a. Péter nem hagy-t-a /*hagy-ott Mari-nak le-rajzol-ni a fá-t.

Péter not allow-Past-DefObj.3Sg / allow-Past.3Sg Mari-Dat down-draw-Inf the tree-Acc

‘Péter did not let Mari draw the tree.’ b. Péter nem *hagy-t-a /✓ hagy-ott Mari-nak le-rajzol-ni egy fá-t.

Péter not allow-Past-DefObj.3Sg / allow-Past.3Sg Mari-Dat down-draw-Inf a tree-Acc

‘Péter did not let Mari draw a tree.’


	
c. (Én) nem hagy-t-am /*hagy-ta-lak Mari-nak le-rajzol-ni téged.

I not allow-Past-1Sg / allow-Past.2Obj.1Sg Mari-Dat down-draw-Inf you-Acc

‘I did not let Mari draw you.’


	
d. Péter nem hagy-t-a Mari-nak a fa le-rajzol-ás-á-t.

Péter not allow-Past-DefObj.3Sg Mari-Dat the tree down-draw-Nmn-Poss-Acc

‘Péter did not allow Mari to draw of the tree.’





In example (328), the verb hagy ‘allow’ can agree in definiteness with the object of the infinitive because the infinitive alternates with an accusative complement (328d), so the infinitive can be considered the object of the verb. However, second person agreement is not possible because the verb has an additional dative argument, Marinak, besides the subject and the infinitive.

Definiteness agreement and second person agreement between the inflected verb and the object of the infinitive differ because the agreement does not take place directly between the verb and the accusative constituent, as in long-distance agreement, but rather through intermediate elements, and, as we have seen before, these potential intermediate elements have different properties when it comes to agreement with the object. Subsection 1.4.2.5 provides a more detailed explanation of the role they play in this case, while subsection 1.4.2.6 presents further interesting phenomena related to the verb hagy ‘allow’ highlighting similarities to reflexive constructions.

Before moving on to multiple agreement, let us summarize when the two object agreement patterns are ruled out:


	· Both definiteness agreement and second person agreement are ruled out in the presence of a dative subject combining with an inflected infinitive;

	· both definiteness agreement and second person agreement are ruled out with adjunct infinitives;

	· both definiteness agreement and second person agreement are ruled out with verbs with complex morphologies such as a reflexive marker;

	· definiteness agreement is ruled out when the infinitive is not an object of the selecting verb;

	· second person agreement is ruled out when the selecting verb has an additional argument besides the subject and the infinitive.


This leads to the following generalization: while definiteness agreement needs to be triggered by a definite object and an object position is necessary for it to emerge (which can either be defined as infinitival in form or alternate between a formal realization as an infinitive and a nominal expression), second person object agreement is a more widespread phenomenon which, nonetheless, may be ruled out by several intervening factors. In other words: second person object agreement is always a possibility between a first person singular subject and a second person object unless it can be shown to be blocked.


1.4.2.5 Object agreement in multiple infinitival constructions

This subsection addresses the question of the nature of agreement between the selecting verb and the object of its infinitival complement: is it directly between the verb and the infinitival object or the result of a different syntactic process with the embedded infinitival verb also playing a role?

The sentences we have been working with so far do not provide reliable diagnostics for the properties of agreement: with one infinitival embedded clause it is hard or impossible to tell apart the role played by the object and the infinitive, respectively. For this reason, Szécsényi and Szécsényi (2016, 2017) discuss definiteness agreement in multiple infinitival constructions, concluding that definiteness agreement proceeds in a cyclic manner from clause to clause. The claim is based on the observation that a non-agreeing infinitive, such as készül ‘prepare’ in (329c) blocks further agreement.


	
(329) 


	
a. Péter fog / *fog-ja akar-ni néz-ni egy film-et.

Péter will.3Sg / will-DefObj.3Sg want-Inf watch-Inf a film-Acc

‘Péter will want to watch a film.’


	
b. Péter *fog /✓ fog-ja akar-ni néz-ni a film-et.

Péter will.3Sg / will-DefObj.3Sg want-Inf watch-Inf the film-Acc

‘Péter will want to watch the film.’


	
c. Péter fog / *fog-ja készül-ni néz-ni egy/ a film-et.

Péter will.3Sg / will-DefObj.3Sg prepare-Inf watch-Inf a / the film-Acc

‘Péter will prepare to watch a/the film.’





What we can see in (329) is the following: if the sentence contains only verbs that show definiteness agreement, the finite verb agrees with the object of the infinitive (329a-b). In the presence of a non-agreeing verb such as készül ‘prepare’ in (329c), definiteness agreement on the finite verb is ruled out. This indicates that, in spite of the fact that infinitives are not morphologically marked for object agreement, they have a role in transmitting the definiteness features of their object: non-agreeing verbs cannot transmit definiteness agreement leading to a blocking effect.

Turning to second person agreement in multiple infinitival constructions discussed in Szécsényi and Szécsényi (2020), we find a more refined pattern: in a multiple infinitival construction where the most embedded verb takes an object DP as a complement, and the selecting verbs alternate with an object DP, second person agreement can also proceed up until it reaches the matrix finite verb. In this case second person agreement is obligatory (330a). In (330b) there is an infinitival verb in the middle that can optionally -lak-agree with the object, so we find optional second person agreement on the finite verb as well. In (330c) we have a morphologically complex verb, which has been shown to belong to the group of verbs not showing either form of object agreement (see subsection 1.4.2.3.6). As a result, it has a blocking effect on definite agreement, only indefinite agreement is grammatical in this case.


	
(330) 


	
a. (Én) fog-lak /*fog-ok / *fog-om akar-ni meg-látogat-ni (téged).

I will-2Obj.1Sg / will-1Sg / will-DefObj.1Sg want-Inf perf-visit-Inf you.Acc

‘I will want to visit you.’


	
b. (Én) fog-lak /fog-ok / *fog-om készül-ni meg-látogat-ni (téged).

I will-2Obj.1Sg /will-1Sg / will-DefObj.1Sg prepare-Inf perf-visit-Inf you.Acc

I will prepare to visit you.’


	
c. (Én) *fog-lak /✓ fog-ok / *fog-om

I will-2Obj.1Sg / will-1Sg / will-DefObj.1Sg

próbál-koz-ni meg-látogat-ni (téged).

try-Refl-Inf perf-visit-Inf you.Acc

‘I will try to visit you.’





Based on this, the following picture emerges: when a verb taking an infinitival complement alternates with a DP object, both definiteness agreement and second person object agreement are obligatory, and both are transmitted further onto the matrix clause. Definiteness agreement is not possible when the verb takes an infinitival complement that is not an object, but second person object agreement is optionally possible in most of the cases, unless it can be shown to be blocked (for the factors leading to a blocking effect see subsections 1.4.2.3.3-1.4.2.3.6), so the transmission of agreement takes place accordingly and second person agreement can, but does not have to appear on the matrix verb. For the majority of speakers neither agreement type is possible for verbs with complex morphology and event structure such as próbálkozik ‘try repeatedly’: as (330c) indicates, even second person agreement is blocked by próbálkozni ‘to try repeatedly’.

The data lead to the conclusion that object agreement is not directly between the finite verb and the object of the infinitive but proceeds in a cyclic manner from clause to clause, with the properties of the intervening infinitives having a crucial role in determining whether object agreement can be transmitted or not.


1.4.2.6 Second person object agreement and reflexive constructions

This subsection highlights interesting parallels between certain instances of second person object agreement and reflexive constructions.

One of the verbs showing second person object agreement, hagy ‘allow’ participates in a number of constructions, as discussed in Szécsényi and Szécsényi (2019).

As illustrated by (331a), the verb hagy ‘allow’ can have either a dative or an accusative complement besides its nominative subject. With a first person singular matrix subject and second person embedded object, there is no second person object agreement when there is either a dative argument of the matrix verb or a raised accusative DP in the sentence, as in (331a). As expected, a matrix second person object shows obligatory object agreement (331b).

What we see in (331c) is that dropping the DP complement of matrix hagy makes it possible for the verb to show second person object agreement with the embedded second person accusative object. Another interesting property of the sentence is that indefinite agreement is ruled out in spite of the fact that both the infinitive and the second person object trigger indefinite agreement elsewhere.


	
(331) 


	
a. (Én) nem *hagy-ok /✓ hagy-om / *hagy-lak

I not let-1Sg / let-DefObj.1Sg / let-2Obj.1Sg

Mari-nak / Mari-t átver-ni téged.

Mari-Dat / Mari-Acc deceive-Inf you.Acc

‘I don’t let Mary deceive you.’


	
b. (Én) nem *hagy-ok / *hagy-om /✓ hagy-lak

I not let-1Sg / let-DefObj.1Sg / let-2Obj.1Sg

(téged) átver-ni Mari-t.

you.Acc deceive-Inf Mari-Acc

‘I don’t let you deceive Mary.’


	
c. (Én) nem *hagyok / *hagy-om /✓ hagy-lak átver-ni (téged).

I not let-1Sg / let-DefObj.1Sg / let-2Obj.1Sg deceive-Inf you.Acc

‘I don’t let anybody deceive you.’





Den Dikken (2004) accounts for data very similar to (331c) by arguing that agreement between the matrix verb and the object of the infinitive in (332) is the result of direct agreement, which is blocked by an intervening DP constituent. This accounts for the fact that second person object agreement is possible only in the absence of the dative (or, as we can see, accusative) DP.


	
(332) Den Dikken (2004: 453 ex. (19b)

Hagy-lak (*János-nak) meg-látogat-ni téged.

let-2Obj.1Sg János-Dat perf-visit-Inf you.Acc

‘I let you be visited (by János).’



Szécsényi and Szécsényi (2019) offers a different account of the data, relying on some parallels between reflexive sentences and those with second person object agreement with an infinitival object.

The relevant observation is as follows: reflexive objects that are coreferent with the subject of the matrix verb are allowed in the infinitival clauses of hagy-sentences if and only if second person object agreement is also allowed, a very strong correlation. In example (333), the second person pronouns of the examples in (331) are simply substituted with reflexives, so the properties of reflexive constructions and the interpretations associated with them can offer some insight into the permissive constructions with second person agreement too.


	
(333) 


	
a. *(Én) nem hagy-om Mari-nak / Mari-t átver-ni magam-at.

I not let-DefObj.1Sg Mari-Dat / Mari-Acc deceive-Inf myself-Acc

Intended meaning: ‘I will not let Mary deceive me.’


	
b. (Én) nem hagy-om magam-nak / magam-at átver-ni Mari-t.

I not let-DefObj.1Sg myself-Dat / myself-Acc deceive-Inf Mari-Acc

‘I won’t let myself deceive Mary.’


	
c. (Én) nem hagy-om átver-ni magam-at.

I not let-DefObj.1Sg deceive-Inf myself-Acc

‘I will not let anyone deceive me.’





The alternation between an accusative and dative DP in the matrix clause of hagy-sentences has a somewhat puzzling property: no matter whether the form of a definite DP is dative or accusative, the matrix verb has the definite agreement form (334). This is as expected with a definite object, in accusative case, but normally dative DPs do not trigger definiteness agreement as they do not qualify as objects.


	
(334) (Én) nem *hagy-ok /✓ hagy-om / *hagy-lak

I not let-1Sg / let-DefObj.1Sg / let-2Obj.1Sg

Mari-nak / Mari-t átver-ni téged.

Mari-Dat / Mari-Acc deceive-Inf you. Acc

‘I don’t let Mary deceive you.’



One way to explain this is by claiming that the dative form is underlyingly an object as well, with performance-related factors accounting for its realization as a DP in dative case. This is supported by the observation that a dative DP is possible with an infinitival argument only when the embedded infinitive has an object of its own in the accusative case. While the verb hagy ‘let’ can take a dative complement with intransitive verbs in the embedded clause, in such cases the embedded clause is a subjunctive, not infinitival. Subjunctive clauses are finite clauses triggering finite agreement (possibly via the demonstrative pronoun azt ‘it.Acc’, impossible with infinitives). A combination of a dative DP with an embedded infinitive leads to ungrammaticality.


	
(335) 


	
a. *Hagy-ok / *hagy-om Mari-nak nyer-ni.

let-1Sg / let-DefObj.1Sg Mary-Dat win-Inf


	
b. Hagy-om Mari-nak (az-t), hogy nyer-jen.

let-DefObj.1Sg Mary-Dat it-Acc that win-Subj.3Sg

‘I let Mary win.’





The most relevant parallels are between (334c) and (333c), where there are no intervening dative or accusative arguments associated with the finite verbs, repeated here as (336a,b).


	
(336) 


	
a. (Én) nem *hagy-om /✓ hagy-lak átver-ni (téged).

I not let-DefObj.1Sg / let-2Obj.1Sg deceive-Inf you.Acc

‘I don’t let anybody deceive you.’


	
b. (Én) nem hagy-om átver-ni magam-at.

I not let-DefObj.1Sg deceive-Inf myself-Acc

‘I will not let anyone deceive me.’





In order to understand the properties of these constructions better, let us consider a variant with a different word order:


	
(337) 


	
a. (Én) nem *hagy-om /✓ hagy-lak téged átver-ni.

I not let-DefObj.1Sg / let-2Obj.1Sg you.Acc deceive-Inf

‘I don’t let anybody deceive you.’


	
b. (Én) nem hagy-om magamat átver-ni.

I not let-DefObj.1Sg myself-Acc deceive-Inf

‘I will not let anyone deceive me.’





The meaning of the sentences in (337) is the same as the meaning when the accusative pronouns are after the infinitive: the objects are understood as the objects of the infinitive as well, and a control interpretation where the pronouns showing object agreement with the finite verb identify the subject of the infinitive is ruled out. This is to say that in the embedded infinitive we are dealing with a passive structure left morphologically unmarked in the sentences in (337). With this in mind, we can come up with translations better reflecting the syntax of the sentences this way:


	
(337) 


	a’. ‘I don’t let you be deceived (by anybody).’

	b’. ‘I don’t let myself be deceived (by anybody).’





1.4.2.7 Concluding remarks

This section on long distance object agreement in sentences with infinitival embedding had two arguably different strategies of object agreement in its focus: definiteness agreement in the narrow sense where only the properties of the object determine the agreement form, and the special second person object agreement where the person and number of the subject is also encoded in the suffix.

We presented evidence for the two agreement patterns being independent by identifying different groups of verbs: one where both agreement types are obligatory, another where both are ruled out, and those cases where the two types of agreement part ways, indicating that we are indeed dealing with different mechanisms: it is possible to have second person object agreement without definiteness agreement, but definiteness agreement is also possible in some limited cases without the possibility of second person object agreement.

By expanding the scope of investigation to multiple infinitival constructions it could be argued that the agreement attested between the finite verb and the object of the infinitive is not directly between these two constituents but cyclically determined by the properties of the infinitival verbs in between: the presence of a non-agreeing verb blocks object agreement for both agreement types.

Finally, by comparing second person object agreement in permissive hagy ‘let’ constructions with reflexivization we could identify a morphologically unmarked passive interpretation in the embedded infinitival clause.


1.5 Bibliographical notes
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There is a debate on whether the dative case marked argument with which the infinitival head agrees in number and person is to be regarded as a “possessive argument” (É. Kiss 1986, 1987, 2001, Tóth 2002, Alberti 2020). Infinitival commands are discussed in Bartos (2002) and Halm (2021). The problem of ‘verb clusters’ (Szendrői and Tóth (2004), Brody 2004, Szendrői 2004, Csirmaz 2004, Alberti 2004, Olsvay 2004, É. Kiss 2004, Ackema 2004, Bartos 2004, Tóth 2004, den Dikken 2004, Alberti and Farkas 2018), including the problem of long distance object agreement (Csirmaz 2008, Bárány 2015, Szécsényi and Szécsényi 2016, 2017, 2019, 2020), goes back to Kálmán C. et al. (1989), Kenesei (1989) and Koopman and Szabolcsi (2000). Modal existential wh-constructions (MECs) are discussed in Lipták (2000, 2003), Prohászka et al. (2022) and Dóla et al. (2022).
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Introduction

This chapter discusses participles. According to the protocol sketched in the Introduction to the whole volume, section 2.1 deals with the head; it provides a survey of the most distinctive syntactic, semantic and morphological characteristics of the different types of participles, with special emphasis on their formation from their verbal basis (which is not regarded as a type of derivation in current generative grammars, see Kenesei (2000: 116–128); nevertheless, we use the marking ‘PartP’, but only as a shorthand, with no theoretical commitment to the traditional derivational approach, see Keszler (2000a: 317)). This will help readers to identify participles and participial phrases in Hungarian on the basis of their form, function and position in the sentence. Section 2.2 focuses on the internal syntax, while 2.3 on the external syntax of participial constructions, that is, the syntactic uses and sentence-internal distribution of participles.


2.1 Formation of participles and participial phrases

This section will give a general characterization of Hungarian participles and participial phrases through some of their more conspicuous properties.

Subsection 2.1.1 is devoted to the morphological properties of participles; it discusses the suffix variants they take and the productivity of the morphological process they are formed by.

Subsection 2.1.2 investigates the relationship between the participle and its verbal basis. It is mainly concerned with the effects of the formation process, with special emphasis on the inheritance of arguments and the semantic roles and information-structural functions of these arguments.

Although participialization is almost fully productive, it does have restrictions on the formation process depending on the type of the input verb. This topic is discussed in 2.1.3.

Participialization results in forms that, as exponents of an attributive function, pattern with adjectives (typical in this function) with respect to their syntactic distribution but retain a number of the syntactic and semantic characteristics of the input verb. Subsection 2.1.4 will inspect what kind of verbal and adjectival properties Hungarian participles have, and to what extent.


2.1.1 Forms of the participles

Three participial suffixes are considered in Hungarian grammars (e.g., Laczkó 2000a, Kiefer and Ladányi 2000a: 161). The suffix -ó is known as the present / continuous / simultaneous / active participial suffix (1a). The suffix -(Vt)t can be regarded as its supplement on the basis of its functioning as the past / perfect / anterior / passive participial suffix (1b). The suffix -AndÓ serves as a future / posterior (passive) participial suffix (1c). In this theory-neutral approach, the participial forms, on the basis of the corresponding suffix responsible for its formation, are referred to as ó-participles, t-participles, and andó-participles, respectively.

Note in passing that the suffixes -Ó and -(Vt)t can also function productively as deverbal nominalizers: for instance, író ‘writer’ (cf. ír ‘write’), fúró ‘drill’ (cf. fúr ‘drill’), temető ‘cemetery’ (cf. temet ‘bury’), felfedezettje ‘the person discovered by someone’, felfedeztével ‘with something having been discovered’ (cf. felfedez ‘discover’); see N1.3.1.3 and N1.1.4.


	
● Participles to be investigated


	
ó-participles

a problémát meg-old-ó diák

the problem.Acc perf-solve-ó student

‘the student who has/had solved the problem’


	
t-participles

a meg-old-ott probléma

the perf-solve-t problem

‘the problem (that has/had been) solved’


	
andó-participles

a meg-old-andó probléma

the perf-solve-andó problem

‘the problem to be solved’


	
ható-participles

a meg-old-ható probléma

the perf-solve-ható problem

‘the problem which can be solved’


	
diák meg-oldja a problémát.

the student perf-solve.3Sg the problem.Acc

‘The student will solve the problem.’





As the suffix -hAtÓ (1d) produces forms essentially with the syntactic distribution of, and with rather more than less verbal properties than, andó-participles, we have decided to consider them as ható-participles, and not adjectives (cf. Lipták and Kenesei (2016, 2017), who refer to them as passive potential participles).


Remark 1. Contrary to the traditional view, Lipták and Kenesei (2017: 45) argue that ható-affixation primarily produces complex syntactic objects (participial expressions, in our terminology) rather than adjectives. They show, by means of a number of tests, the differences between the two classes of items bearing the homophonous affix -ható/-hető: one a participial expression (a non-finite verb form), the other a lexicalized adjective. ható-affixation produces non-finite verb forms from transitive verbs, which differ from homologous adjectives in a number of syntactic, morphological, and morphophonological criteria, including the possibility of modification with intensifiers (Lipták and Kenesei 2017: 48), the availability of comparative forms (Lipták and Kenesei 2017: 49), and retaining the verb’s argument structure (Lipták and Kenesei 2017: 49–52). As for modification by intensifiers, such as kifejezetten ‘particularly’, or nagyon ‘very’, Lipták and Kenesei (2017: 48) show that these intensifiers are perfectly fine when modifying ordinary adjectives in Hungarian, and can also precede ható-adjectives (e.g., kifejezetten érthető ‘particularly understandable’), but not ható-participles (*kifejezetten leültethető ‘can definitely be seated’), see 2.1.4.2, sub IV. As for comparative formation, ható-adjectives like érthető ‘understandable’ or beszámítható ‘sane’ have morphological comparative forms (érthetőbb ‘more understandable’, beszámíthatóbb ‘saner’), just like ordinary, underived adjectives in Hungarian (e.g., nagyobb ‘bigger’), while ható-participial forms do not (e.g., *leültethetőbb ‘can be seated to a higher extent’); see 2.1.4.2, sub II. The property of retaining their base verb’s argument and event structure, however, is claimed to characterize the participial ható-variant (Lipták and Kenesei 2017: 47); see 2.1.4.1, sub IV.

These basic distinctive features have led Lipták and Kenesei (2017: 52–53) to the following conclusion: “Given that these clauses are productively derived in the syntax, under our analysis -ható is an inflectional affix, similarly to affixes yielding other participial forms in Hungarian, such as -ó/ő deriving present participles or -t/tt deriving passive (traditionally called past) participles, see, among others, Laczkó (2000a, 2001, 2008).”

As for semantic content, compositionality is a basic aspect of meaning that can differentiate between adjectival and participial ható-forms (Lipták and Kenesei 2017: 53): as exemplified by the two variants of megbízható in (i-i’), the compositional variant is the participial one (i’).


	
(i) Individual-level predicate

János megbíz-ható(-bb mint Mari).

János perf.trust-ható(-Comp than Mari)

‘János is (more) trustable (than Mari).’


	
(i’) Stage-level predicate

János ma meg-bíz-ható ezzel a feladattal.

János today perf-entrust-ható this.Ins the task.Ins

‘János can be entrusted with this task today.’



Compositionality, however, is not the only aspect of meaning that can differentiate between adjectival and participial ható-forms (Lipták and Kenesei 2017: 53–54). Often one can find a distinction in interpretation when it comes to the stage- vs. individual-level readings. While ható-participles express stage-level predicates, ható-adjectives have individual-level readings, as adjectives usually denote inherent properties. To illustrate, consider the case of megbízható ‘trustable’. As an adjective (i), without any modifiers indicating temporal boundedness, it is used to express someone’s permanent characteristic; as a ható- participle (i’), on the other hand, it expresses its subject’s temporary, transient property.

Another crucial observation made by Lipták and Kenesei (2017: 58–59), based on similar observations by Farkas (2013), concerns verbal particle positions (see 2.1.4.1, sub III). When the verb affixed by ható functions as the main predicate of the clause (ii), it must strand its verbal particle if the sentence contains focus or sentential negation (ii’-ii”). On the other hand, ható-adjectives do not allow for such verbal particle placement; in fact, verbal particles can never occur in non-adjacent position with respect to the host verb: in the cases of ható-adjectives (iii), the verbal particle cannot split off or appear in any position other than the position immediately next to the verb (iii’-iii”).


	
ii János meg-bíz-ható ma a feladattal.

János perf-entrust-ható today the task.Ins

‘János can be entrusted with the task today.’


	
ii’ jános [bíz-ható ma meg] /

János entrust-ható today perf /

*[meg-bíz-ható ma] a feladattal.

perf-entrust-ható today the task.Ins

‘It is János who can be entrusted with the task today.’


	
ii” János [nem bíz-ható ma meg] /

János not entrust-ható today perf /

*[nem meg-bíz-ható ma] a feladattal.

not perf-entrust-ható today the task.Ins

‘János cannot be entrusted today with the task.’


	
iii János ma be-számít-ható.

János today into-count-ható

‘János is sane today.’


	
iii’ *JÁNOS számít-ható ma be.

János count-ható today into

Intended meaning: ‘It is János who is sane today.’


	
iii” *János nem számít-ható ma be.

János not count-ható today into

Intended meaning: ‘János is not sane.’



Lipták and Kenesei (2017: 59) attribute these facts to a radical syntactic difference between the two types of examples, a difference that is completely in line with the predictions of their analysis that assigns the ható-form illustrated in (iii-iii”) lexical status, and that of (ii-ii”) a syntactic one.

The same kind of syntactic argument can also be made with reference to another syntactic process, ellipsis, as claimed by Lipták and Kenesei (2017: 60–62): one of the forms of clausal or TenseP ellipsis in Hungarian affects the tensed domain of the finite clause in positive answers to a polar question. The kind of verbal particle placement in question can be observed in ható-participles as well, as illustrated in (iv) below. When ható-forms are used as main predicates of the clause, the verbal particle associated with the base verb can be left behind in positive answers to polar questions. In other words, ellipsis eliminates the tensed domain together with the main predicate, but to the exclusion of the verbal particle.


	iv 


	
Meg-bíz-ható János a feladattal?

perf-entrust-ható János the task.Ins

‘Is János entrustable with the task?’


	
Meg [ TenseP bíz-ható János a feladattal].

perf entrust-ható János the task.Ins

‘He is.’




	
iv’ 


	
Be-számít-ható ma János?

into-count-ható today János

‘Is János sane today?’


	
*Be [TenseP számít-ható ma János].

into count-ható today János

Intended meaning: ‘He is.’




	
iv” 


	
Meg-bíz-ható-bb János mint Mari?

perf-trust-ható-Comp János than Mari

‘Is János more trustable than Mari?’


	
*Meg [TenseP bíz-ható-bb János mint Mari].

perf trust-ható-Comp János than Mari

Intended meaning: ‘He is.’





Lexical ható-adjectives, however, do not allow for the splitting up of the ható-word in the same way. In these cases the verbal particle cannot function as an answer to the question. In (iv’), this is shown for the case of beszámítható ‘sane’, and in (iv”), this is shown for the adjective megbízható ‘trustable’ characterized by an individual-level reading (cf. (i) above).

The last distinctive phenomenon discussed by Lipták and Kenesei (2017: 63–64) is based on morphophonology. They point out that, when ható-forms are used as predicates, the linking vowel preceding the plural suffix -k is optional in the case of ható-adjectives, at least for most speakers (v), but it cannot appear in the case of ható-participles (v’).


	
v A piros színű gombá-k nem ehető-k / ehető-ek.

the red colored mushroom-Pl not edible-Pl / edible-PL

‘Red mushrooms are not edible.’


	
v’ A 10 évesnél régebbi használt autók

the 10 year.Ade older used car.Pl

nem számít-ható-k /*? számít-ható-ak be egy új autó árába.

not count-ható-Pl / count-ható-Pl into a new car price.Poss.Ill

‘Cars older than 10 years cannot be counted toward the price of the new car.’




All in all, this chapter examines a uniform discussion of four types of participles.

Examples (2a-a’,b) illustrate further verb-based categories which can also appear as attributive satellites of nouns but held to be adjectives rather than participles. That is, the productive derivational suffixes in (2a-a’) and the non-productive one in (2b) are considered to be deverbal adjectivalizers, see Kiefer and Ladányi (2000a: 160–163) and Kiefer and Ladányi (2000b: 193), respectively. The sentences in (2a”,b’) illustrate the corresponding derivational bases.


	
● Deverbal adjectives—not to be investigated (2)


	
a -AtlAn/-tAlAn

a meg-old-atlan probléma

the perf-solve-Adjr problem

‘the unsolved problem’


	
a’ -hAtAtlAn

a meg-old-hatatlan probléma

the perf-solve-Adjr problem

‘the problem which cannot be solved’


	
a” Ili meg-oldja a problémát.

Ili perf-solve.3Sg the problem.Acc

‘Ili will solve the problem.’


	
b -ékeny / -ékony (non-productive; see Kiefer and Ladányi (2000b: 193))

az enged-ékeny tanár

the permit-Adjr teacher

‘the permissive teacher’


	
b’ A tanár gyakran enged a követelményekből.

the teacher often permit.3Sg the requirement.Ela

‘The teacher often reduces requirements.’







The four series of examples in (3) and (5-7) are devoted to a basic overview of the ranges of use of the four participle types. We follow Laczkó (2000a) in considering three times two verb types as the basis of formation: transitives (a-b), and intransitives with Agent (c-d) and Theme (e-f) subjects, with a [+perfective] (a,c,e) and a [–perfective] (b,d,f) representative in each of the three types.

As presented in (3), Ó-participles can be formed from all the six types of verbs in question. A (matrix) noun phrase in which the Ó-participial phrase serves as an attributive referentially corresponds to the subject of the input verb—that is, ‘the verb whose argument structure is (methodologically) regarded as forming the basis of the formation process’—as well as the phonetically null subject of the PartP. The precise and methodologically uniform formulation of this triple correspondence is a difficult problem the solution of which inevitably requires a somewhat theory-specific construal of participial constructions, discussed and illustrated in Remark 2. The terminology we will use, a generalization of the one used in Laczkó (2000a: 410), is as follows, concerning, say, the example in (3a): (i) the PartP is assumed to have a phonetically null subject, a pronominal element by which the person who is claimed to have solved a particular problem is referred to; (ii) the entire matrix NP, by which a particular boy is referred to, can be formulated as the matrix noun phrase that (referentially) corresponds to the phonetically null subject; (iii) the input of the participialization resulting in the PartP can be referred to as the lexical basis (of formation; a common lexical source from which both finite and non-finite versions of the respective clauses are projected) parts of which will sometimes be referred to as the input subject/object. It is important to emphasize that the linguistic content of the connection between a PartP and its finite counterpart, including the connection between the grammatical functions in which the corresponding arguments appear in the PartP and in the lexical basis, is not discussed theoretically in this theory-neutral book; the use of the term lexical basis, however, is inevitable because this approach is the simplest way to attempt to exhaustively enumerate the various non-finite constructions and to systematically compare them to each other.


	
● The range of use of ó-participles (3)


	
felatot meg-old-ó fiú

the task.Acc perf-solve-ó boy

‘the boy who (has/had) solved the problem’


	
levest kavargat-ó lány

the soup.Acc stir-ó girl

‘the girl (who is) stirring the soup’


	
fel-kiált-ó fiú

the up-shout-ó boy

‘the boy who (has/had) cried out’


	
kiabál-ó fiú

the scream-ó boy

‘the boy who is screaming’


	
fel-épül-ő ház

the up-be_under_construction-ó house

‘the house that will have been built’


	
az épül-ő ház

the be_under_construction-ó house

‘the house (that is) under construction’






Remark 2. The terminology just proposed is uniformly illustrated below for all the four types of participles. The finite clause in (i) corresponds to all the PartPs shown in the (a)-examples in (ii-v). The noun phrases including relative clauses in the (a’-a”)-examples are alternative formulations of the corresponding (a)-examples with almost the same meanings; a slight difference is inevitable due to the more complex facilities of finite constructions in expressing temporal/aspectual factors.

It holds for the ó-participle in (ii.a) that participant x’ in the simple semantic formula in (ii.b’) can be construed as being expressed within the given PartP as its phonetically null (pronominal) subject (PRO), which corresponds to the nominative case marked explicit relative pronoun in italics in the relative clause shown in (ii.b’). The phonetically null subject in question referentially corresponds to the matching matrix noun phrase by which participant x in formula (ii.b) is referred to, as formulated in (ii.b”).


	
i A dékán el-küldte a nyelvészt a konferenciára.

the dean away-send.Past.DefObj.3Sg the linguist.Acc the conference.Sub

‘The dean sent the linguist to the conference.’


	ii 


	a a nyelvészt a konferenciára el-küld-ő dékán

the linguist.Acc the conference.Sub away-send-ó dean

‘the dean who sent the linguist to the conference’


	a’ a dékán, aki el-küldte a nyelvészt a konferenciára

the dean who away-send.Past.DefObj.3Sg the linguist.Acc the conf.Sub

‘the dean who sent the linguist to the conference’


	b x is a particular dean

	b′ x’ sent the linguist to the conference

	b″ x=x’ (the given participants referentially correspond to each other)




It holds for the three passive PartPs in the (a)-examples in (iii-v) that participant y’ in the corresponding (b’)-formulas can be construed as being expressed within the corresponding PartP as its phonetically null subject, which corresponds to the nominative case marked (explicit) relative pronoun in the corresponding relative clause that contains a passive VP (a”) (and the accusative case marked (explicit) relative pronoun in the corresponding relative clause that contains an active sentence (a’); the phonetically null pronominal argument in a passive PartP is thus named a phonetically null subject, and not object, after the nominative case marking of the relative pronoun in the corresponding passive relative clause; see also Remark 14 in 2.2.1.1.2). The phonetically null subject in question referentially corresponds to the matching matrix noun phrase by which participant y in the concerned (b)-formulas concerned is referred to.


	
iii 


	
a konferenciára el-küld-ött nyelvész

the conference.Sub away-send-t linguist

‘the linguist who was sent to the conference’


	
a’ a nyelvész, akit el-küldtek a konferenciára

the linguist who.Acc away-send.Past.DefObj.3Pl the conf.Sub

‘the linguist who was sent to the conference’


	
a” a nyelvész, aki el lett küldve a konferenciára

the linguist who away become.Past.3Sg send.va the conf.Sub

‘the linguist who was sent to the conference’


	b y is a particular linguist

	b′ y’ was sent to the conference

	b″ y=y’ (the given participants referentially correspond to each other)



	
iv 


	
a konferenciára el-küld-endő nyelvész

the conference.Sub away-send-andó linguist

‘the linguist who should be sent to the conference’


	
a’ a nyelvész, akit el kell küldeni a konferenciára

the linguist who.Acc away must.3Sg send.Inf the conf.Sub

‘the linguist who has to be sent to the conference’


	
a” ? a nyelvész, aki elküldendő a konferenciára

the linguist who away.send.andó the conf.Sub

‘the linguist who had to be sent to the conference’


	b y is a particular linguist

	b′ y’ had to be sent to the conference

	b″ y=y’ (the given participants referentially correspond to each other)



	
v 


	
a konferenciára el-küld-hető nyelvész

the conference.Sub away-send-ható linguist

‘the linguist who can be sent to the conference’


	
a’ a nyelvész, akit el lehet küldeni a konferenciára

the linguist who.Acc away be.Mod.3Sg send.Inf the conf.Sub

‘the linguist who can be sent to the conference’


	
a” a nyelvész, aki elküldhető a konferenciára

the linguist who away.send.ható the conf.Sub

‘the linguist who can be sent to the conference’


	b y is a particular linguist

	b′ y’ can be sent to the conference

	b″ y=y’ (the given participants referentially correspond to each other)




The relative clause given in (vi) with an oblique case marked relative pronoun (vi.a’), with the semantic content provided in (vi.b-b”), has no participial counterpart (vi.a), obviously due to the grammatical function that belongs to participant z’ in the lexical basis that is not subject or object.


	
vi 


	a [no corresponding PartP]

	a’ a konferencia, amire a dékán el-küldte a nyelvészt
the conference what.Sub the dean away-send.Past.DefObj.3Sg the ling.Acc

‘the conference to which the dean sent the linguist’


	b z is a particular conference

	b′ z’ is an occasion to which the dean sent the linguist

	b″ z=z’ (the given participants referentially correspond to each other)




It is also important to clarify the distribution of thematic roles among the three referentially identified participants: the phonetically null subject in the PartP, marked by PRO in (vii-a-c), has the same thematic role as the equivalent argument in the finite clause, practically due to their lexically determined relationship, while the matrix noun phrase has an independent thematic role since this role is assigned by the predicate that the given noun phrase belongs to in the matrix clause. In (vii.a), for instance, the phonetically null subject of the PartP bears the Agent role of the subject in the lexical basis provided in (i) while the matrix noun phrase is assigned a Theme role by the finite verb elájul ‘faint’ in the matrix clause. In (vii.b), the opposite distribution of roles can be observed: the phonetically null subject in the PartP bears the Theme role in the (same) lexical basis while the matrix noun phrase is assigned an Agent role by the verb hazautazik ‘travel home’. It is not excluded, either, that the two independent thematic roles happen to coincide (vii.c).


	
vii 


	
Elájult [a nyelvészt a GLOW-ra el-küld-ő PROAgent dékán]Theme.

faint.Past.3Sg the linguist.Acc the GLOW-Sub away-send-ó dean

‘The dean who sent the linguist to the GLOW fainted.’


	
Hazautazott [a GLOW-ra el-küld-ött PROTheme nyelvész]Agent.

home.travel.Past.3Sg the GLOW-Sub away-send-T linguist

‘The linguist who was sent to the GLOW traveled home.’


	
Elájult [a GLOW-ra el-küld-ött PROTheme nyelvész]Theme.

faint.Past.3Sg the GLOW-Sub away-send-t linguist

‘The linguist who was sent to the GLOW fainted.’






As pointed out by Laczkó (2000a: 422, ex. (28a-b)), out of the six verb types, there is one type, the [+perfective] intransitive with a Theme subject, which can readily undergo both Ó-participialization and t-participialization. In this particular case, thus, the division of labor between Ó-participles and t-participles does not concern the argument structure of the input verb. As the [+perfective] feature of the input verb determines an anterior aspectual character in both cases—which is an aspectual value primarily associated with the “past”/“anterior” t-participles—, it is the tense of the matrix sentence that is selected by the choice between the two participle types. As illustrated in (4), if the matrix sentence is about the future, the Ó-participle is to be applied, while the past tense of the matrix sentence is only compatible with a t- participle (in the construction considered).


	
● Division of labor between Ó- and t-participles


	
A holnap 12 órára fel-épül-ő /*fel-épül-t

the tomorrow 12 clock.Sub up-be_under_construction-ó / up-be_under_construction-ó

házat az elnök fogja holnapután felavatni.

house.Acc the president will.3Sg day_after_tomorrow up.inaugurate.Inf

‘The house that will have been built by 12 o’clock tomorrow will be inaugurated the day after tomorrow by the president.’


	
A tegnapelőtt 12 órára *fel-épül-ő /

the day_before_yesterday 12 clock.Sub up-be_under_construction-ó /

✓ fel-épül-t házat tegnap az elnök avatta fel.

up-be_under_construction-ó house.Acc yesterday the president inaugurate.Past.3Sg up

‘The house that had been built by 12 o’clock the day before yesterday was inaugurated yesterday by the president.’





As presented in (5), t-participles can only be formed from three of the six types of verbs. They can be formed from both transitive types (5a-b) in a way that the phonetically null subject of the participle will correspond to the object in the lexical basis. Of the four intransitive types, t-participles can only be formed from [+perfective] intransitives with a Theme subject (5e), in which case the phonetically null subject of the participle will obviously correspond to this Theme subject. It can be regarded as a consequence of this generalization that intransitives with an Agent subject cannot undergo t-participialization (5c-d). It is a further constraint that [–perfective] intransitives cannot undergo t-participialization (5f).


	
● The range of use of t-participles


	
a (Péter által) meg-old-ott feladat

the Péter by perf-solve-t task

‘the problem (that has/had been) solved (by Péter)’


	
a (Péter által) kavargat-ott lves

the Péter by stir-T soup

‘the soup that is being stirred (by Péter)’


	
*a fel-kiált-ott fiú

the up-shout-t boy

Potential variants of intended meaning: ‘the boy who (has/had) cried out’


	
*a kiabál-t fiú

the scream-t boy

Intended meaning: ‘the boy who was / [has/had been] screaming’


	
a fel-épül-t ház

the up-be_under_construction-t house

‘the house (that has/had been) constructed’


	
*az épül-t ház

the be_under_construction-t house

Potential variants of intended meaning: ‘the house that was / has been under construction’







As presented in (6), the basis of andó-participialization is even narrower than that of t-participialization; andó-participles can readily be formed only from the two transitive verb types (6a-b). In this domain andó-participialization patterns with t-participialization in their passivizing character, that is, in producing participial phrases with phonetically null subjects corresponding to the object/Theme argument in the lexical basis. Nevertheless, as shown in (6g), there are certain [–perfective] intransitive verbs with a Theme subject from which not fully unacceptable andó-participial constructions can be originated, see Remark 3 below.


	
● The range of use of andó-participles


	
a (??Péter által) meg-old-andó feladat

the Péter by perf-solve-andó task

‘the problem that should be solved (by Péter)’


	
a (??Péter által) kavargat-andó leves

the Péter by stir-andó soup

‘the soup that should be being stirred (by Péter)’


	
*a fel-kiált-andó fiú

the up-cry-andó boy

Intended meaning: ‘the boy who should cry out’


	
*a kiabál-andó fiú

the scream-andó boy

Intended meaning: ‘the boy who should be screaming’


	
*a fel-épúl-endő ház

the up-be_under_construction-andó house

Intended meaning: ‘the house that should be constructed’


	
*az épül-endő ház

the be_under_construction-andó house

Intended meaning: ‘the house that should be under construction’


	
az ??(*?meg-)alakul-andó páart

the (perf-)be_evolve-andó party

‘the party that is about to be formed’





There is, however, a significant difference between the two types of passive participialization: the acceptability of the Hungarian correspondents of by-phrases (e.g., Péter által ’Péter by’) by which the subject/Agent of the input transitive verb may be presented has an unclear status in the case of andó-participialization (6a-b), while the corresponding constructions in the case of t-participialization are fully acceptable (5a-b).

In the case of ható-participialization, which is also of a passive type in the above sense, the acceptability of the corresponding by-phrases is highly context-dependent, as shown in (7a-c), and is also higly speaker dependent: Lipták and Kenesei (2017: 49–50), for instance, qualify similar ható-constructions containing by-phrases as much more acceptable than the authors of this chapter; we can accept them only in the case of special contexts, containing quantifiers, for instance (see is ’also’ in (7a’,b’) and bárki ’anyone’ in (7c). The criteria for acceptability of the constructions in question requires future research.

As also shown in (7a-b), another kind of (postpositional-like) phrase may substitute for the by-phrase in certain cases (7a,a’) but not across the board (7b,b’). There are two further differences between the two future-oriented types of participialization. First, ható-participialization strictly insists on a transitive verbal basis; compare (7a-b) to (7d-h). Second, of the two interpretations of future, andó-participles typically express necessity (Laczkó 2000a: 441), while ható-participles express possibility, as illustrated by the corresponding translations.


	
● The range of use of ható-participles


	
a a (Péter *?átal/ (?)számára) meg-old-ható feladat

the Péter by / for.3Sg perf-solve-ható task

‘the problem that can be solved (by Péter)’


	
a′ a Péter ?által/✓számára is meg-old-ható feladat

the Péter by / for.3Sg also perf-solve-ható task

‘the problem that can be solved also by Péter’


	b a (Péter *?által/*?számára) kavargat-ható leves

	
the Péter by / for.3Sg stir-ható soup

‘the soup that can be (being) stirred (by Péter)’


	b′ a Péter (?) által /??számára is kavargat-ható leves

	
the Péter by / for.3Sg also stir-ható soup

‘the soup that can be (being) stirred also by Péter’





	
a bárki /??Mari által le-tölt-hető program

the anyone / Mari by down-load-ható program

‘the program that can be downloaded by anyone / Mari

(based on Lipták and Kenesei (2017: 50, ex. (13b)


	
*a fel-kiált-ható fiú

the up-cry-ható boy

Intended meaning: ‘the boy who might cry out’


	*a kiabál-ható fiú

the scream-ható boy

Intended meaning: ‘the boy who might be screaming in the future’


	
*a fel-épül-hető ház

the up-be_under_construction-ható house

Intended meaning: ‘the house that might be constructed in the future’


	
*az épül-hető ház

the be_under_construction-ható house

Intended meaning: ‘the house that might be under construction in the future’


	
az *?(*meg-)alakul-ható párt

the (perf-)be_under_construction-ható party

Intended meaning: ‘the party that might be formed’





The series of examples in (8) serves as an illustration of Kiefer and Ladányi’s (2000: 162) argumentation against the hypothesis according to which ható-participles are actually ó-participles formed from the versions of verbs containing the suffix -hAt ‘can’ (see also 2.1.3). The argumentation is illustrated in the three basic verb types considered as potential input of ó-participialization (3).


	
● ható ≠ -hAt+-Ó


	
a A csapat fel-épít(-het) egy ház-at.

the team up-build(-Mod) a house-Acc

‘The team will/can construct a house.’


	
a’ a házat fel-épít(*-het)-ő csapat

the house-Acc up-build(-Mod) -ó team

‘the team constructing a house / Intended: the team which can construct a house’


	
a” a fel-épít-het-ő ház

the up_build-ható house

‘the house which can be constructed’


	
b A fiú ugrál(-hat).

the boy jump(-Mod)

‘The boy [is jumping] / [can jump].’


	
b’ *az ugrál(*-hat)-ó fiú

the jump(-Mod)-ható boy

‘the jumping boy / Intended: the boy who can jump’


	
c A ház fel-épül(-het).

the house up-be_under_construction(-Mod)

‘The house will / can be constructed.’


	
c’ a fel-épül(*-het)-ő ház

the be_under_construction(-Mod)-Ó house

‘the house (which is being) constructed’ / Intended:‘the house that might be constructed in the future’





The argumentation is based on the fact that the suffix -hAt ‘can’ does not change the argument structure—in neither verb type, as shown in (8a,b,c). Thus, if -hAtÓ were formed as [-hAt+-Ó], the result should be an active participle patterning with those presented in (3); see the intended meanings in (8a’,b’,c’), in which the matrix noun phrase corresponds to the subject in the lexical basis. Instead, the resulting ható-construction, in the case of a transitive input (8a), is such that the matrix noun phrase in question corresponds to the object of the input verb (8a”), while in the case of the intransitive input variants (8b,c), we get no acceptable ható-constructions (8b’,c’). Therefore, -hAtÓ is not to be regarded as a compositional combination of the segments discussed but functions as a monolithic passive participializer (cf. (5-6)). For an alternative, compositional analysis of -hAtÓ suffix (based on the idea of the simultaneous presence of a passive -hAt and a distinct active -hAt), see Lipták and Kenesei (2017: 65).

Note in passing that the authors mentioned above (Kiefer and Ladányi 2000: 162) claim that the suffix -hAtAtlAn, illustrated in (2a’) above, may be regarded as a compositional combination of the suffix -hAt ‘can’ and the privative suffix -AtlAn, which produces passive forms, as illustrated in (2a). This analysis, however, requires the traditional classification according to which -hAt is a derivational suffix (Keszler 2000a: 315–318). If, however, -hAt is regarded as an inflectional suffix (e.g., Kenesei 1996, Bartos 2000: 716–718), -hAtAtlAn should be categorized as a monolithic adjectivalizer (since an inflectional suffix cannot be followed by a derivational one). For further arguments for the indivisibility of the suffix -hAtAtlAn, see Bartos (2000: 716–718).

The generalizations on the distribution of the four participle types illustrated in (3-7) are summarized in Table 1. References to these types are highlighted in bold as four further “alternative” types of t-participles (not in bold) are also placed in the system, primarily in order to show how ó-participles and t-participles penetrate into each other’s fundamental domains, the Agent column and the Theme column, respectively. Given the non-standard status of these “alternative” types of t-participles, a remark is devoted to their illustration and (very brief) discussion (Remark 3). The remark also contains a comment on andó-participles.


Table 1: Division of labor between Ó-, T-, andó-, and Ható-participles, and four further “alternative” types of T-participles ⏎


	
	Agent
	Theme (T4: Maleficiary)



	transitive
	+perf
	Ó(3a) T1(i) T2(ii)
	T(5a) T3(iii’) T4(iv’) ANDÓ(6a) ható(7a)


	–perf
	Ó(3b)
	T(5b) T3(iii) T4 (iv) ANDÓ(6b) ható(7b)


	intransitive
	+perf
	Ó(3c) T1(i’) T2(ii’)
	Ó(3e),(4a) T(5e),(4b) % ANDÓ(6g)


	–perf
	Ó(3d)
	Ó(3f) % ANDÓ(6g)



Remark 3. This remark serves to discuss five types of participialization referred to in the literature as alternative modes of participialization that can be regarded as existing in present-day Hungarian but non-standard in some way or another.

First of all, let us return to andó-participialization. As pointed out by Laczkó (2000a: 441–443), there is a language variant of Hungarian in which it is possible to form andó-participles from intransitive verbs with a Theme subject. The relevant examples, which are in (6g) above, are judged there as basically unacceptable by the two authors of this chapter, while the speakers of this language variant take these examples to be fully acceptable; see the symbols % in Table 1. In this language variant, thus, the verbal basis of andó-participialization is the same as that of t-participialization, and, as shown by the intended meaning given in (6g), this extended variant of participialization produces forms with meanings that cannot be created by ó- or t-participialization (or by the even more restricted ható-participialization).

The version of t-participialization illustrated in (i-i’) is used in newspapers (Laczkó 2000a: 431–434); see the T1-participles in Table 1. In spite of its formation by the suffix -Vt(t), it follows the active pattern of grammatical-function distribution, as shown by its placement in the Agent column of the table, in the company of Ó-participles. As a manifestation of the active pattern, input objects, for instance, retain their accusative case marking (Laczkó 2000a: 431); see (i’). As Laczkó (2000a: 432) points out, t1-participles fill the gap of an unambiguously active anterior participle, useful in newspapers as a concise alternative to lengthy subordinate clauses (see the translations in (i-i’)). Presumably due to its usefulness, there seems to emerge a tendency that T1-participles are increasingly held to be part of standard language use; however, it would require sophisticated methodological as well as statistical tools to capture this potential tendency.


	
i az Európa-ligában a nyolcaddöntőig menetel-t fővárosiak

the Europa-League.Ine the last_16.Ter march-T1 capital_city.Adjr.Pl

‘a/the team of the capital, which has marched until the last 16 in the Europa League’

(13.04.2023. https://magyarnemzet.hu/sport/2023/04/csercseszov-a-fradi-szurkolok-kereszttuzeben-mar-az-utodjat-is-megneveztek)


	
i’ a két mérkőzést egymás után le-játsz-ott csapat

the two match.Acc each_other after down-play-T1 team

‘the team, which played two matches one after another‘

(Laczkó 2000a: 431, ex. (46d)



There is another active version of t-participles with the same distribution as t1-participles, referred to as t2-participles in Table 1. These participles are formed from a small group of verbs with Experiencer subjects and special objects (Laczkó 2000a: 434). Of the two examples in (ii-ii’), (ii) is to be regarded as a participle as the given participial head is associated with an accusative case marked argument, while (ii’) is to be regarded as an adjective, regarding its gradability (Laczkó 2000a: 434).


	
ii a világ-ot lát-ott utazó

the world-Acc see-t2 traveler

‘the traveler who got to see the world’

(Laczkó 2000a: 434, ex. (48c))


	
ii’ a tapasztal-t(-abb) tengerész

the experience-t2(-Comp) sailor

‘the (more) experienced sailor’

(Laczkó 2000a: 434)

The third version of t-participles, illustrated in (iii) below and referred to as t3-participles in Table 1 above, can be regarded as a result of a passive type of formation process in respect of grammatical-function distribution, similar to the standard t-participles, see (5) above. It is a difference, however, that the input of the formation process is restricted to transitive verbs. Further, in respect of the appearance of the input subject, this formation process is to be regarded as an active one, since the input subject obligatorily appears in the output participial construction (and not as the attributivized nominal head outside) and it retains its Nominative / unmarked case marking (instead of appearing as a by-phrase), as pointed out by Nádasdi (2012: 185). As shown in (iii), the unmarked subject, an obligatorily non-pronominal singular or plural noun (or noun phrase), triggers a 3Sg suffix on the participial head, independent of the number of the subject. Moreover, the suffix in question cannot be replaced with its non-singular and/or non-third-person alternatives in present-day Hungarian (iii”) (cf. Lengyel 2000: 236). t3-participles in general are less frequent in colloquial Hungarian, they can be regarded as somewhat archaic and/or sophisticated- written-style alternatives to their standard t-participle counterparts with a by-phrase as an expression of the input subject. It is shown in (iii’) that there are originally t3-participial constructions that can be seen in present-day Hungarian as lexically fixed idiomatic expressions (NB: despite their compound-like phonetic realization, the person suffixation serves as an argument against such a construal, see Kenesei (1986b).


	
iii a Vágó István vezet-t-e vetélkedő

the Vágó István host-t3-3Sg game_show

‘the game show (that is) hosted by István Vágó’

(Nádasdi 2012: 9)


	
iii’ az egér-rág-t-a / por-lep-t-e könyv

the mouse-chew-t3-3Sg / dust-cover-t3-3Sg book

‘the mouse-eaten book / the book (that is) covered by dust’

(Nádasdi 2012: 36)


	
iii” ?az olvas-t-am / olvas-t-ad könyv

the read-t3-1Sg / read-t3-2Sg book

‘the book read by me / youSg’

Finally, let us consider what are referred to as T4-participles in Table 1; see (iv). The underlying participialization patterns with t3-participialization in retaining the unmarked status of the input subject (Nádasdi 2012: 170). There is a difference, however, in the type of the input verb: they are intransitive verbs with a Theme subject. There is thus no object in the input argument structure for the phonetically-null-subject role of the output PartP to correspond to. What will correspond to the phonetically null subject is not an original argument of the input verb but a constituent that is present in the input construction as the possessor of the subject. The possessor might be regarded as an “inherited” argument of the input verb, which can be furnished with a Maleficiary thematic role (“who suffers harm from something”). Hence, this Maleficiary can be regarded as serving as the phonetically null subject of the T4-participle. Example (iv’) presents lexically fixed idiomatic expressions that show the properties typical of T4-participles.


	
iv a türelm-e fogy-ott vásárló

the patience-3Sg run_out-t4 customer

‘the customer who has run out of patience’

(Nádasdi 2012: 44, 206)


	
(iv’) a(z) [nyom-a vesz-ett] / agy-a-lágyul-t ember

the trace-3Sg be_lost-t4 / brain-3Sg-soften-t4 man

‘the man who [has disappeared] / [is an idiot]’

(Nádasdi 2012: 44, 205, 210, 243)




The data in (9) below exhibit the productivity of all types of participialization, which is demonstrated by the fact that even neologisms (9a,b,c,d)) and nonce verbs (9a’,b’,c’,d’)) can readily serve as input.


	
● Is participialization a productive formation process?


	
ó-participles


	
a facebookoz-ó diák

the facebook-Ó student

‘the student who Facebooks’


	
a’ a gorpol-ó diák

the gorp-Ó student

‘the student who is gorping’




	
T-participles


	
b a szkippel-t téma

the skip-t topic

‘the topic which has been skipped’


	
b’ a meg-gorpol-t probléma

the perf-gorp-t problem

‘the problem which has been gorped’




	
andó-participles


	
c a szkippel-endő téma

the skip-andó topic

‘the topic to skip’


	
c’ a meg-gorpol-andó probléma

the perf-gorp-andó problem

‘the problem to gorp’




	
ható-participles


	
d a szkippel-hető téma

the skip-ható topic

‘the topic which can be skipped’


	
d’ a meg-gorpol-ható probléma

the perf-gorp-ható problem

‘the problem which can be gorped’







The Hungarian participle markers are traditionally referred to as derivational suffixes (Keszler 2000a: 317, see also Laczkó 2000a: 409). In this volume, however, we essentially follow Kenesei’s alternative stance, who argues for their status as non-finite clause type marking inflectional suffixes (Kenesei 2000: 116–128).

As for the forms of the suffixes of the participles, all the four types have allomorphs (10). In the case of Ó-, andó- and ható-participles, the choice of the suffix basically depends on frontness vowel harmony (10a,c,d)), and in certain cases, historical factors also have an impact, as illustrated in (10a’,c’,d’)). On vowel harmony in Hungarian, see, for instance, Törkenczy (2011), Rebrus and Törkenczy (2015), and a brief summary on the topic in N1.1.1.2.


	
● Allomorphs of the Hungarian participial suffixes


	
ò-participles: -ó / -ő


	
a kiabál-ó / néz-ő

scream-Ó / watch-Ó

‘someone who is screaming / [watching someone/something]’


	
a’ lő ~ löv-ő / tesz ~ tev-ő / eszik ~ ev-ő / iszik ~ iv-ó

shoot.3Sg shoot-Ó / place.3Sg place-Ó / eat.3Sg eat-Ó / drink.3Sg drink-Ó

‘shoots ~ who shoots / places ~ who places / eats ~ who eats / drinks ~ who drinks’




	
T-participles: -t / -Vtt


	
b vár-t / kavargat-ott / keverget-ett / köröz-ött

wait-t / stir-t / stir-t / be_sought-t

‘something or someone that is being waited for / stirred / stirred / wanted’


	
b’ lő ~ lő-tt / tesz ~ te-tt / eszik ~ ev-ett / iszik ~ iv-ott

shoot.3Sg shoot-t / place.3Sg place-t / eat.3Sg eat-t / drink.3Sg drink-t

‘shoots ~ shot / places ~ placed / eats ~ eaten / drinks ~ drunk’


	
b” varr-t ~ varr-ott / ír-t ~ ír-ott / fon-t ~ fon-ott

sew-Past.3Sg sew-t / write.Past.3Sg write-t / spin.Past.3Sg spin-t

‘she was sewing ~ sewn / she was writing ~ written / she was spinning ~ spun’




	
andó-participles: -andó / -endő


	
c kavargat-andó / keverget-endő

stir-andó / stir-andó

‘something which must be stirred’


	
c’ lő ~ löv-endő / tesz ~ te-endő /

shoot.3Sg shoot-andó / place.3Sg place-andó /

eszik ~ *e-endő ??ev-endő / iszik ~ *i-andó

??iv-andó

eat.3Sg eat-andó eat-andó / drink.3Sg drink-andó drink-andó

‘shoots ~ to shoot / places ~ to place / eats ~ to eat / drinks ~ to drink’




	
ható-participles: -ható / -hető


	
d kavargat-ható / keverget-hető

stir-ható / stir-ható

‘something which can be stirred’


	
d’ lő ~ lő-hető / tesz ~ te-hető / eszik ~ e-hető / iszik ~ i-ható

shoot.3Sg shoot-ható / place.3Sg place-ható / eat.3Sg eat-ható / drink.3Sg drink-ható

‘shoots ~ shootable / places ~ placeable / eats ~ edible / drinks ~ drinkable’







The choice of the suffix of t-participles also depends on roundness vowel harmony, in addition to frontness vowel harmony; further, after certain [vowel+consonant] endings (-Vr, -Vl, -Vj, -Vn, -Vny), there is no vowel but the -t appears alone (10b) (Rebrus and Szigetvári 2022: 192). In certain cases, historical factors also have an impact, as illustrated in (10’). As the suffix of the past tense is also -t/-Vtt, as they are etymologically the “same” (Bereczki 2003: 91), the corresponding verb forms are essentially identical to the participial counterparts. This holds for all the examples in (10b-b’)). There are only very sporadic potential cases with a verb/T-participle difference. In the examples presented in (10”), for instance, there is a -t/-Vtt alternation, and the voweled versions are not accepted as verb forms in the past tense but only as attributives; it is not clear, however, whether the voweled versions can actually function as t-participles in any context or they “already” appear in the present-day system of the language as adjectives.

The subsection concludes with the discussion of the question as to what kind of syntactic environments participles can fill in; see (11-15). The answer suggested by the traditional Hungarian grammar with the denomination melléknévi igenév (literally translated as) ‘adjective-like verbal noun’ is that participles have an adjective-like distribution. That is, it is suggested that participialization, as a verb-based formation process, practically produces adjective-like elements. Let us then investigate whether participles can appear in the grammatical functions in which adjectival phrases appear.

First, let us consider the attributive grammatical function. As illustrated in the series of examples in (11), all the four types of participles (11a-d) uniformly pattern with adjectives (11e-e’)) in readily appearing in attributive functions, see also Laczkó (2000a: 410, 441). It is also illustrated in (11) that the factor of whether participles have arguments or not (present in the given participial phrases) has no impact on their ready appearance in attributive functions.


	
● Comparison of participles and adjective (phrase)s: I/A. Attribute


	
ò-participles

a [problémát meg-old-ó] / kiabál-ó diák

the problem.Acc perf-solve-Ó / scream-Ó student

‘the student [who has/had solved the problem] / [who is screaming]’


	
T-participles

a (cégtől) el-bocsát-ott kolléga

the firm.Abl away-allow-t colleague

‘the colleague (who has/had been) sacked (from the firm)’


	
andó-participles

a (cégtől) el-bocsát-andó kolléga

the firm.Abl away-allow-andó colleague

‘the colleague to be sacked (from the firm)’


	
ható-participles

a (cégtől) el-bocsát-ható kolléga

the firm.Abl away-allow-ható colleague

‘the colleague who can be sacked (from the firm)’


	adjectives




	
e a szorgalmas diák

the diligent student

‘the diligent student’


	
e’ a (mézre) allergiás kolléga

the honey.Sub allergic colleague

‘the colleague who is allergic (to honey)’





In Hungarian, adjectives, morphologically, can bear almost all suffixes that nouns can; for the suffixation of nouns, see Table 16 in N1.1.1.5. The suffixes that adjectives cannot bear are (possessive) agreement suffixes and the possessedness suffix (12e) (as well as the associative plural suffix -ék ‘APl’). As illustrated in (12a,b,c,d), in the case of deleted head nouns, all the four types of participles pattern with attributive adjectives with respect to nominal suffixation. Note that the constructions presented in (12a’,b’) do not serve as counterexamples due to the fact that the verb-based elements bearing possessive suffixes and the possessedness suffix are not participles but nouns; namely an Ó-noun in (12a’) and a TTH -noun in (12’), see N1.3.1.3 and N1.3.1.4, respectively.


	
● Comparison of participles and adjective (phrase)s: I/B. Attribute without noun,

which undergoes nominal suffixation


	
A ò-participles


	
a Nem az Ilit meg-hív-ó kollégá-i-m-ra haragszom,

not the Ili.Acc perf-invite-Ó colleague-Pl.Poss-Poss.1Sg-Sub be.angry.1Sg

hanem a Julit *meg-hív-ó-i-m-ra /✓ meg-hív-ó-k-ra.

but the Juli.Acc perf-invite-Ó-Pl.Poss-Poss.1Sg-Sub / perf-invite-Ó-Pl-Sub

‘I am not angry with my colleagues that have invited Ili but with those that have invited Juli.’


	
a’ Nem a meg-hív-ó(-i)-m hibája,

not theperf-invite-Ó(-Pl.Poss)-Poss.1Sg mistake.Poss

hogy nem sikerült az út.

that not succeed.Past.3Sg the trip

‘It is not the fault of those that have invited me that the trip was a failure.’




	
T-participles


	
b Nem az Ili által meg-hív-ott kollégá-i-m-ra haragszom,

not the Ili by perf-invite-t colleague-Pl.Poss-Poss.1Sg-Sub be.angry.1Sg

hanem a Juli által *meg-hív-ott-ja-i-m-ra /✓ meg-hív-ott-ak-ra.

but the Juli.Acc by perf-invite-T-Poss-Pl.Poss-Poss.1Sg-Sub / perf-invite-T-Pl-Sub

‘I am not angry with my colleagues that have invited Ili but with those that have invited Juli.’


	
b’ Nem a meg-hív-ott-ja-i-m / meg-hív-ott-am hibája,

not the perf-invite-T-Poss-Pl.Poss-Poss.1Sg / perf-invite-T-Poss.1Sg mistake.Poss

hogy nem sikerült az út.

that not succeed.Past.3Sg the trip

‘It is not the fault of those/[the person] that I have invited that the trip was a failure.’




	
andó-participles


	
c Nem a kedvenc könyveimre utalok,

not the favorite book.Poss.Pl.Poss.1Sg.Sub refer.1Sg

hanem az *el-ad-andó-i-m-ra/✓ el-ad-andó-k-ra.

but the away-sell-andó-Pl.Poss-Poss.1Sg-Sub / away-sell-andó-Pl-Sub

‘I do not refer to my favorite books but to those that should be sold.’




	
ható-participles


	
d Nem a kedvenc könyveimre utalok,

not the favorite book.Poss.Pl.Poss.1Sg.Sub refer.1Sg

hanem az *el-ad-ható-i-m-ra/✓ el-ad-ható-k-ra.

but the away-sell-ható-Pl.Poss-Poss.1Sg-Sub / away-sell-ható-Pl-Sub

‘I do not refer to my favorite books but to those that I have to sell.’





	adjectives

	
e Nem a lusta diák-ja-i-m-ra utalok,

not the lazy student-Poss-Pl.Poss-Poss.1Sg.Sub refer.1Sg

hanem a *szorgalmas-a-i-m-ra /✓ szorgalmas-ak-ra.

but the diligent-Poss-Pl.Poss-Poss.1Sg-Sub / diligent-Pl-Sub

‘I do not refer to my lazy students but to those that are diligent.’









The second grammatical function in which regular adjectives (Kiefer 2000a) are fully acceptable is that of predicates (13e-e”)). In this case, participles cannot be characterized by a uniform behavior. While Ó- and t-participles are unacceptable as predicates (13a-b’)), andó-participles are more or less marked in this grammatical function (13c-c’)) and ható-participles are essentially acceptable (13d-d”)) (Lipták and Kenesei 2017: 52; cf. Kenesei 2000: 127). As can be seen in (13c-d”)), the presence of an argument and its position relative to the participial head, as well as the (explicit) appearance of the copula (which is obligatory in the past tense) are all factors that have some impact on acceptability. The least acceptable variants, of those considered in (13c-d”)), are those with an explicit argument before the participial head (13c’,d’)) (NB: the given cases are considered with a neutral intonation, in accordance with the corresponding translations; the same word orders are much more acceptable when the arguments in question are stressed in a way that suggests that they are extracted to be topics of the corresponding matrix sentences). Note that Kenesei (2000: 119–120) has observed that it is a spreading phenomenon to use t- and andó-participles as predicates but only without any arguments or free adjuncts.


	
● Comparison of participles and adjective (phrase)s: II. Predicate


	
ò-participles


	
a *Ez a diák kiabál-ó (volt).

this the student scream-Ó be.Past.3Sg

Intended meaning: ‘This student (is one that) is/was screaming.’


	
a’ *Ez a diák (egy / a) problémát meg-old-ó.

this the student a / the problem.Acc perf-solve-Ó

Intended meaning variants: ‘This student is the one who has/had solved a/the problem / problems.’




	
T-participles


	
b *? Ez a probléma meg-old-ott (volt).

this the problem perf-solve-t be.Past.3Sg

Intended meaning: ‘This problem (is/was one that) has/had been solved.’


	
b’ *Ez a kolléga 〈a cégtől〉 el-bocsát-ott (volt) 〈a cégtől〉.

this the colleague the firm.Abl away-allow-t be.Past.3Sg the firm.Abl

Intended meaning: ‘This colleague (is (the) one who) has been sacked (from the firm).’




	
andó-participles


	
c Ez a probléma meg-old-andó ?(??volt).

this the problem perf-solve-andó be.Past.3Sg

‘This problem is/was (one that is) to be solved.’


	
c’ Ez a kolléga 〈*? a cégtől〉 el-bocsát-andó 〈 ?a cégtől〉.

this the colleague the firm.Abl away-allow -andó the firm.Abl

Intended meaning: ‘This colleague is (one that is) to be sacked (from the firm).’


	
c”. ??Ez a kolléga el-bocsát-andó volt a cégtől.

this the colleague away-allow-andó be.Past.3Sg the firm.Abl

Intended meaning: ‘This colleague is (one that is) to be sacked (from the firm).’




	
ható-participles


	
d Ez a probléma meg-old-ható (volt).

this the problem perf-solve-ható be.Past.3Sg

‘This problem (is/was one that) can be solved.’


	
d’ Ez a kolléga 〈 ??a cégtől〉 el-bocsát-ható 〈✓ a cégtől〉.

this the colleague the firm.Abl away-allow-ható the firm.Abl

‘This colleague (is one that) can be sacked (from the firm).’


	
d” Ez a kolléga el-bocsát-ható volt (?a cégtől).

this the colleague away-allow-ható be.Past.3Sg the firm.Abl

‘This colleague (is one that) can be sacked (from the firm).’




	
adjectives


	
e Ez a diák szorgalmas (volt).

this the student diligent be.Past.3Sg

‘This student is/was diligent.’


	
e’ Ez a probléma nehéz (volt).

this the problem difficult be.Past.3Sg

‘This problem is/was difficult.’


	
e” Ez a kolléga allergiás (volt) (a mézre).

this the colleague allergic be.Past.3Sg the honey.Sub

‘This colleague is/was allergic (to honey).’







As shown in the series of examples in (14), andó- and ható-participles (14b-c), which can serve as predicates at all, pattern with adjectives (14a) in bearing a plural suffix in the case of a plural subject.


	
● Comparison of participles and adjective (phrase)s: II/B. Predicate in plural


	
adjectives


	
Ez-ek a kollégá-k lustá-k.

this-Pl the colleague-Pl lazy-Pl

‘These colleagues are lazy.’




	
andó-participles


	
?Ez-ek a kollégá-k el-bocsát-andó-ak a cégtől.

this-Pl the colleague-Pl away-allow-andó-Pl the firm.Abl

‘These colleagues are to be sacked from the firm.’




	
ható-participles


	
Ez-ek a kollégá-k el-bocsát-ható-ak a cégtől.

this-Pl the colleague-Pl away-allow-ható-Pl the firm.Abl

‘These colleagues can be sacked from the firm.’







Adjectives can also function as arguments, which, as secondary predicates, typically appear as verbal modifiers (15e-e”)). That is why participles as potential arguments are tested in this syntactic position (15a-d’)). As shown by the grammaticality judgments, Ó-participles cannot appear here (15a-a’)) while the other three types of participle readily appear here (15b,c-c’,d-d’)) but only without arguments (cf. (15b’,c’,d’)).


	
● Comparison of participles and adjective (phrase)s: III. Argument as verbal modifier


	
ò-participles


	
a *Ez a diák kiabál-ó-nak látszik.

this the student scream-Ó-Dat seem.3Sg

Intended meaning: ‘This student seems to be (one who is) screaming.’


	
a’ *Ez a diák (egy / a) problémát meg-old-ó-nak látszik.

this the student a / the problem.Acc perf-solve-Ó-Dat seem.3Sg

Intended meaning variants: ‘This student seems to be (the) one that has/had solved a/the

problem / problems.’




	
T-participles


	
b (?) Ez a probléma meg-old-ott-nak látszik.

this the problem perf-solve-T-Dat seem.3Sg

‘This problem seems to have been solved.’


	
b’ *? Ez a levél Ilihez el-küld-ött-nek bizonyult.

this the letter Ili.All away-send-T-Dat prove.Past.3Sg

Intended meaning: ‘This letter has proved to have been sent to Ili.’




	
andó-participles


	
c (?) Ez a probléma meg-old-andó-nak minősül.

this the problem perf-solve-andó-Dat qualify.3Sg

‘This problem is qualified as one that should be solved.’


	
c’ Ez a levél (?) (*? Ilihez) el-küld-endő-nek minősül.

this the letter Ili.All away-send-andó-Dat qualify.3Sg

Intended meaning: ‘This letter is qualified as one that should be sent (to Ili).’




	
ható-participles


	
d Ez a probléma meg-old-ható-nak látszik.

this the problem perf-solve-ható-Dat seem.3Sg

‘This problem seems to be solvable.’


	
d’ Ez a levél (*? Ilihez) el-küld-hető-nek tűnik.

this the letter Ili.All away-send-ható-Dat seem.3Sg

Intended meaning: ‘This letter seems to be one that can be sent (to Ili).’




	
adjectives


	
e Ez a diák szorgalmas-nak látszik.

this the student diligent-Dat seem.3Sg

‘This student seems to be diligent.’


	
e’ Ez a probléma nehéz-nek látszik.

this the problem difficult-Dat seem.3Sg

‘This problem seems to be difficult.’


	
e” Ez a kolléga allergiás-nak bizonyult (a mézre).

this the colleague allergic-Dat prove.Past.3Sg the honey.Sub

‘This colleague has proved to be allergic (to honey).’








2.1.2 The relation of the participle to its base verb

This subsection discusses the extent to which such verbal properties as argument structure (2.1.2.1) and information structure (2.1.2.2) are inherited in the case of participles. It is also reviewed how the type of the input verb affects this inheritance (2.1.2.3).


2.1.2.1 Argument-structure inheritance

Participles inherit the argument structure of the input verb (see also 2.1.4.1, sub IV), in harmony with the fact that they express the same events as the corresponding input verbal constructions. Apart from the change in finiteness, the argument structure of the verb remains unaffected by the formation process (Kenesei 2000: 117): the number, the obligatory or optional character, the thematic function and the information-structural function of the arguments remain essentially the same. Nevertheless, the fact is that, in contrast to the highly complex toolkit at our disposal to express differences in temporal/aspectual factors and levels of reference of arguments in finite constructions, the corresponding toolkit in participial constructions is obviously much more meagre. This difference between the two toolkits inevitably yields, in the course of the hypothetical process of participialization, either loss of information or, at least, an increase in ambiguity. As it would require non-theory-neutral means (and an even more lengthy volume) to systematically and precisely detect the fate of temporal/aspectual and referential information, the translations of the participial constructions and the interpretive comments concerning these factors in the following subsections will not be exhaustive but only attempt to show directions for future research.

Oblique case marked arguments retain their case marking (16a-e); nor do postpositional phrases change in the course of participialization (16f-h). Verbal modifiers which are verbal particles also remain unaffected in the course of participialization; see el ‘away’ in (16a-e) and be ‘into’ in (16f-h).


	
● The inheritance of the argument structure of the input verb I: Basic cases


	
Piri gátlástalanul / délután el-lopta Gizi-től a könyv-et.

Piri unashamedly / afternoon away-steal.Past.DefObj.3Sg Gizi-Abl the book-Acc

‘Piri unashamedly stole the book from Gizi in the afternoon.’


	
a Gizi-től a könyv-et gátlástalanul / délután el-lop-ó Piri

the Gizi-Abl the book-Acc unashamedly / afternoon away-steal-Ó Piri

‘Piri, who unashamedly stole the book from Gizi in the afternoon’


	
a (Piri által) Gizi-től gátlástalanul / délután el-lop-ott könyv

the Piri by Gizi-Abl unashamedly / afternoon away-steal-Ó book-Acc

‘the book which was unashamedly stolen from Gizi (by Piri) in the afternoon’


	
a (??Piri által) Gizi-től ??gátlástalanul / ✓délután el-lop-andó könyv

the Piri by Gizi-Abl unashamedly / afternoon away-steal-andó book-Acc

‘the book which should be stolen from Gizi (by Piri) in the afternoon’


	
a (*Piri által) Gizi-től *?gátlástalanul / ✓délután el-lop-ható könyv

the Piri by Gizi-Abl unashamedly / afternoon away-steal-ható book-Acc

‘the book which can be stolen from Gizi (by Piri) in the afternoon’


	
Az edző be-állít egy csatárt Peti mellé.

the coach into-put.3Sg a striker.Acc Peti beside

‘The coach puts a striker with Peti.’


	
a Peti mellé egy csatárt be-állít-ó edző

the Peti beside a striker.Acc into-put-Ó coach

‘the coach who puts/put a striker with Peti’


	
a Peti mellé be-állít-ott / be-állít-andó / be-állít-ható csatár

the Peti beside into-put-t / into-put-andó / into-put-ható striker

‘the striker who [was put] / [should be put] / [can be put] with Peti’





Due to the characteristics of participialization, the nominative case marked subject cannot be expressed in the same way as in the corresponding verbal constructions. In Ó-participial phrases, the input subject will be the phonetically null subject of the PartP (16b,g,), in t-participial phrases it can be expressed PartP-internally by a non-obligatory által-phrase (16c), and in andó- and ható-participle phrases the input subject cannot readily be expressed at all, see (16d-e) and (6-7) in 2.1.1 (cf. Lipták and Kenesei 2017: 51).

Accusative case marked arguments retain their case markings in the course of Ó-participialization (16b,g,), while the other three types are passive in the sense that the Theme argument, typically expressed by accusative case marked arguments, of the input verbal construction will correspond to the phonetically null subject of the t-, andó- and ható-participles, see (5-7) in 2.1.1.

A free adjunct that belongs to the input verb as a certain kind of syntactic satellite will appear in the same form and the same satellite function in the corresponding output participial construction, see gátlástalanul ‘unashamedly’ and/or délután ‘in the afternoon’ in (16a-e). As illustrated in the series of examples in (18)-(20) below, this ab ovo holds for all types of adjuncts that readily appear as satellites belonging to finite verbs. Note, however, that a given free adjunct does not necessarily appear in all four types of participial construction equally readily. The reason for this is that there may emerge some sort of incompatibility between the meaning of the free adjunct and the peculiar pragmasemantic contribution of the given type of participle; that is presumably why gátlástalanul cannot readily appear in andó- and ható-constructions (16d-e).

Returning to verbal modifiers, certain ones which are not verbal particles remain unaffected in the course of participialization, see Bécsbe ‘Vienna.Ill’ in (17a-a”)). However, if the verbal modifier has accusative case marking in the corresponding verbal construction (17b), it can only be retained completely in the case of Ó-participialization (17’). In the other three participle types, the role and the meaning of the input verbal modifier will change due to the fact that an originally bare noun (phrase) ought to correspond referentially to the PartP-internal (PRO) phonetically null subject and the matrix noun phrase (17”). That is why, instead of the activity of watching TV (17b-b’)), a particular TV set must inevitably be referred to in the passive participial construction types (17”).


	
● The inheritance of the argument structure of the input verb II: Verbal modifiers

which are not verbal particles


	
a Ili Bécs-be küldte a levelet.

Ili Vienna-Ill send.Past.3Sg the letter.Acc

‘Ili has sent the letter to Vienna.’


	
a’ a levelet Bécs-be küld-ő Ili

the letter.Acc Vienna-Ill send-Ó Ili

‘Ili who has sent the letter to Vienna’


	
a” a Bécs-be küld-ött / küld-endő / küld-hető levél

the Vienna-Ill send-t / send-andó / send-ható letter

‘the letter which [was sent] / [should be sent] / [can be sent] to Vienna’


	
b A lány tévé-t nézett.

the girl TV-Acc watch.Past.3Sg

‘The girl was watching TV.’


	
b’ a tévé-t néz-ő lány

the TV-Acc watch-Ó girl

‘the girl who is/was watching TV’


	
b”. a néz-ett / néz-endő / néz-hető tévé

the watch-t / watch-andó / watch-ható TV

available meaning variants: ‘the TV set which [was being watched] / [should be watched] / [can

be watched]’


	
c Siker koronázta az erőfeszítéseket.

success crowned.Past.DefObj.3Sg the effort.Pl.Acc

‘The efforts were crowned by success.’


	
d Az erőfeszítéseket koronáz-ó siker (még engem is meglepett.)

the effort.Pl.Acc coronate-Ó success even I.Acc also surprise.Past.3Sg

‘The success resulting from the efforts (was a surprise even to me).’


	
e *a (siker által) koronáz-ott erőfeszítések

the success by coronate-t effort.Pl

Intended meaning: ‘the efforts crowned by success’


	
e’ a siker koronáz-t-a erőfeszítések

the success coronate-T-3Sg effort.Pl

‘the efforts crowned by success’


	
f *a (siker által) koronáz-andó / koronáz-ható erőfeszítések

the success by coronate-andó / coronate-ható effort.Pl

Intended meaning: ‘the efforts that must / can be crowned by success’





From among the arguments of verbs, besides subjects, verbal modifiers can also be unmarked (17c); nota bene there happen to be verbal modifiers with a subject function, which is even more interesting in this discussion when the verb in question also has an object (17c). As shown in (17d), such a verbal construction has a fully acceptable corresponding Ó-participial counterpart. However, the corresponding t-participial construction is fully unacceptable (17e), presumably due to the differences between what is licensed by a verbal modifier position (i.e., bareness) and by a by-phrase. In cases like this, t3-participles should be used (17e’), see (iii’) in Remark 3 in 2.1.1, presumably because what is offered by a t3-participle for the input subject is exactly a verbal-modifier-like position in the relevant sense (licensing bareness). As for the option of omitting the input subject, it results in fully unacceptable constructions (17e,f,); we hypothesize that the reason for this has to do with the double function of the expression siker ‘success’ in the case discussed: as an input subject, it could be omissible, but as a verbal modifier, it could not (NB: in andó- and ható-participle phrases the subject cannot readily be expressed at all as there is no appropriate postpositional phrase to host the input subject; see (17f), and see also (16d-e) above and (6-7) in 2.1.1).

We conclude the subsection by reviewing, on the basis of Surányi’s (2008) adverb classification in finite clauses (see also P7.4), whether the same adverb types can appear in participial constructions. Surányi (2008) classifies adverb types into three subclasses according to their finite-clause internal positions. For the corresponding finite verbal constructions and their labels resting upon Cinque’s (1999) universal hierarchy, see (24), (26) and (28) in 1.1.2.1. At this point, we make a common methodological comment concerning all the (inevitably highly complex and hence somewhat artificial) examples in (18-20): the grammaticality judgments have been decided in a way that the “ideal speaker” is assumed to be prepared for attempting to find the most appropriate story in the background which can be stipulated in the course of the interpretation. It should be added that in (19-20), for the sake of brevity, only complex noun phrases containing participial constructions are evaluated without matrix sentences; this practice is to be understood as follows: “ideal speakers” are assumed to make their decisions concerning the level of grammaticality on the basis of the most acceptable matrix sentences which can be constructed.

Let us start with the class whose members are qualified as high adverbs (18).

As illustrated in (18a-d), participial constructions, with a single exception, readily host the high adverbs. The exception is the (ab ovo somewhat artificial) adverb szükségszerűen ‘necessarily’, whose crucial meaning factor, necessity, obviously interferes with a crucial difference that distinguishes participle types in a way that places them in the possibility/necessity continuum. If this argumentation is on the right track, the four grammaticality judgments can be attributed to this deontic factor (in which respect the “intermediate” Ó- and t-participles can be regarded as having a neutral status): [Andó: ✓] > [Ó/T: ?], [ható: *?].


	
● High adverbs in participial constructions


	
Az Ilit szerintem / szerencsére / állítólag / valószínűleg / egyszer /

the Ili.Acc according_to.1Sg / fortunately / allegedly / probably / once /

talán / ?szükségszerűen /✓ általában /✓ esetleg a fogadásra is

perhaps / necessarily / usually / possibly the reception.Sub also

meg-hív-ó kolléga Juli volt.

perf-call-Ó colleague Juli be.Past.3Sg

‘The colleague who, [in my opinion] / fortunately / allegedly / probably / once / perhaps /

necessarily / usually / possibly invited Ili to the reception, too, was Juli.’


	
A(z) szerintem / szerencsére / állítólag / valószínűleg / egyszer /

A(z) szerintem / szerencsére / állítólag / valószínűleg / egyszer / the according_to.1Sg / fortunately / allegedly / probably / once / talán / ?szükségszerűen /✓ általában /(?) esetleg a fogadásra is

perhaps / necessarily / usually / possibly the reception.Sub also

meg-hív-ott kolléga Ili volt.

perf-call-t colleague Ili be.Past.3Sg

‘The colleague who [in my opinion] / fortunately / allegedly / probably / once / perhaps / necessarily / usually / possibly was invited to the reception, too, was Ili.’


	
A(z) szerintem /(?) szerencsére /✓ állítólag /✓ valószínűleg /✓ egyszer /

the according_to.1Sg / fortunately / allegedly / probably / once /

✓ talán /✓ szükségszerűen /✓ általában /✓ esetleg a fogadásra is

perhaps / necessarily / usually / possibly the reception.Sub also

meg-hív-andó kolléga Ili.

perf-call-andó colleague Ili

‘The colleague who [in my opinion] / fortunately / allegedly / probably / once / perhaps / necessarily / usually / possibly is to be invited to the reception, too, is Ili.’


	
A(z) szerintem / szerencsére / állítólag / valószínűleg / egyszer /

the according_to.1Sg / fortunately / allegedly / probably / once / talán /*? szükségszerűen /✓ általában /✓ esetleg a fogadásra is

perhaps / necessarily / usually / possibly the reception.Sub also

meg-hív-ható kolléga Ili.

perf-call-ható colleague Ili

‘The colleague who [in my opinion] / fortunately / allegedly / probably / once / perhaps / necessarily / usually / possibly could be invited to the reception, too, is Ili.’





Let us now turn to the question whether participial constructions can host the class of medium-level adverbs according to Surányi’s classification (2008). As can be seen in (19), medium-level adverbs, similarly to high ones, can also qualify as being readily available in all types of participial constructions. Now there are two exceptions: the volitional adverb szándékosan ‘intentionally’ (19b-b’)) and the deontic modal adverb feltétlenül ‘by all means’ (19c-c’”)). Szándékosan seems to be compatible only with Ó-and t-participles, referred to as ‘neutral in the deontic dimension’ in the comment on szükségszerűen ‘necessarily’ in (18d). The unacceptability of the other two constructions may come from the simultaneous expression of the factors of volition, on the one hand, and necessity/possibility, on the other; however, it requires much future research to reveal the definitive semantic and/or pragmatic factors. The observation that feltétlenül ‘by all means’ is only compatible with andó-participles (19c-c’”)), which can be characterized by the semantic factors of ‘posteriority+necessity’ (see the comments on (1c) and (6-7) in 2.1.1), can be regarded as plausible, given that the adverb in question can be characterized by exactly the same semantic factors.


	
● Medium-level adverbs in participial constructions


	
a az Ilit megint / [még mindig] mindenhova meg-hív-ó kolléga

the Ili.Acc again / still always to_everywhere perf-call-Ó colleague

‘the colleague who [invites Ili everywhere again] / [has still invited Ili everywhere]’


	
a’ a megint / [még mindig] mindenhova meg-hív-ott / meg-hív-andó ügyfél

the again / still always to_everywhere perf-call-t / perf-call-andó client

‘the client who [is/[should be] invited everywhere again] / [ [has still been]/[must still be]]

invited everywhere]’


	
a” a megint / [még mindig] mindenkinek el-küld-hető meghívó

the again / still always to_everywhere away-send-ható invitation

‘the invitation that [can be sent to everyone again] / [could still be sent to everyone]’


	
b az Ilit szándékosan / már mindenhonnan el-üldöz-ő kolléga

the Ili.Acc intentionally / already from_everywhere away-chase-Ó colleague

‘the colleague who [intentionally drives] / [has already driven] Ili away from everywhere’


	
b’. a szándékosan mindenhonnan el-üldöz-ött / ??el-üldöz-endő /

the intentionally from_everywhere away-chase-t / away-chase-andó /

*el-üldöz-hető kolléga

away_chase-ható colleague

‘the colleague who [has been] / [should be] / [can be] intentionally driven away from

everywhere’


	
b” a már innen is el-üldöz-ött / el-üldöz-endő / ?el-üldöz-hető

the already from_here also away-chase-t / away-chase-andó / away_chase-ható

kolléga

colleague

‘the colleague who [has already been] / [should already be] / [can already be] driven away even

from here’

a tervrajzot

*? feltétlenül /(?) gyorsan az új ügyfélnek is


	
c a tervrajzot *?feltétlenül / (?)gyorsan az új ügyfélnek is

the blueprint.Acc by_all_means / quickly the new client.Dat also

be-mutat-ó kolléga

into-show-Ó colleague

‘the colleague who [has also quickly presented the blueprint to the new client] / [is also going to

present the blueprint to the new client by all means]’


	
c’ a *? feltétlenül /✓ gyorsan az új ügyfélnek is

the by_all_means / quickly the new client.Dat also

be-mutat-ott tervrajz

into-show-t blueprint

‘the blueprint which was also quickly presented to the new client by all means’


	
c” a feltétlenül / gyorsan az új ügyfélnek is

the by_all_means / quickly the new client.Dat also

be-mutat-andó tervrajz

into-show-andó blueprint

‘the blueprint which should have been also quickly presented to the new client by all means’

c”’. a*? feltétlenül / ?gyorsan az új ügyfélnek is be-mutat-ható tervrajz

the by_all_means / quickly the new client.Dat also into-show-ható blueprint

‘the blueprint which can also be quickly presented to the new client’ /

potential intended meaning: ‘the blueprint on which it can be claimed that it should also be

presented to the new client by all means’


	
d az új ügyfelet mindjárt a fogadásra is meg-hív-ó kolléga

the new client.Acc soon the reception.Sub also perf-call-Ó colleague

‘the colleague who (has) also invited the new client to the reception with no hesitation’


	
d’ a mindjárt a fogadásra is meg-hív-ott / meg-hív-andó / ?meg-hív-ható

the soon the reception.Sub also perf-call-t / perf-call-andó / perf-call-ható

új ügyfél

new client

‘the new client who [has been] / [should be] / [can be] also invited to the reception with no hesitation’


	
e az új ügyfeleket gyakran a fogadásra is meg-hív-ó cég

az új ügyfeleket gyakran a fogadásra is meg-hív-ó cég

the new client.Pl.Acc often the reception.Sub also perf-call-Ó firm

‘the firm that often invites new clients to the reception, too’


	
e’. a gyakran a fogadásra is meg-hív-ott / meg-hív-andó / ?meg-hív-ható

the often the reception.Sub also perf-call-t / perf-call-andó / perf-call-ható

ügyfelek client.Pl

‘the clients that are / [should be] / [can be] often invited to the reception, too’





Finally, let us consider the class of low adverbs. Low adverbs can uniformly be characterized by full acceptability in all types of participial construction, witnessed by (20a-b’)).


	
● Low-level adverbs in participial constructions


	
a a fura kérdéseket is mindig röviden / teljesen / ügyesen

the strange question.Pl.Acc also always briefly / completely / well

meg-válaszol-ó kolléga

perf-answer-Ó colleague

‘the colleague who always answers briefly / completely / well the strange questions, too’


	
a’ a mindig röviden / teljesen / ügyesen

the always briefly / completely / well

meg-válaszol-t / meg-válaszol-andó / meg-válaszol-ható kérdések

perf-answer-t / perf-answer-andó / perf-answer-ható question.Pl

‘the questions that [have been] / [should be] / [can be] always answered briefly / completely / well’


	
b a betegeket mindig korán haza-küld-ő orvos

a betegeket mindig korán haza-küld-ő orvos

the patient.Pl.Acc always early home-send-Ó doctor

‘the doctor who always sends the patients home early’


	
b’ a (mindig) korán haza-küld-ött / haza-küld-endő / haza-küld-hető

the always early home-send-t / home-send-andó / home-send-ható

betegek patient.Pl

‘the patients who are / [should be] / [can be] (always) sent home early’





All in all, high, medium and low adverbs are readily hosted in all types of participial constructions; the sporadic cases of incompatibility between certain adverbs and certain participle types can be due to semantic, and not syntactic, factors. Participles, thus, inherit both the argument structure and the free adjuncts of the input verb.


2.1.2.2 Information-structure inheritance

Let us now turn to the question of the inheritance of information-structural functions from arguments of input verbs (see also 2.1.4.1, sub VII). On the basis of the data in (21), we claim that all participle types inherit information structure in the course of participialization. Scope of arguments is inherited due to the inheritedness of arguments, so arguments are inherited together with the scope they take within the information structure of the input verb.

The quantifier in the finite clause in (21a), for instance, will serve as a quantifier in the non-finite construction headed by the Ó-participle elbocsátó ‘one who dismisses someone’ in (21a’), resulting in a meaning according to which the manager was punished because of the simultaneous dismissal of the two IT guys (NB: if he had dismissed only one of the IT guys, he would not necessarily have been punished). The inherited scope relation between the quantifier and the participle head within the information structure that belongs to the participial construction is referred to as an internal scope relation, whose existence can be regarded as evidence for information-structure inheritance (see N1.3.1). Note that it is not possible for operators in participial constructions to have external scope, that is, the quantifiers in (21a’,b’)) cannot have scope over the matrix predicates (see the unavailable hypothetical readings). It is illustrated in (21a”) that participles show an opposite behavior to phrases of ordinary nouns in respect of scope relations: in Hungarian, a quantified constituent belonging to an ordinary noun as its possessor can be interpreted with external scope, and only this way, in the sense that the noun főnökét ‘boss.Poss.Acc’, in spite of its obligatory singular number, refers to two different bosses, and the interpretation is that the assertion concerns both bosses separately.


	
● The inheritance of the information structure of the input verb


	
a Mindkét infóst el-bocsátották.

both IT_guy.Acc away-allow.Past.DefObj.3Pl

‘Both IT guys were dismissed.’


	
a’ A mindkét infóst el-bocsát-ó osztályvezetőt megbüntették.

the both IT_guy.Acc away-allow-Ó manager.Acc punish.Past.3Pl

internal reading: [punish > both_it_guys > dismiss]

‘The manager that dismissed both IT guys (together) was punished.’

unavailable hypothetical external reading: [both_it_guys > punish > dismiss]

‘In the case of both IT guys, the managers who dismiss them (separately) were punished.’


	
a” Mindkét infós főnökét megbüntették.

both IT_guy boss.Poss.Acc punish.Past.3Pl

unavailable internal reading: [punish > both_it_guys > BOSS_OF]

‘The person who is the (common) boss of both IT guys was punished.’

external reading: [both_it_guys > punish > BOSS_OF]

‘In the case of both IT guys, their (different) bosses were punished.’


	
b Az új barátnőmet mindkét szülőmnek be-mutattam.

the new girfriend.Poss.1Sg.Acc both parent.Poss.1Sg.Dat into-introduce.Past.1Sg

‘I introduced my new girlfriend to both of my parents.’


	
b’ A mindkét szülőmnek be-mutat-ott / be-mutat-andó / be-mutat-ható

the both parent.Poss.1Sg.Dat into-introduce-t / into-introduce-andó / into-introduce-ható

új barátnőm vegetáriánus.

new girfriend.Poss.1Sg vegetarian

internal reading: [vegetarian > both_parents > INTRODUCE]

‘My new girlfriend whom I introduced / [should introduce] / [can introduce] to both of my parents is a vegetarian.’

unavailable hypothetical external reading: [both_parents > vegetarian > introduce]

‘In the case of both parents of mine, the new girlfriends whom I introduced / [should introduce] /

[can introduce] to them are vegetarians.’





It is illustrated in (22) that there is no theoretical obstacle for participles to inherit complex information structures containing two (or more) operators.


	
● The inheritance of complex information structures


	
a A tánctanár mindkét új fiúnak csak Julival mutattatta be

the dance_teacher both new boy.Dat only Juli.Ins show.Caus.Past.3Sg into

a tánclépéseket.

the dance_step.Pl.Acc

‘The dance teacher made only Juli show the dance steps to both new boys.’


	
b a tánclépéseket

mindkét új fiúnak csak Julival be-mutattat-ó the dance_step.Pl.Acc both new boy.Dat only Juli.Ins

into-show.Caus-Ó

tánctanár

dance_teacher

‘the dance teacher who made only Juli show the dance steps to both new boys’


	
b’ a mindkét új fiúnak csak Julival be-mutattat-ott / be-mutattat-andó /

the both new boy.Dat only Juli.Ins into-show.Caus-t / into-show.Caus-andó /

be-mutattat-ható tánclépések

into-show.Caus-ható dance_step.Pl.Acc

‘the dance steps that one made / [should make] / [can make] only Juli show to both new boys’






2.1.2.3 Basic types of input verbs

This subsection is devoted to a type-by-type overview of input verbs with different argument structures in respect of their inclination to undergo the four kinds of participialization.

We examine the basic verb types listed in the introduction via series of examples constructed as follows. The (a)-examples offer input sentences with finite verbs with the given argument-structure types. The (b)-, (c)-, (d)- and (e)-examples provide the corresponding Ó-, t-, andó- and ható-participial constructions, respectively.

The take-home message of the subsection is that participialization is entirely productive across those basic verb types from which it is possible to produce the given participles at all (see (3-7) and Table 1 in 2.1.1).


I Input verbs without arguments

Input verbs without arguments (23a) cannot undergo participialization, as illustrated in (23b,c,d,e)). This is in total harmony with the participle-type requirements for input subject and/or object summarized in Table 1 in 2.1.1.


	
● Input verbs without arguments


	
a Havazik.

snow.3Sg

‘It is snowing.’


	
b a havaz-ó ember

the snow-Ó weather / landscape / cloud

Intended meaning: –


	
b’ a havaz-ó ember

the snow-Ó man

‘the man who is snowing’


	
c *a havaz-ott idő / táj / felhő

the snow-t weather / landscape / cloud

Intended meaning: –


	
d *a havaz-andó idő / táj / felhő

the snow-andó weather / landscape / cloud

Intended meaning: –


	
e *a havaz-ható idő / táj / felhő

the snow-ható weather / landscape / cloud

Intended meaning: –





Note in passing that the construction in (23’) can be regarded as grammatical if havazik ‘snow’ were an intransitive verb with an agentive subject. In other words, the example in question can be regarded as acceptable in special or funny texts in which “to snow” is interpreted in the sense that someone should either cause the snowing or deal with the snow in some way; cf. (32d-d’)) in 1.1.2.3, sub I.


II Unergative intransitive verbs as input verbs

The unergative group of intransitive verbs (24a) readily serve as the basis for Ó-participialization (24b), see also (3d) in 2.1.1. However, there are no acceptable corresponding t-, andó- and ható-participial constructions (24c,d,e)) due to the fact that these types of participialization need input verbs with Theme arguments (cf. the (d)-examples in the series of examples in (5), (6) and (7) in 2.1.1, respectively). Note, nevertheless, that there is a kind of t-participialization used in newspapers which follows the active pattern of grammatical-function distribution (see (i-i’) in Remark 3 in 2.1.1); these non-standard T1-participles (24c’) fill the gap of an unambiguously active anterior participle (see Table 1 in 2.1.1).


	
● Unergative input verbs


	
a A lány kirándul.

the girl hike.3Sg

‘The girl is hiking.’


	
b a kirándul-ó lány

the hike-Ó girl

‘the girl who is hiking’


	
c *a kirándul-t lány

the hike-t girl

Intended meaning: ‘the girl who [was hiking] / (has/had) hiked’


	
c’ a májusban sokat kirándul-t lány

the May.Ine much.Acc hike-T1 girl

‘the girl who hiked a lot in May’

d *a kirándul-andó lány

the hike-andó girl

Intended meaning: ‘the girl who should hike’


	
e *a kirándul-ható lány

the hike-ható girl

Intended meaning: ‘the girl who can hike’





We also discuss here reflexive, reciprocal and bodily/sound emission verbs as input verbs (25a), because their only syntactic argument is considerably Agent-like, witnessed exactly by the poor acceptability of their past participial forms (25c) (Alberti 2006), but it also shows Theme-like properties (Rákosi 2008). As illustrated below, reflexive, reciprocal and bodily/sound emission verbs pattern with unergative verbs (24) in that they have fully acceptable corresponding Ó-participial constructions (25b) but have no corresponding t-, andó- and ható-participial constructions (25c,d,e)). Note, however, that reflexive verbs supplied with verbal particles can quite readily serve as inputs to t-participialization (25c’).


	
● Reflexive, reciprocal and bodily/sound emission input verbs


	
a A fiúk éppen borotválkoznak / veszekednek / tüsszentenek.

the boy.Pl just shave_oneself.3Pl / quarrel.3Pl / sneeze.3Pl

‘The boys are shaving / quarreling / sneezing.’


	
b a borotválkoz-ó / veszeked-ő / tüsszent-ő fiúk

the shave_oneself-Ó / quarrel-Ó / sneeze-Ó boy.Pl

‘the boys who are shaving / quarreling / sneezing’


	
c a *? borotválkoz-ott / *veszeked-ett / *tüsszent-ett fiúk

the shave_oneself-t / quarrel-t / sneeze-t boy.Pl

Intended meaning: ‘the boys who shaved / quarreled / sneezed’





	
c’ a ?meg-borotválkoz-ott / ?meg-fésülködött fiúk

the perf-shave_oneself-t / perf-comb_oneself-t boy.Pl

‘the boys who have shaved/combed’





	
*a borotválkoz-andó / veszeked-endő / tüsszent-endő fiúk

the shave_oneself-andó / quarrel-andó / sneeze-andó boy.Pl

Intended meaning: ‘the boys who should shave / quarrel / sneeze’


	*a borotválkoz-andó / veszeked-endő / tüsszent-endő fiúk

the shave_oneself-ható / quarrel-ható / sneeze-ható boy.Pl

Intended meaning: ‘the boys who can shave / quarrel / sneeze’






III Unaccusative intransitive verbs as input verbs

The unaccusative group of intransitive verbs (26a) also readily serve as bases for Ó-participialization (26b), but they have no acceptable corresponding t-, andó-and ható-participial constructions (26c,d,e)), see also the (f)-examples in (5-7) in 2.1.1.Note that, as discussed in connection with (5e-f), [+perfective] intransitives (that is, those supplied with verbal particles), show an opposite behavior to [–perfective] ones and can thus readily undergo t-participialization, see (35c) below. The (highly speaker dependent but unquestionably not nought) acceptability of the variant of(26c) shown in (26c’) can be attributed to an interpretation of the construction in question according to which the temporal adverb most ’now’ functions as a perfectivalizing verbal particle.


	
● Unaccusative input verbs


	
Hullanak a levelek.

fall.3Pl the leaf.Pl

‘The leaves are falling.’


	
a hull-ó levelek

the fall-Ó leaf.Pl

‘the leaves that are falling’


	
*a hull-ott levelek

the fall-t leaf.Pl

Intended meaning: ‘the leaves that were falling’





	
c’ ??a most hull-ott levelek

the now fall-t leaf.Pl

‘the leaves which have just fallen’





	
*a hull-andó levelek

the fall-andó leaf.Pl

Intended meaning: ‘the leaves that should fall’


	
*a hull-ható levelek

the fall-ható leaf.Pl

Intended meaning: ‘the leaves that can fall’






IV Transitive verbs as input verbs

All the four types of participial construction formed from transitive verbs (27a) are fully acceptable; see (27b-e), and see also the (b)-examples in the series of examples in (3) and (5-7) in 2.1.1.


	
● Transitive input verbs


	
A mérnök építi a ház-at.

the engineer build.DefObj.3Sg the house-Acc

‘The engineer is building the house.’


	
a ház-at épít-ő mérnök

the house-Acc build-Ó engineer

‘the engineer who [is building] / [has built] the house’


	
a (mérnök által) épít-ett ház

the engineer by build-t house

‘the house which [was (being) built] / [has been built] (by the engineer)’


	
az épít-endő ház

the build-andó house

‘the house which should be built’


	
az épít-hető ház

the build-ható house

‘the house which can be built’






V Verbs with oblique arguments as input verbs

This subsection discusses the impact of the appearance of oblique arguments in the argument structure of input verbs on participialization.

The a priori hypothesis is that the appearance of oblique arguments has no impact on the acceptability of the corresponding participial phrases. This has to do with the fact that the corresponding participles inherit the oblique arguments together with their oblique case marking and their obligatory or optional character(2.1.2.1).

Let us start with cases where the input verb has no argument other than an oblique case marked one (28a). The corresponding participial constructions pattern with those formed from argumentless verbs (23b,c,d,e)): as the grammaticality judgments and the lack of any reasonable intended meaning show, these verbs cannot serve as bases for either types of participialization (28b-e). The unacceptability of the constructions in question is due to the fact that in this case there is no nominal element which can correspond to the PartP-internal phonetically null subject (and the matching matrix noun phrase). It is worth considering, nevertheless, that there are similar Ó- and t-participial constructions (28b-c) which are acceptable. In these cases, however, the participles belong to the nominal head cseppek ’drops’ and, consequently, these constructions are factually originated from the verbal construction with a Theme subject, presented in (28a’), and not from the intended one in (28a).


	
● Input verbs which have only oblique arguments


	
Maradt a bor-ból.

remain.Past.3Sg the wine-Ela

‘There is some wine left.’





	
a’ Cseppek maradtak a bor-ból.

drop.Pl remain.Past.3Pl the wine-Ela

‘There are/[have/had been] some drops left from the wine.’





	
a bor-ból marad-ó *(✓cseppek)

the wine-Ela remain-Ó drop.Pl

Intended meaning: – / ‘the drops (that will have been) left from the wine’


	
a bor-ból marad-t *(✓cseppek)

the wine-Ela remain-t drop.Pl

Intended meaning: – / ‘the drops left from the wine’


	
a bor-ból marad-andó *(*?cseppek)

the wine-Ela remain-andó drop.Pl

Intended meaning: – / ‘the drops that should be left from the wine’


	
*a bor-ból marad-ható(cseppek)

the wine-Ela remain-ható drop.Pl

Intended meaning: – / ‘the drops that can be left from the wine’





Let us now turn to participles formed from unergative verbs the argument structure of which contains oblique arguments as well (29). This type should be compared to the one discussed in subsection II. As presented below, here the comparison totally verifies the hypothesis that the presence of oblique case marked arguments does not change the level of grammaticality: the Ó-participial construction type is fully acceptable (29b) while the others are fully unacceptable (29c-e), just like in the corresponding series of examples in (24).


	
● Unergative input verbs with oblique arguments


	
A fiú órákon át beszélgetett Ili-vel a politiká-ról.

the boy hour.Pl.Sup through talk.Past.3Sg Ili-Ins the politics-Del

‘The boy talked politics with Ili for hours.’


	
az Ili-vel a politiká-ról órákon át beszélget-ő fiú

the Ili-Ins the politics-Del Peti hour.Pl.Sup through talk-Ó boy

‘the boy who talks / talked politics with Ili for hours.’


	
*az Ili-vel a politiká-ról órákon át beszélget-ett fiú

the Ili-Ins the politics-Del Peti hour.Pl.Sup through talk-t boy

Intended meaning: ‘the boy who talked politics with Ili for hours.’


	
*az Ili-vel a politiká-ról órákon át beszélget-ett fiú

the Ili-Ins the politics-Del Peti hour.Pl.Sup through talk-andó boy

Intended meaning: ‘the boy who should talk politics with Ili for hours.’


	
*az Ili-vel a politiká-ról órákon át beszélget-ett fiú

the Ili-Ins the politics-Del Peti hour.Pl.Sup through talk-ható boy

Intended meaning: ‘the boy who can talk politics with Ili for hours.’





The next subgroup to consider is that of participles formed from unaccusative verbs the argument structure of which contains oblique arguments as well as a subject (30). This type should be compared to the one discussed in subsection III (see (26)). These input verbs (30a) also readily serve as the basis for only Ó-participialization, but they generally have no acceptable corresponding t-, andó- and ható-participial constructions (30c,d,e)).


	
● Unaccusative input verbs with oblique arguments


	
Közeledik a meteor a Föld-höz.

approach.Past.3Sg the meteor the Earth-All

‘The meteor is getting closer to Earth.’


	
a Föld-höz közeled-ő meteor the Earth-All approach-Ó meteor

the Earth-All approach-Ó meteor

‘the meteor which is / was getting closer to Earth’


	
*a Föld-höz közeled-ett meteor the Earth-All approach-t meteor

the Earth-All approach-t meteor

Intended meaning: ‘the meteor which was getting closer to Earth’


	
*a Föld-höz közeled-endő meteor the Earth-All approach-andó meteor

the Earth-All approach-andó meteor Intended meaning: ‘the meteor which should get closer to Earth’


	
*a Föld-höz közeled-hető meteor the Earth-All approach-ható meteor

the Earth-All approach-ható meteor Intended meaning: ‘the meteor which can get closer to Earth’





The last type to consider in this subsection is when the input argument structure contains oblique case marked arguments (31a), in addition to a subject and an object, as in (27). As expected, all types of output participial construction are fully acceptable (31b-e). Note that if there is a temporal adverb in the given constructions, it should be compatible with the temporal/aspectual character of the participle type in question.


	
● Transitive input verbs with oblique arguments


	
A mexikó iak (évek óta) szállítják a traktorok-at Kanadá-ba.

the Mexican.Pl year.Pl for transport.DefObj.3Pl the tractor.Pl-Acc Canada-Ill

‘The Mexicans have been transporting the tractors to Canada (for years).’


	
a traktorok-at Kanadá-ba (évek óta) szállít-ó mexikóiak

the tractor.Pl-Acc Canada-Ill year.Pl for transport-Ó Mexican.Pl

‘the Mexicans who have been transporting the tractors to Canada (for years)’


	
a (mexikóiak által) [ *? évek óta] /✓ tavaly Kanadá-ba szállít-ott traktorok

the Mexican.Pl by year.Pl for / last_year Canada-Ill transport-t tractor.Pl

‘the tractors which have been transported to Canada (by Mexicans) last year’


	
az [*?évek óta] / ✓jövőre Kanadá-ba szállít-andó traktorok

the year.Pl for / next_year Canada-Ill transport-andó tractor.Pl

‘the tractors which should be transported to Canada next year’


	
az [*évek óta] / ✓ jövőre Kanadá-ba szállít-ható traktorok

the year.Pl for / next_year Canada-Ill transport-ható tractor.Pl

‘the tractors which can be transported to Canada next year’






VI Verbs with verbal modifiers as input verbs

This subsection is devoted to the discussion of special types of arguments: namely, those that appear as verbal modifiers. This special position is left-adjacent to that of the verb stem and the fillers of these two positions form one phonological unit in the sense that only the first syllable of this unit (that is, the first syllable of the verbal modifier) bears stress, with the verb stem remaining unstressed. In the course of participialization, verbal particles and oblique case marked verbal modifiers are always preserved together with their function, see the comments on el ‘away’ in (16a-e) and be ‘into’ in (16f-h), and on Bécsbe ‘Vienna.Ill’ in (17a-a”)) in 2.1.2.1; while finite verbal constructions containing a nominative or accusative case marked verbal modifier can serve as an input only of Ó-participialization (cf. the comments on (17b-f) in 2.1.2.1).

The rationale behind the organization of the present subsection is twofold. As a prior viewpoint, the basic types discussed in subsections I-V completed with verbal modifiers are reviewed. Meanwhile, in addition to verbal particles, which are the typical verbal modifiers, the basic grammatical-function types—subjects, objects and oblique case marked arguments—are all exemplified as verbal modifiers. An entire investigation according to the cross-classification of the two aspects would extend to dozens of argument-structure types without providing more conclusion than the fact that verbal modifiers are readily inherited only in the case of verbal particles and oblique case marked verbal modifiers while in other cases they can be preserved totally only in the course of Ó-participialization.

In the otherwise argumentless argument-structure type, discussed in sub I, it is typically a verbal particle that can appear as a verbal modifier (32a). The corresponding participial constructions pattern with those formed from argumentless verbs (23b,c,d,e)): as the grammaticality judgments show, these verbs cannot serve as bases for any types of participialization (28b,c,d,e)), due to the fact that in this case there is no nominal element which can correspond to the PartP-internal phonetically null subject (and the matching matrix noun phrase). However, there is a surprising phenomenon here: there are some fully acceptable t-participial constructions (32c’) in the case of which the corresponding finite verbal constructions that can be constructed on the basis of the morphological rules observed so far simply do not exist (32a’-a”)).


	
● Input verbs with only a verbal modifier


	
a Be-esteledett.

into-night_fall.Past.3Sg

‘Night fell.’


	
a’ *Valaki / *Valami be-havazta a tájat.

someone / something into-snow.Past.DefObj.3Sg the landscape.Acc

Intended meaning: –


	
a” *Valaki / *Valami el-havazta

az embert.

someone/something away-snow.Past.DefObj.3Sg the man.Acc

Intended meaning: –


	
b *a be-esteled-ő idő / táj / város

the into-night_fall-Ó weather / landscape / town

Intended meaning: ‘the weather when the night falls / the landscape / town where the night falls’


	
c *a be-esteled-ett idő / táj / város

the into-night_fall-t weather / landscape / town

Intended meaning: ‘the weather when the night fell / the landscape / town where the night fell’


	
c’ a be-havaz-ott táj / az el-havaz-ott ember

the into-snow-t landscape / the away-snow-t man

‘the snow-covered landscape / the overwhelmed man’


	
d *a be-esteled-endő idő / táj / város

the into-night_fall-andó weather / landscape / town

Intended meaning: ‘the weather when the night should fall / the landscape / town where the night should fall.’


	
e *a be-esteled-hető idő / táj / város

the into-night_fall-ható weather / landscape / town

Intended meaning: ‘the weather when the night can fall / the landscape / town where the night can fall.’





Let us now turn to the unergative type of input verbs. The defining property of this type is that it has an agentive subject and no object. Two things relevant at this point follow from this. First, the subject cannot appear as a verbal modifier (since Agents cannot serve as verbal modifiers, see M6). Hence, in this type, the verbal modifier can be a verbal particle or an oblique case marked argument (33a), which can be preserved in the course of participialization, witnessed by (16) and (17a-a”)) in 2.1.2.1. Second, in the absence of a Theme and/or an object, t-, andó- and ható-participial constructions are predicted to be fully unacceptable. Therefore, only the Ó-participial construction is predicted to be fully acceptable. Examples (33b-e) verify this prediction. Note in passing that (33c) can be acceptable if it is regarded as an instance of the special kind of t-participialization used in newspapers which follows the active pattern of grammatical-function distribution (see (i-i’) in Remark 3 and Table 1 in 2.1.1, see also the comments on (24c)).


	
● Unergative input verbs with a verbal modifier


	
A fiú haza- / London-ba ment.

the boy home / London-Ill go.Past.3Sg

‘The boy went home / [to London].’


	
a haza / London-ba men-ő fiú the home / London-Ill go-Ó boy

a haza / London-ba men-ő fiú

the home / London-Ill go-Ó boy

‘the boy who is going / [about to go] home / [to London]’


	
*a haza / London-ba men-t fiú the home / London-Ill go-t boy

the home / London-Ill go-t boy

Potential meanings: ‘the boy who went / [was going] / [has gone] home / [to London]’


	
*a haza / London-ba men-endő fiú the home / London-Ill go-andó boy

the home / London-Ill go-andó boy

Intended meaning: ‘the boy who should go home / [to London]’


	
*a haza / London-ba me-hető fiú the home / London-Ill go-ható boy

the home / London-Ill go-ható boy

Intended meaning: ‘the boy who can go home / [to London]’





In the argument structure of unaccusative verbs there is no Agent since the obligatorily appearing subject plays the role of a Theme. Therefore, in this type, the subject can serve as a verbal modifier, as illustrated in (34a).

As for the acceptability of the corresponding participial constructions, andó- and ható-participles are fully unacceptable (34d,e,); which is in total harmony with our earlier observations, see the (f)- and (g)-examples in (6-7) in 2.1.1 and the comments on them. Nevertheless, as discussed in connection with (6g) and in Remark 3, there are certain [–perfective] intransitive verbs with a Theme subject from which not fully unacceptable andó-participial constructions can be formed, at least for certain native speakers.

The level of acceptability of the particular Ó- and t-participial constructions presented in (34b,c,) depends on the presence or absence of a free adjunct. This is surprising at first glance; it can be attributed, however, to a difference between the two types of participialization: t-participles, in contrast to Ó-participles, can only be interpreted as [+perfective]. What causes the problem is the transformation of the input Theme into a PartP-internal phonetically null subject (obligatorily identified with an explicit matrix noun phrase), which, in this particular case, comes with the elimination of the verbal modifier, which is the source (or indicator) of perfectivity. Our observation is that the free adjunct is able to play the role of the verbal modifier in the output participial constructions, which is obligatory in the case of the t-participle (34c), while it serves as an option in the case of the Ó-participle (34b), whose [–perfective] interpretation is not excluded (and can be made unambiguous by inserting the adverb éppen ‘just’ left-adjacent to the participial head alakuló).


	
● Unaccusative input verbs with a subject as a verbal modifier


	
Kórus alakult (az iskolá-ban). choir get_formed.Past.3Sg the school-Ine

choir get_formed.Past.3Sg the school-Ine

‘There were one or more choirs formed (in the school).’


	
az (?)(✓-ban) alakul-ó kórus the school-Ine get_formed-Ó choir

the school-Ine get_formed-Ó choir

‘the choir which [is (being)] / [is about to be] formed (in the school)’


	
az *?(✓-ban) alakul-t kórus the school-Ine get_formed-t choir ‘the choir which has/had been formed (in the school)’

the school-Ine get_formed-t choir

‘the choir which has/had been formed (in the school)’


	
*? az (iskolá-ban) alakul-andó kórus

the school-Ine get_formed-andó choir

Intended meaning: ‘the choir which should be formed (in the school)’


	
*az (iskolá-ban) alakul-ható kórus the school-Ine get_formed-ható choir

the school-Ine get_formed-ható choir

Intended meaning: ‘the choir which can be formed (in the school)’





In addition to Theme subjects, verbal particles can also serve as verbal modifiers in the unaccusative verb type (35a). The grammaticality judgments are similar to those in (26): the construction containing an Ó-participle (35b) is fully acceptable, while Andó- and ható-participles are unacceptable (35d,e,). The only difference between the acceptability of the variants with and without verbal particles concerns the t-participial constructions. The fully acceptable status of the t-participle in (35c) can be attributed to the fact that [+perfective] intransitives, in contrast to [–perfective] ones, can readily undergo t-participialization, as discussed in connection with (5e-f) in 2.1.1 and (26c).


	
● Unaccusative input verbs with a verbal particle as a verbal modifier


	
a Le-hullanak a levelek.

down-fall.3Pl the leaf.Pl

‘The leaves are [about to fall] / [will have fallen].’ [non-generic readings]


	
a’ Hullanak le a levelek.

down-fall.3Pl down the leaf.Pl

‘The leaves are falling.’


	
b a le-hull-ó levelek

the down-fall-Ó leaf.Pl

‘the leaves which [are falling] / [are about to fall] / [will have fallen].’


	
c a le-hull-ott levelek

the down-fall-t leaf.Pl

‘the leaves which have fallen’

levelek


	
d *?a le-hull-andó levelek the down-fall-andó leaf.Pl

the down-fall-andó

leaf.Pl

Intended meaning: ‘the leaves which should fall’


	
e *a le-hull-ható levelek

the down-fall-ható leaf.Pl

Intended meaning: ‘the leaves which can fall’





It is worth clarifying at this point of the discussion that the Ó-participle is aspectually triply ambiguous (35b), as shown by the translations. The reason for this is that not only the [+perfective] verbal construction in (35a) can be regarded as its finite counterpart but also the [–perfective] one presented in (35a’). Moreover, the[+perfective] finite construction is itself aspectually ambiguous (without a potential further, generic, reading), as illustrated in (4) in 2.1.1, see the translations provided in (35a). All in all, the Ó-participle “should undertake” to express three temporal/aspectual variants (35b); while the t-participle seems to undertake the expression of one aspectual variant (35c), with the other two types restricted to very special tasks (35d-e). A systematic exploration of the intricate division of labor in the expression of temporal/aspectual factors (expressed by finite constructions) among Ó-participles and the other three types of participles requires future research.

In the case of transitive argument structures (36a), an accusative case marked bare noun (phrase) can readily serve as a verbal modifier. As discussed in connection with (17b-b”)) in 2.1.2.1, an accusative case marked verbal modifier can only be retained completely in the case of Ó-participialization (36b). In the other three participle types (36c-e), the role and the meaning of the input verbal modifier will inevitably change due to the fact that an originally bare noun (phrase) ought to appear as a PartP-internal phonetically null subject (obligatorily identified with an explicit matrix noun phrase), resulting in unacceptability in the intended meanings (NB: we have attempted to create ‘intended meanings’ but these are practically non- existing options). Instead of the activity of drinking coffee (36a-b), the consumption of a particular portion/kind of coffee is referred to in the passive participial constructions created by the given types of participialization (36f); but in these cases the collapsing corresponding finite counterparts are the one presented in (36a’). All in all, non-referential verbal modifiers cannot correspond to an obligatorily referential PartP-internal phonetically null subject (obligatorily identified with an explicit matrix noun phrase), while retaining the input pragmasemantic features, by the otherwise “well-established” method. Note that (36e) can be associated with a meaning ‘coffee that is good enough to drink’. It is also worth noting that ivandó ‘something that should be drunk’ (36d,f,) is not a completely acceptable potential form (cf. (10c’) in 2.1.1).


	
● Input verbs with an accusative case marked argument as a verbal modifier 


	
A fiú kávé-t iszik.

the boy coffee-Acc drink.3Sg

‘The boy is engaged in coffee-drinking.’





	
a’ A fiú (éppen) issza a kávét.

the boy just drink.DefObj.3Sg the coffee-Acc

‘The boy is (just) drinking the coffee.’





	
a kávé-t iv-ó fiú the coffee-Acc drink-Ó boy

‘the boy who is drinking coffee’


	
*iv-ott kávé drink-t coffee

Intended meaning: ‘coffee as a drink type that someone’s drinking activity concerns’


	
*iv-andó kávé

drink-andó coffee

Intended meaning: ‘coffee as a drink type that someone’s drinking activity should concern’


	*i-ható kávé
drink-ható coffee

Intended meaning: ‘coffee as a drink type that someone’s drinking activity may concern’


	
az (éppen) iv-ott / ??iv-andó / (?)i-ható kávé

the just drink-t / drink-andó / drink-ható coffee

‘the coffee that [is being drunk] / [should be drunk] / [is now suitable for drinking]’





As in all other types, verbal particles also readily serve as verbal modifiers in the case of transitive argument structures. This is illustrated in the series of examples in (37), in which all constructions are fully acceptable (cf. the same results in the (a)- examples in the series of examples in (3) and (5-7) in 2.1.1, see also (27) above).


	
● Transitive input verbs with a verbal particle as a verbal modifier


	
A fiú meg-nézte a film-et.

the boy perf-watch.Past.DefObj.3Sg the film-Acc

‘The boy (has) watched the film.’


	
a film-et meg-néz-ő fiú the film-Acc perf-watch-Ó boy

the film-Acc perf-watch-Ó boy

‘the boy who [has watched] / [is about to watch] / [will have watched] the film’


	
a meg-néz-ett film

the perf-watch-t film

‘the film that has/had been watched’


	
a meg-néz-endő film the perf-watch-andó film

the perf-watch-andó film

‘the film that should be watched’


	
a meg-néz-hető film

the perf-watch-ható film

‘the film that can be watched’





The series of examples in (38) shows that an oblique case marked bare noun phrase can also readily serve as a verbal modifier. In this type of input verbal constructions (38a), all the corresponding participial constructions are fully acceptable (38b-e), due to the facts that (i) transitive finite verbal argument structures are suitable input structures for all types of participialization and (ii) oblique case marked verbal modifiers can be retained totally together with their function and degree of referentiality, see also (17a-a”)) in 2.1.2.1.


	
● Input verbs with an oblique argument as a verbal modifier


	
A boszorkány béká-vá változtatja a herceg-et.

the witch frog-TrE transform.DefObj.3Sg the prince-Acc

‘The witch will turn the prince into a frog.’


	
a herceg-et béká-vá változtat-ó boszorkány

the prince-Acc frog-TrE transform-Ó witch

‘the witch who [has turned ] / [is about to turn] / [will have turned] the prince into a frog’


	
a béká-vá változtat-ott herceg

the frog-TrE transform-t prince

‘the prince who has/had been turned into a frog’


	
a béká-vá változtat-andó herceg

the frog-TrE transform-andó prince

‘the prince who should be turned into a frog’


	
a béká-vá változtat-ható herceg

the frog-TrE transform-ható prince

‘the prince who can be turned into a frog’






VII Idioms

To conclude this subsection, let us investigate idioms as special inputs to participialization. Their specialty lies in their essentially unbreakable internal integrity, a consequence of which is that they tend to resist undergoing any kind of derivation or other kinds of formation process (see, for instance, N1.3.1.2.2.3, sub VI, see also sub VII in 1.1.2.3 and in 3.1.2.3). Nevertheless, there are idioms which seem to have a reduced internal structure with distinguished parts (Jackendoff 1997). These may be more ready to undergo certain derivations: especially if the derivation takes the idiom apart without disturbing the internal integrity of its distinguished parts, that is, separating the idiom along its original internal structure.

Let us start the overview of the different types of idioms with those consisting of exclusively “virtual”, that is, non-referential, syntactically not free arguments.

Our first example serves as an excellent illustration of the generalization that idioms with unbreakable internal integrity (39a) resist not just derivation but all types of formation process (39b-e) : even the otherwise almost always fully acceptable Ó-participial construction (39b) —and the explicit relative clause plausibly held to correspond to it (see (39’) and (ii.a’) in Remark 2 in 2.1.1)—are unacceptable, at least in the intended, non-literal, meaning (see the concluding paragraph in 2.1.4.3). It can be declared for all the four potential participial constructions presented in (39b-e) that they cannot be associated with any meaning that would have anything to do with the special raining event referred to by the finite construction provided in (39a).

The source of the problem is that the literal meaning entirely suppresses the potential idiomatic one. Presumably, this has to do with the following two factors. First, the two noun phrases do not correspond to any participants in the non-literal meaning; that is, at least in our synchronic state of language, the devil and his wife do not correspond to rainfall and sunshine (and are not associated with thematic roles). Second, this idiom seems to be part of our encyclopedic knowledge rather than that of our mother-tongue intuition (NB: it is not clear how one can distinguish these two types of knowledge).


	
● Input idioms without syntactically free arguments I.


	
Veri az ördög a feleség-é-t.

beat.DefObj.3Sg the devil the wife-Poss-Acc

‘It is raining while the sun is shining.’ = ‘The devil is beating his wife.’

(Literal reading: ‘The devil is beating his wife.’)


	
*a feleség-é-t ver-ő ördög

the wife-Poss-Acc beat-Ó devil

Intended meaning: ‘the rainfall with the sun shining’





	
b’ *az ördög, aki veri a feleség-é-t

the devil who beat.DefObj.3Sg the wife-Poss-Acc

Intended meaning: ‘the rainfall with the sun shining’

(Literal reading: ‘the devil who is beating his wife’)





	
*a(z ördög által) ver-t feleség

the devil by beat-t wife

Intended meaning: ‘the sunshine with the rain falling’


	
*a ver-endő feleség

the beat-andó wife


	
*a ver-hető feleség the beat-ható wife

the beat-ható wife





Let us now consider an idiom which does not have syntactically free arguments but can be divided into two parts that correspond to distinguishable participants in the non-literal meaning (40). Namely, the verb ki-lóg ‘out-hang’ can be regarded as corresponding to a predicate such as ‘show’, or ‘become visible’, with ló-láb ‘horse-leg’ corresponding to ‘the suspicious case’. Our prediction that this type of idiom can be more readily participialized is borne out: at least the Ó-participle is more or less acceptable (40b) (NB: it is a methodological problem to evaluate the resulting participial forms due to the inevitably emerging side effect of the association of humor with transformed idioms). A key ingredient of this argumentation is that the subject is to be regarded as a Theme on the basis of the correspondence between horse’s leg and ‘suspicious case’ (as a metaphorical equivalent) in the argument structure of the showintransitive type verb: the subject of show or become visible serves as a Theme and not an Agent. If we consider this idiom this way, then it is not surprising that the pattern of acceptability follows the one observed in the case of ‘normal’ unaccusative verbs (26).


	
● Input idioms without syntactically free arguments II.


	
Ki-lóg a lóláb.

out-hang.3Sg the horse.leg

‘He shows the cloven hoof.’ / ‘This a case which strikes me as suspicious.’

(Literal reading: ‘The horse’s leg is sticking out.’)


	
?[Ez itt egy egyértelműen] ki-lóg-ó lóláb

this here a unambiguously out-hang-Ó horse.leg

‘[This is undoubtedly] a case which strikes me as suspicious.’


	
?[Ez itt egy egyértelműen] ki-lóg-ó lóláb

the out-hang-t horse.leg


	
*a ki-lóg-andó lóláb

the out-hang-andó horse.leg


	
*a ki-lóg-ható lóláb

the out-hang-ható horse.leg





Idioms often take real arguments as well, besides their “virtual” ones. The following arguments are the real ones in the examples below (marked by [square brackets]): the subject in (41-42), the subject and the object in (43), the adessive case marked noun phrase Ilinél ‘Ili.Ade’ in (44), and the NAK possessor in (45).

The series of examples in (41) shows that the presence of syntactically free arguments does not necessarily increase participializability: a finite verbal construction with a real subject can undergo only Ó-participialization (41b) while the other three participial constructions are fully unacceptable (41c-e). The unacceptability of t-, andó- and ható-participial constructions can be due to the facts that (i) the object serves as a verbal modifier (see the comments on (17b-b”)) in 2.1.2.1 and in (36) above) and (ii) the noun phrase bakot ‘buck.Acc’ happens to be not suitable for being associated with a metaphorical equivalent ‘mistake’.


	
● Input idioms with real arguments I.


	
[A fiú] bak-ot lőtt. the boy buck-Acc shoot.Past.3Sg

the boy buck-Acc shoot.Past.3Sg

‘The boy made a mistake.’

(Literal reading: ‘The boy shot a buck.’)


	
a bak-ot lö-vő fiú

the buck-Acc shoot-Ó boy

‘the boy who made a mistake’


	
*a (fiú által) lő-tt bak

the boy by shoot-t buck

Intended meaning: ‘the mistake made by the boy’


	
*a lö-vendő bak

the shoot-andó buck

Intended meaning: ‘the mistake that should be made’


	
*a lő-hető bak

the shoot-ható buck

Intended meaning: ‘the mistake that can be made’





The comparison between the idioms in (41) and (42) in participializability suggests a more precise generalization: the higher proportion of syntactically free arguments to idiom parts tends to increase participializability. The series of examples in (41-42) illustrate this as follows. The idiom presented in (41a) contains only one syntactically non-free and one free argument while that in (42a) contains two non- free arguments and one free argument. Parallel to this, the only acceptable Ó-participial construction considered in (41b) is more acceptable than the corresponding one in (42b) (NB: t-, andó- and ható-participial constructions are unacceptable in both cases, see the (c-e) examples in (41-42).


	
● Input idioms with real arguments II.


	
[A diák] köti az eb-et a karó-hoz.

the student bind.DefObj.3Sg the dog-Acc the pole-All

‘The student insists on something.’ = ‘The student puts his foot down.’

(Literal reading: ‘The student ties the dog to the pole.’)


	
?az eb-et a karó-hoz köt-ő diák

the dog-Acc the pole-All bind-Ó student

‘the student who insists on something’


	
*(*a diák által) a karó-hoz köt-ött eb

the student by the pole-All bind-T dog

Intended meaning: ‘the thing that the student insists on’


	
*a karó-hoz köt-endő eb

the pole-All bind-andó dog

Intended meaning: ‘the thing that one should insist on’


	
*a karó-hoz köt-hető eb

the pole-All bind-ható dog

Intended meaning: ‘the thing that one can insist on’





The idiom investigated in (43a) contains one syntactically non-free argument with two syntactically free ones. It is thus predicted that the participial constructions in (43b-e) will be even more acceptable than the corresponding ones in (41). This prediction is essentially borne out: the Ó-participial construction is fully acceptable (43b) and the t- and the ható-participial construction types are also acceptable (43c,e,) presumably due to the fact that both crucial participants, that is, the subject and the object, are real arguments. Note that, while kiráz ‘shake out’ on its non-idiomatic meaning has an unquestionably agentive subject, on the idiomatic reading it can be paraphrased as ‘do something easily with little or no effort’, with a non- agentively conceptualized subject. The unacceptability of the andó-participial construction is presumably to be attributed to the semantic incompatibility between spontaneity, referred to by the idiom, and necessity, expressed by the andó-participial form (cf. the translation of the given construction).


	
● Input idioms with real arguments III.


	
[A diák] ki-rázza az ujj-á-ból [a megoldást].

the student out-shake.DefObj.3Sg the finger-Poss-Ela the solution.Acc

‘The student is easily going to provide the solution.’ / ‘The student is going to nail the solution.’

(Literal reading: ‘The student will shake out the solution from her finger.’)


	
a megoldást az ujj-á-ból ki-ráz-ó diák

a megoldást az ujj-á-ból ki-ráz-ó diák

the solution.Acc the finger-Poss-Ela out-shake-Ó student

‘the student who is easily providing the solution’


	
?Ili büszke [az ujj-á-ból ki-ráz-ott megoldás]-ra.

Ili proud the finger-Poss-Ela out-shake-t solution-Sub

‘Ili is proud of the solution that she has easily provided.’


	
*? az ujj-á-ból ki-ráz-andó megoldás

the finger-Poss-Ela out-shake-andó solution

Intended meaning: ‘the solution that should be easily provided’


	?Ilinek kellene egy (az) ujj-á-ból ki-ráz-ható megoldás.Ilii.Dat must.Cond.3Sg a the finger-Poss-Ela out-shake-ható solution ‘Ili needs a solution that can be easily provided.’




The series of examples in (44) illustrates that, with the same proportion between “real arguments” and idiom parts (here 1 to 1), the fact that the “real argument” is not a subject, as in (41), but an oblique case marked noun phrase also has an impact on acceptability. Here, with a non-real subject, the Ó-participial construction is fully unacceptable (44b) in the idiomatic meaning, just like the other three passive participial ones (44c-e).


	
● Input idioms with real arguments IV.


	
[Ili-nél] el-törött a mécses.

Ili-Ade away-break.Past.3Sg the lampion

‘Ili broke into tears.’

(Literal reading: ‘The lampion broke with Ili.’)


	
*az Ili-nél el-tör-ő mécses

the Ili-Ade away-break-Ó lampion

Intended meaning: ‘the event of Ili’s weeping’


	
*az Ili-nél el-tör-t mécses

the Ili-Ade away-break-t lampion

Intended meaning: ‘the event of Ili’s weeping in the past’


	
*az Ili-nél el-tör-endő mécses

the Ili-Ade away-break-andó lampion

Intended meaning: ‘Ili’s weeping that should be triggered’


	
*az Ili-nél el-tör-hető mécses

the Ili-Ade away-break-ható lampion

Intended meaning: ‘the potential event of Ili’s weeping’





The last series of examples in (45) illustrates an idiom type which can be characterized by containing a “real, semantic, syntactically free argument” in the idiomatic meaning that is, in its literal meaning, a proper part of an argument of the verb, which (i.e., this matrix expression) can be regarded as a “virtual argument” in the idiomatic meaning. The subject of the verb felkopik ‘is worn (out)’, according to the potential literal reading, is the complete possessive construction Ilinek az álla ‘Ili.Dat the chin.Poss’, but the extracted NAK possessor Ilinek does not belong to the lexical form of the idiom. To that, only the remnant az álla ‘the chin.Poss’ belongs as an idiom part, while the noun phrase Ilinek expresses a real argument, the only one, of the idiomatic lexical item (see N1.1.3.4).


	
● Input idioms with real arguments V.


	
[Ili-nek] fel-kopik az áll-a.

Ili-Dat up-is_worn.3Sg the chin-Poss

‘Ili is becoming dirt-poor.’

(Literal reading: ‘Ili’s chin was worn out.’)


	
??Ili-nek a fel -kop-ó álla (mindenkinek feltűnt.)

Ili-Dat the up-is_worn-Ó chin-Poss everyone.Dat up.show.Past.3Sg

Intended meaning: ‘(Everybody has noticed) the process of Ili becoming poor’


	
*?Ili-nek a fel -kop-ott álla (mindenkinek feltűnt.)

Ili-Dat the up-is_worn-t chin-Poss everyone.Dat up.show.Past.3Sg

Intended meaning: ‘(Everybody has noticed that) Ili has become poor’


	
*Ili-nek a fel -kop-andó álla (mindenkinek feltűnt.)

Ili-Dat the up-is_worn-andó chin-Poss everyone.Dat up.show.Past.3Sg

Intended meaning: ‘(Everybody has noticed that) Ili must become poor’


	
*Ili-nek a fel -kop-ható álla (mindenkinek feltűnt.)

Ili-Dat the up-is_worn-ható chin-Poss everyone.Dat up.show.Past.3Sg

Intended meaning: ‘(Everybody has noticed that) Ili may become poor’





As for the participialized constructions, the one with the Ó-participle (45b) is the best (again) but can be characterized by poor acceptability while the other three (45c-e) are not acceptable.

In sum, participializability of idioms essentially patterns with their infinitivalizability (1.1.2.3, sub VII)). The slight differences have to do with the following differences. In the course of infinitivalization, each argument of the finite verb (together with its function and syntactic position) can correspond to an argument within the infinitival construction (with a retained function). However, with participialization (also depending on its type), one or two arguments, the subject and/or the object, will have no counterpart within the participial construction (only within the matrix attributive construction, potentially at the cost of losing its verbal-modifier status).


2.1.3 Restrictions on the formation process

Participialization, as shown in the last subsection, is a productive formation process on well definable classes of verbs. This subsection is devoted to the investigation of types of input which are most likely to reject any kind of formation process.

Among the verbs that do not allow participialization, the group of verbs containing the suffix -hAt ‘can’ (46a) should be mentioned; neither participle type is acceptable formed from a verb containing -hAt (46b,c,d,e)), see also Laczkó (2000a: 428/(44), 429/(45), 442/(64), 443/(65)). As discussed in connection with the series of examples in (8) in 2.1.1, ható-participles are not Ó-participles formed from the versions of verbs containing the suffix -hAt, since the suffix -hAt ‘can’ does not change the argument structure (46a). Thus, if -hAtÓ were formed as [-hAt+-Ó], the result should be an active participle, in which the PartP-internal phonetically null subject (obligatorily identified with an explicit matrix noun phrase) corresponds to the subject of the input verb. Instead, the resulting ható-construction, in the case of a transitive input (46’), is such that the phonetically null subject in question corresponds to the object of the input verb. Therefore, -hAtÓ is not to be regarded as a compositional combination of the segments discussed but functions as a monolithic passive participializer.


	
● Input verbs containing the suffix -hAt ‘can’


	
A csapat fel-épít(-het) egy ház-at.

the team up-build(-Mod) a house-Acc

‘The team will/can build a house.’


	
a házat fel-épít(*-het)-ő csapat

the house-Acc up-build(-Mod) -Ó team

‘the team building a house’ / Intended meaning: ‘the team which can build a house’





	
b’ a fel-épít-hető ház

the up_build-ható house

‘the house which can be built’





	
a fel-épít(*-het)-ett ház

the up-build(-Mod) -t house

‘the house which has been built up’ / Intended meaning: ‘the house which can be built up’


	
a fel-épít(*-het)-endő ház

the up-build(-Mod) -andó house

‘the house which should be built’ / Intended meaning: ‘the house which must be buildable’


	
a fel-épít(*-het)-hető ház

the up-build(-Mod) -ható house

‘the house which can be built’ / Intended meaning: ’the house which can be buildable’





In what follows, we will be investigating whether the deviant types of verbs summarized in the Introduction (A.III) allow participialization.


I Types of VAN ‘BE’

Subsection I discusses eight cases of different verbal constructions with van ‘be’ (see (4A)) in subsection III in the Introduction): copular (48-52), existential (53) and possessive (54-55) constructions. First of all, the intended meanings of the eight constructions with van are summarized in Table 2 below. The Table shows that only five of the intended meanings can be expressed by participial constructions, and even these types of van can only undergo Ó-participialization. This latter fact is in total harmony with the non-transitive and non-perfective status of van (cf. the series of examples in (3-7) and Table 1 in 2.1.1).



Table 2: Inclination of Ó-, t-, andó-, and ható-participles to express certain intended meanings with van ‘be’ in Hungarian: copular (48-52), existential(53) and possessive (54-55) constructions ⏎


	TYPE
	INTENDED MEANING
	Ó
	T
	Andó
	ható



	COPULAR
	the colleague is / was / [should be] / [can be] cruel
	✓
	*
	*
	*


	my friend who is / was / [should be] / [can be] a teacher
	✓
	*
	*
	*


	the very cold weather which is / was / [should be] / [can be] during the holidays
	✓
	*
	*
	*


	my friend who is /was / [should be] / [can be] at home
	✓
	*
	*
	*


	the beer which is / was / [should be] / [can be] in the fridge
	✓
	*
	*
	*


	EX.
	(the existence of) beer which is / was / [should be] / [can be] in the fridge
	*
	*
	*
	*


	POSS.
	(the existence of) at least one car which is / was / [should be] / [can be] owned by the boy
	*
	*
	*
	*


	the status of being hot in which the boy is / was / [should be] / [can be]
	*
	*
	*
	*


The series of examples in (47) overview the potential participial forms of van ‘be’. As discussed in connection with infinitives (see 1.1.3, sub I), the stem of the verb ‘to be’ in Hungarian has a suppletive form: levő/lévő ‘be.Ó’, lett ‘be.T’, leendő ‘be.Andó’ and lehető ‘be.ható’ are related to lesz ‘will be’, which can be regarded as an independent verb serving as the posterior, or dynamic, variant of van, which is of static aktionsart. In addition to these forms, való ‘be.Ó’ and volt ‘be.T’ are also to be considered while such potential forms as vanandó and vanható do not exist.

As illustrated in (47a’), however, the form való ‘be.Ó’ cannot be used as the Ó-participial form of van ‘be’; only lévő (or its equally acceptable phonetic variant levő, see Grétsy and Kemény (2005: 344)) ‘be.Ó’ can appear in this function. The function of való is to attributivize oblique case marked dependents, adverbs, adverbial-like expressions and postpositional phrases in deverbal nominal constructions (see N1.3.1.2.2, for instance). It is also noteworthy that homophonous ÁS-nouns and SED-nouns can be distinguished by means of the [postposition+való] test (see N1.3.1.2.1/(219)), proposed by Laczkó (2000b: 316–318). On a detailed analysis of való and lévő together with noun heads, see Laczkó (1995: 88–124). Laczkó (1995: (101/(23)) also mentions the form létező ‘exist.Ó’, which is to be used in cases in which an independent participial form of van is needed (47a”’)).


	
● Participial forms of van ‘be’


	
a lév-ő / val-ó

be-ó / be-ó

‘being / being’


	
a’. az asztalon lév-ő / *val-ó toll

the table.Sup be-Ó / be-Ó pen

‘the pen on the table’


	
a” a politikáról való beszélgetés / az óceán felett való repülés

the politics.Del valò talk.Nmn / the ocean above valò fly.Nmn

‘the conversation about politics / flying above the ocean’

a”’. a *lév-ő / *való /✓ létez-ő sárkány

the be-Ó / valò / exist-Ó dragon

‘the existing dragon’


	
b le-tt / vol-t be-t / be-t

be-t / be-t

‘become / ex’


	
b’ a sárgává

??le-tt / *vol-t /✓ vál-t levél

the yellow.TrE be-t / be-t / become-t leaf

‘the leaf that has become yellow’


	
b” a *le-tt /✓ vol-t feleségem

the be-t / be-t wife.Poss.1Sg

‘my ex-wife [the woman who was my wife]’

Literal meaning: ‘my wife who existed’

b”’. a hosszú keresés után meg-le-tt / *meg-vol-t kulcs

the long search after perf-be-t / perf-be-t key

‘the key which was found after a long search’


	
c le-endő

be-andó

‘prospective’


	
c’ a le-endő feleségem

the be-andó wife.Poss.1Sg

‘my future wife [the woman who will be my wife]’

Literal meaning: ‘my wife who will exist’


	
d le-hető

be-ható

‘possible’


	
d’ a lehető *(✓ legjobb) megoldás

the possible best solution

‘the best possible solution’





The potential t-participial forms of van ‘be’ are summarized in (47b). However, as shown in (47b’-b”)), neither lett ‘be.T’ nor volt ‘be.T’ functions as the semantically corresponding t-participial form of van. The form lett (47’) has a dynamic meaning (cf. its English translation is ‘become’, not ‘be’) while volt expresses ‘ex’ in Hungarian (47”). It must be noted, nevertheless, that lett can be used as a t-participle but only with a verbal particle (47b”’)).

Examples (47c,d,) show the potential andó- and ható-participial forms. As illustrated in (47c’,d’)), these forms cannot be associated with the intended participial meanings.

All in all, of the morphologically available potential participial forms of van ‘be’, only lévő ‘be.Ó’ can factually be associated with an appropriate participial semantic content. The other three types simply cannot be associated with any kind of participial realization, overviewed in Table 2 above, but have lexicalized adjectival meanings; such meanings are classified as irregular (non-compositional) adjectival meanings by Kiefer (2000a) (see also Alberti and Nőthig 2015). That is why we restrict ourselves, in what follows, to the exemplification of (potential) Ó-participial constructions.

Let us now turn to the eight constructions of van ‘be’. The first five series of examples (48-52) provide the tests of the copular use of van as an input verb with verbal modifiers of different categories. The copular use means that it is not the verb but the accompanying verbal modifier that supplies the semantic content of the verbal construction, shown in the corresponding (a)-examples. Presumably due to this fact, in two (very frequent) types of the five copular constructions, the third-person present indicative form of this verbal construction appears without any overt phonetic realization of van, as shown in the (a)-examples in (48-49). That is why it may also be worth taking into account potential van-free constructions in which no phonetic realization of any derivative of the copula van appears but only some inflected form of the input verbal modifier “materializes”.

Note that the non-appearance of van ‘be’ can be understood (at least) in the following two ways. According to one possible approach, this verbal element is present in syntax and available to semantics but happens to have an empty phonetic form, referred to as a ‘hidden copula’ (rejtett létige) in É. Kiss (1999: 38). According to the currently predominant opposite view, “when the copula is not spelled out, it is not merely phonologically null but is absent altogether”, according to another book even by the same author (É. Kiss 2002: 73; see also Varga 1981, Kenesei 1989). In what follows, we simply base our discussion on the mere assumption that the relevant sentences have a finite predicate in which the essential semantic content comes from nominal or adjectival expressions (and lack a phonetically overt realization of van ‘be’).

In (48), the main predicate is an adjective (or an Adjectival Phrase). As mentioned, the third person present indicative form of this verbal construction comes without any overt phonetic realization of van ‘be’ (48a); while in other persons, tenses and/or moods, the copula is used in its appropriately inflected, phonetically overt form. To illustrate this, the past tense form is also shown in (48a). Note in passing that this form is ambiguous, as shown by the translations. In one meaning, a definite complex event is referred to, one in which a colleague behaves in a cruel way. This is a stage-level (Kratzer 1995) complex-event denoting interpretation, relative to which there also exists an individual-level one, according to which the given colleague is a cruel person.


	
● Copular use of van ‘be’: I. Adjectival main predicate


	
A kolléga gonosz. / A kolléga gonosz volt.

the colleague cruel / the colleague cruel be.Past.3Sg

‘The colleague is (being) cruel.’ / ‘The colleague was (being) cruel.’


	
a gonosz (*lév-o) kolléga

the cruel be-Ó colleague

‘the colleague who is (being) cruel’





Let us now consider the only potential (Ó-) participial construction formed from (48a) (on the non-existence of the other three participial forms, see the comments on Table 2 above). As shown in (48a’), only the van-free version is acceptable both in the stage-level (Kratzer 1995) complex-event denoting interpretation and in the individual-level one; the variant with the explicit Ó-participial form lévő is fully unacceptable.

Let us now turn to the case in which the input verbal construction (49a) contains a noun (or noun phrase) as the main predicate. As presented in (49b), this difference in syntactic category has no impact on participializability: the participial constructions with a nominal predicative content entirely pattern with the corresponding ones with an adjectival predicative content. The van-free variant is fully acceptable while the variant with the explicit Ó-participial form lévő is fully unacceptable. Note in passing that further adverbial expressions are needed to evoke the stage-level reading of the nominal predicate, see éppen most ‘just now’ in (49b).


	
● Copular use of van ‘be’: II. Nominal main predicate


	
A barátom tanár. / A barátom tanár volt.

the friend.Poss.1Sg teacher / the friend.Poss.1Sg teacher be.Past.3Sg

‘My friend is a teacher.’ / ‘My friend was a teacher.’


	
az (éppen most) tanár (*lév-ő) barátom

the just now teacher be-Ó friend.Poss.1Sg

‘my friend who is [a teacher] / [working as a teacher nowadays]’





The construction shown in (50) is also worth comparing to that in (48) since in both cases the input verbal construction contains an adjective as the main predicate (see the (a)-examples). There are two significant differences, however. First, in (50a), the copula always has a phonetically non-empty appearance (i.e., it also appears in the third person present indicative). Second, in (48a), the adjective serves as a predicate which makes a statement about the (topic-like) subject of the sentence, while in (50a), the sentence structure contains no topic-like subject. This latter type, thus, is similar to the subjectless type of such verbs as havazik ‘it snows’ (see (23) in 2.1.2.3).


	
● Copular use of van ‘be’: III. Adjectival/nominal main predicate


	
a Nagyon hideg van / volt a szünidő alatt.

very cold be.3Sg / be.Past.3Sg the holidays under

‘It is/was very cold during the holidays.’


	
b a szünidő alatt *(*?lév-ő) nagy on hideg

the holidays under be-Ó very cold

Intended meaning: ‘the very cold weather during the holidays’


	
b’ a szünidő alatt-i nagy(*-on) hideg

the holidays under-Attr great(-Advr) cold

‘the very cold weather during the holidays’





The obligatory phonetic appearance of van ‘be’ in the input has an impact on the acceptability of the construction types under investigation. Both the van-free variant and the one with the explicit Ó-participial form lévő are unacceptable (50b). However, there is a fully acceptable van-free variant in which the postpositional phrase is attributivized by means of the -i adjectival derivational suffix (50’). In parallel to this, the adverb nagyon ‘very’ has to appear in an “attributivized” form, that is, its adjectival root should be used.

The fourth construction of the participialization of input copular constructions pertains to the case in which the verbal modifier is an adverb (51a). Although, as in (50a), the copula obligatorily appears phonetically at each point of the paradigm of conjugation, the acceptability of the corresponding participial constructions is different in the two cases. Although the van-free construction is fully unacceptable in both cases, the one with the explicit Ó-participial form lévő is fully acceptable in (51b). Note that the variant in which the adverb otthon ‘at home’ is attributivized by means of the suffix -i (Kenesei 2014) is also fully acceptable but only with a non- intended meaning, as shown by the translation in (51’).


	
● Copular use of van ‘be’: IV. Adverbial main predicate


	
a A barátom otthon van / volt.

the friend.Poss.1Sg home be.3Sg / be.Past.3Sg

‘My friend is/was at home.’

the home be-Ó friend.Poss.1Sg

‘my friend who is at home’


	b az otthon *(✓lév-ő) barátom

	
b’ az otthon-i barátom

the home-Attr friend.Poss.1Sg

‘my friend who lives in the place where I was raised’





The fifth copular construction to be participialized is the case in which the verbal modifier is an oblique case marked noun phrase (52a). Just like in (50a) and (51a), the copula obligatorily appears phonetically at each point of the paradigm of conjugation. The constructions under investigation are associated with the same grammaticality judgments as the corresponding ones in (51b). That is, the van-free construction is fully unacceptable while the one with the explicit Ó-participial form lévő is fully acceptable.


	
● Copular use of van ‘be’: V. Oblique case marked main predicate


	
A sör a hűtő-ben van / volt.

the beer the fridge-Ine be.3Sg / be.Past.3Sg

‘The beer is/was in the fridge.’


	
a hűtő-ben *(✓lév-ő) sör

the fridge-Ine be-Ó beer

‘the beer (which is) in the fridge’





Let us now turn to another type of van-construction, in which van ‘be’ is used existentially in the input verbal construction (53a). A noun phrase with no overt case marking (sör ‘beer’) is also an inevitable part of the construction, and some locative expression also frequently appears in it. In (53) below, the role of the locative expression is played by an inessive case marked noun phrase (a hűtőben ‘the fridge.Ine’).

The construction under discussion is similar to the copular construction shown in (49) in containing a noun (phrase) with no overt case marking (tanár ‘teacher’ ~ sör ‘beer’). It is a significant difference, however, that in the predicative construction in (49), van ‘be’ cannot appear in the third-person present-tense indicative-mood form of the construction, at least phonetically. In the existential construction in (53a), however, the phonetic presence of van ‘be’ (in the same person, tense and mood) is definitely obligatory; in this sense, thus, this construction is similar to those in the (a)-examples in (50-52). Moreover, here van ‘be’ has to be stressed, which is a decisive difference between the existential construction and the copular one demonstrated in (52a), which contains an overt but obligatorily unstressed variant of van ‘be’ (NB: all non-null appearances of copular van are obligatorily unstressed in all subtypes in (48a) to (52a), with the verbal modifier stressed).

A further difference between the existential construction (53a) from the copular ones shown in (48-49, 51-52) is that the latter type makes the presence of a topic- like subject obligatory. In (49a), for instance, it is about this subject (a barátom ‘my friend’) that the above-mentioned noun (phrase) tanár ‘teacher’ makes a statement. In the existential construction (53a), similar to the hideg van ‘cold be’ construction shown in (50a), the nominal expression with no overt case marking (sör ‘beer’ ~ hideg ‘cold’) does not serve the purpose of making a statement about another (typically topicalized) participant of the sentence.

As we attempt to illustrate in (53b), existential constructions cannot be participialized: both the van-free variant and the one with the explicit Ó-participial form lévő are unacceptable: the existential meaning factor cannot be retained. The construction in (53b) with the explicit lévő is fully acceptable if it is associated with another meaning; in this case the participial form in question corresponds to the finite copular verbal construction in (52a) and not to the existential one presented in (53a). The problem is similar to the one discussed in the comment concerning (35) in 2.1.2.3, sub VI.


	
● Existential use of van ‘be’


	
'Van sör a hűtő-ben.

be.3Sg beer the fridge-Ine

‘There is some beer in the fridge.’


	
*a hűtő-ben (lév-ő) sör

the fridge-Ine be-Ó beer

Intended (existential) meaning: ‘(some) beer in the fridge [whose existence is new to the

interlocutors]’

Available (copular) meaning: ‘the beer (which is) in the fridge’





The next van-construction to be discussed is the basic possessive sentence type in Hungarian (54). Like other Uralic languages, Hungarian expresses possession with the one-argument verb ‘be’, instead of a have-like two-argument verb. The possessive construction is claimed (Szabolcsi and Laczkó 1992: 231–234, Szabolcsi 1994) to rely on the existential construction with a possessive construction (a fiúnak... kocsija ‘the boy.Dat... car.Poss’) in its subject(-like) grammatical function (cf. the bare noun phrase subject sör ‘beer’ in (53a)). The possessor typically appears as the topic of the possessive sentence, split from its possessee, which (the possessee) is preceded by the verb (54a).


	
● Possessive use of van ‘be’


	
A fiú-nak 'van kocsi-ja.

the boy-Dat be.3Sg car-Poss

‘The boy has one or more cars.’


	
*a fiú(-nak) (lévő) kocsi(-ja)

the boy(-Dat) be-Ó car(-Poss)

Intended meanings: ‘(a) car which is owned by the boy [whose existence is new to the

interlocutors]’

Available meaning in the case of a fiú kocsija, which is a possessive construction: ’the boy’s car’





	
b’ a fiú(-nak a) létez-ő kocsi-ja

the boy(-Dat the) exist-Ó car-Poss

‘the boy’s car which does exist’





Just like the existential construction in (53a), the possessive one (54a) cannot be participialized (54b), either, for the same reason: due to the existential meaning component. Note that the intended meaning can be approximated by using the Ó-participial form of the verb létezik ‘exist’, as shown in (54’); obviously, the correspondence cannot be complete as the attributive létező ‘existing’ inevitably triggers the idea in the hearer that the given car is contrasted with cars which are, say, only desired.

We conclude with the discussion of a special possessive construction (55). Formally, it seems to be based on a possessive relation, as suggested by the input in (55a), but semantically, nothing is possessed (in the literal sense). This verbal construction—in contrast to the (true) possessive construction, demonstrated in (54)—can be characterized by the same stress pattern and word order as the constructions discussed in 2.1.2.3, sub VI can. Namely, an unstressed verb is immediately preceded by a stressed verbal modifier in this type of construction.

As illustrated in (55b), this construction cannot be participialized in any possible way, either; and in this case, even the formally resulting possessive construction will not appear as a construction with a ‘non-intended available meaning’.


	
● Abstract possessive use of van ‘be’


	
A fiú-nak 'meleg-e ˚van.

the boy-Dat hot-Poss be.3Sg

‘The boy is hot.’


	
*a fiú(-nak) (lév-ő) meleg(-e)

the boy(-Dat) be-Ó hot(-Poss)

Intended meaning: ‘the hot status in which the boy is’






II Auxiliary verbs

This subsection discusses whether Hungarian auxiliaries can be participialized. We follow Kenesei (2000: 110) in assuming that there are only three true auxiliaries in Hungarian, of which the two frequent ones will be investigated (NB: the third one is the rather rare and emotionally highly loaded talál ‘happen to’). These two classic auxiliaries are fog ‘will’ (56), which is the auxiliary of the (analytic) expression of future, and szokott ‘used to’ (58), the means of expressing an event as habitual or customary.

It is noteworthy that the auxiliary szokott ‘used to’ is always tensed: it is the past tense form of a non-existing verb szokik, in the case of which only such, non-auxiliary, variants with verbal particles exist in the present tense as rá-szokik (a

dohányzásra) ‘take up (smoking)’, or le-szokik (a dohányzásról) ‘give up (smoking)’.

Note in passing that there are “auxiliary-free” constructions which can be regarded as analogous to the “van-free” constructions in subsection I in containing no (phonetically overt) derivative of the input verb. Without any strong commitment to such an analysis, we would simply like to call the readers’ attention to the fact that the (a’)-variants in (56) and (58) can be assigned the intended meanings of the corresponding (a)-variants in appropriately specific contexts. That is, the pragmatico-semantic content of auxiliaries can be expressed in the “implicit” way in question. This observation may have to do with the fact that both the future tense and habituality can be expressed without any overt auxiliary in Hungarian.

From now on, the series of examples are constructed as follows (cf. the protocol applied in 2.1.2.3). The (a)-examples offer input sentences with finite verbs with the given argument-structure types. The (b)-, (c)-, (d)- and (e)-examples provide the potential corresponding Ó-, t-, andó- and ható-participial constructions, respectively.


	
● Auxiliary verbs as input verbs: I. fog ‘will’


	
a Munka után a fiú edzeni fog.

work after the boy train.Inf will.3Sg

‘The boy will train after work.’


	
a’ Munka után a fiú majd edz.

work after the boy then train.3Sg

‘The boy will train after work.’


	
b *a munka után edzeni fog-ó fiú

the work after train.Inf will-Ó boy

Intended meaning: ‘the boy who will train after work’


	
b’ a munka után majd edz-ő fiú

the work after then train-Ó boy

‘the boy who will train after work’


	
c *a munka után edzeni fog-ott fiú

the work after train.Inf will-t boy

Intended meaning: ‘the boy who was about to train after work’


	
d *a munka után edzeni fog-andó fiú

the work after train.Inf will-andó boy

Intended meaning: ‘the boy who should be about to train after work’


	
e *a munka után edzeni fog-ható fiú

the work after train.Inf will-ható boy

Intended meaning: ‘the boy who can be about to train after work’





As may be expected in the case of auxiliaries, the potential participial forms created from the auxiliary fog ‘will’ are uniformly unacceptable (56b,c,d,e)). This is true in all cases, independently of the difficult question of what meaning should be associated with the constructions in question at all. In lack of better solutions, the given translations in (56c,d,e)) rest upon the identification of the meaning of fog with a ‘be about to’-like meaning; which is not perfectly precise as this latter meaning necessarily includes a being-in-the-preparatory-phase component, which does not belong to the meaning of fog. The only acceptable construction presented in (56’)

can be regarded as an instance of the auxiliary-free construction type. In short, the auxiliary fog has no non-finite forms.

Among several non-auxiliary variants with verbal particles (such as meg-fog ‘grab’, el-fog ‘capture’, le-fog ‘hold down’), all are etymologically related to the auxiliary (Benkő 1967: 934–935), fog has even a non-auxiliary variant with no verbal particle, a garden-variety transitive verb (see 2.1.2.3, sub IV), exemplified in (57) with all of its well-formed participial variants.


	
● The verb fog as a non-auxiliary verb with no verbal particle


	
A fiú erősen fogja a kötelet.

the boy tight hold.DefObj.3Sg the rope.Acc

‘The boy is holding the rope tight.’


	
a kötelet erősen fog-ó fiú

the rope.Acc tight hold-Ó boy

‘the boy who is holding the rope tight’


	
a (fiú által) erősen fog-ott kötél

the boy by tight hold-t rope

‘the rope (which is being) held tight (by the boy)’


	
(?)az erősen fog-andó kötél

the tight hold-andó rope

‘the rope which should be held tight’


	
az erősen fog-ható kötél

the tight hold-ható rope

‘the rope which can be held tight’





The other classic auxiliary in Hungarian, szokott ‘used to’, entirely patterns with fog ‘will’ in the sense that the potential participial forms are fully unacceptable (58b,c,d,e)), while the corresponding auxiliary-free Ó-participial construction is fully acceptable (58’). In short, the auxiliary szokott has no non-finite forms.


	
● Auxiliary verbs as input verbs: II. szokott ‘used to’


	
a Munka után a fiú edzeni szokott.

work after the boy train.Inf used_to.Past.3Sg

‘After work, the boy would normally work out.’


	
a’ Munka után a fiú általában edz.

work after the boy generally train.3Sg

‘After work, the boy generally works out.’


	
b *a munka után edzeni szok-ó fiú

the work after train.Inf used_to-Ó boy

Intended meaning: ‘the boy who normally works out after work’


	
b’ a munka után általában edz-ő fiú

the work after generally train-Ó boy

‘the boy who generally works out after work’


	
c *a munka után edzeni szok-ott fiú

the work after train.Inf used_to-t boy

Intended meaning: ‘the boy who normally worked out after work’


	
d *a munka után edzeni szok-andó fiú

the work after train.Inf used_to-andó boy

Intended meaning: ‘the boy who should normally work out after work’


	
e *a munka után edzeni szok-ható fiú

the work after train.Inf used_to-ható boy

Intended meaning: ‘the boy who can normally work out after work’






III Modal verbs

We move on to discuss whether Hungarian modal verbs can be participialized. Two frequent modal verbs, tud ‘can’ (60-61) and kell ‘must’ (62) will be studied here, which have in common that they have an infinitival argument. Note that both tud and kell have versions with argument structures with a noun phrase instead of the infinitival argument (59a,b,c)). These versions are associated with somewhat different meanings and quite readily undergo certain types of participialization (59a’,a”,b’,c’) but there are potential participial forms that do not exist in those types, either, see (59b”,c’)), in harmony with their psych-verb types; cf. sub V.


	
● Tud and kell as non-modal verbs


	
a A fiú tudja ezt a dolgot.

the boy know.DefObj.3Sg this.Acc the thing.Acc

‘The boy knows this thing.’


	
a’ az ezt a dolgot

?(✓ pontosan) tud-ó fiú

the this.Acc a thing.Acc precisely know-Ó boy

‘the boy who knows this thing (precisely)’


	
a” Ez egy tud-ott / ??tud-andó /✓ tud-ható dolog.

this a know-t / know-andó / know-ható thing

‘This is a thing that is / [should be] / [can be] known.’


	
b Kell némi tapintat az ügy kezeléséhez.

need.3Sg some tact the case handle.Poss.All

‘Some tact is needed to handle the case.’


	
b’ Ez az ügy csak kell-ő tapintattal kezelhető.

this the case only need-Ó tact.Ins manageable

‘This case can be managed only delicately.’


	
b” *a kell-ett / kell-endő / kell-hető tapintat

the need-t / need-andó / need-ható tact

Intended meaning: ‘the tact which was / [should be] / [can be] necessary’


	
c Péternek kell egy számítógép.

Péter.Dat need.3Sg a computer

‘Péter needs a computer.’


	
c’ Ez a Péternek ?kell-ő / *kell-ett / *kell-endő / *kell-hető számítógép.

this the Péter.Dat need-Ó / need-t / need-andó / need-ható computer

‘This is the computer that Péter needs / needed / [should need] / [can need].’





The modal verb tud ‘can’ has two kinds of meanings: one meaning has to do with some possibility and/or permission (60a) while the other meaning with some ability (61a). As discussed in the comments on (13-14) in 1.1.1, it is an open question whether an infinitival argument can be regarded as an object or a subject. It is pointed out that an infinitival argument partially satisfies the requirements of being a subject or object. The series of examples below are constructed in a way that this construal (the “jecthood” of infinitives) and the opposite one are both investigated, see (60c-e). As shown by these rows of examples, however, neither construal provides constructions other than fully unacceptable ones. That is, neither the subject nor the “object” of the corresponding finite argument structure can correspond to a PartP-internal phonetically null subject (obligatorily identified with an explicit matrix noun phrase); even deverbal nominals have been tried out substituted for the infinitival heads (as the former are “more nominal” than the latter), but no acceptable t- (60c), andó- (60d), or ható-participles (60e) could be constructed. Only the Ó-participial construction is acceptable (60b); but its construction does not concern the “jecthood” dilemma. Note that the constructions evaluated in (60b-e) have received grammaticality judgments in a way that the given texts in (60b-e) have been considered completed with the supplement provided in (60a’) as an initial part.


	
● Modal verbs as input verbs: I. tud ‘can’ expressing possibility and/or permission


	
A fiú tudott zongorázni az ünnepek alatt,

the boy can.Past.3Sg play_the_piano.Inf the holiday.Pl under

mert kapott egy zongorát karácsonyra.

because get.Past.3Sg a piano.Acc Christmas.Sub

‘The boy could play the piano during the holidays because he got a piano for Christmas.’





	
a’ az új zongorának köszönhetően az ünnepek alatt […]

the new piano.Dat due_to the holiday.Pl under

‘[…] due to the new piano during the holidays’





	
(?)zongorázni tud-ó fiú

play_the_piano.Inf can-Ó boy

‘the boy who can play the piano’


	
[*zongorázni tud-ott fiú] / [*tud-ott zongorázni / *?zongorázás]

play_the_piano.Inf can-Ó boy / can-t play_the_piano.Inf / play_the_piano.Nmn

Intended meaning: ‘the boy who could play the piano / the playing of the piano as an activity that someone could carry on’


	
*[zongorázni tud-andó fiú] / *[tud-andó zongorázni / zongorázás]

play_the_piano.Inf can-andó boy / can-andó play_the_piano.Inf / play_the_piano.Nmn

Intended meaning: ‘the boy who must be allowed to play the piano / the playing of the piano as an activity that someone must be allowed to carry on’


	
*[zongorázni tud-ható fiú] / *[tud-ható zongorázni / zongorázás]

play_the_piano.Inf can-ható boy / can-ható play_the_piano.Inf / play_the_piano.Nmn

Intended meaning: ‘the boy who can be allowed to play the piano / the playing of the piano as an activity that someone can be allowed to carry on’





As shown by the essentially same grammaticality judgments in the constructions given in the corresponding (b-e’)-examples in (61), the ability expressing tud (61a) can only undergo Ó-participialization, too (61b), while the other three participle types are fully unacceptable (61c-e’)). The relevant grammaticality judgments do not depend on whether the infinitival phrase belonging to the modal verb is regarded as an object in the corresponding finite construction (61a), or not.


	
● Modal verbs as input verbs: II. tud ‘can’ expressing ability


	
a A fiú kiválóan tud zongorázni; ő Kocsis egyik legjobb tanítványa.

the boy very_well can.3Sg play_the_piano.Inf he Kocsis one_of best student.Poss

‘The boy can play the piano very well; he is one of the best students of Kocsis.’


	
b a zongorázni kiválóan tud-ó fiú the play_the_piano.Inf very_well can-Ó boy

the play_the_piano.Inf very_well can-Ó boy

‘the boy who can play the piano very well’


	
c *a zongorázni kiválóan tud-ott fiú

the play_the_piano.Inf very_well can-t boy

Intended meaning: ‘the boy who could play the piano’


	
c’ a kiválóan tud-ott *zongorázni /*? zongorázás

the very_well can-t play_the_piano.Inf / play_the_piano.Nmn

Intended meaning: ‘the playing of the piano as an activity that someone was able to carry on’


	
d *a zongorázni kiválóan tud-andó fiú

the play_the_piano.Inf very_well can-andó boy

Intended meaning: ‘the boy who must be able to play the piano’


	
d’ *a kiválóan tud-andó zongorázni / zongorázás

the very_well can-andó play_the_piano.Inf / play_the_piano.Nmn

Intended meaning: ‘the playing of the piano as an activity that someone must be able to carry on’


	
e *a zongorázni kiválóan tud-ható fiú

the play_the_piano.Inf very_well can-ható boy

Intended meaning: ‘the boy who can be allowed to play the piano’


	
e’ *a kiválóan tud-ható zongorázni / zongorázás

the very_well can-ható play_the_piano.Inf / play_the_piano.Nmn

Intended meaning: ‘the playing of the piano as an activity that someone may be able to carry on’





Let us now turn to kell ‘must’, which patterns with the suffix -hAt ‘can’, discussed in the introductory part of 1.1.3, in having a deontic and an epistemic interpretation, see (62a’) and (62a”), respectively. The difference, besides the one in morphological status (bound vs. free morpheme), is in the intensity of these intensional properties: while -hAt is associated with meaning factors such as permission / weak necessity, kell expresses obligation / strong necessity.

As the grammaticality judgments show, neither kell-variant can undergo any type of participialization (62b-e), presumably due to the same factors as those considered in the case of the (c-e)-examples illustrating tud ‘can’: neither the infinitive nor its deverbal-nominal counterpart can serve as the nominal head of the attributive constructions. It is noteworthy that kell differs from tud in that its non-infinitival argument is a dative case marked subject, and dative case marked arguments will never correspond in Hungarian to PartP-internal phonetically null subjects (obligatorily identified with explicit matrix noun phrases) via participialization, as illustrated in (62f) (see also (vi) in Remark 2 in 2.1.1). As also illustrated in (62f), however, the intended meaning can be expressed by the Ó-participle of another verb, with another argument structure, which is the same as the “quasi-transitive” argument structure of the modal verb tud.


	
● Modal verbs as input verbs: III. kell ‘must’


	
a A fiúnak zongorázni(-a) kellett az ünnepek alatt […]

the boy.Dat play_the_piano.Inf(-3Sg) must.Past.3Sg the holiday.Pl under

‘The boy [had to play]deontic / [must have played]epistemic the piano during the holidays […]’


	
a’ […] mert januárban vizsgája volt.

because January.Ine exam.Poss be.Past.3Sg

‘[…] because he had an exam in January.’ [deontic]


	
a” […] mert koszosak a billentyűk.

because dirty.Pl the key.Pl

‘[…] because the keys are dirty.’ [epistemic]


	
b az ünnepek alatt kell-ő *zongorázni / *?zongorázás

the holiday.Pl under must-Ó play_the_piano.Inf / play_the_piano.Nmn

Intended meaning: ‘the playing of the piano as an activity that must be carried on during the holidays’


	
c *az ünnepek alatt kell-ett zongorázni / zongorázás

the holiday.Pl under must-t play_the_piano.Inf / play_the_piano.Nmn

Intended meaning: ‘the playing of the piano as an activity that had to be carried on during the holidays’


	
d *az ünnepek alatt kell-endő zongorázni / zongorázás

the holiday.Pl under must-andó play_the_piano.Inf / play_the_piano.Nmn

Intended meaning: ‘the playing of the piano as an activity that must be obligatory to carry on during the holidays’


	
e *az ünnepek alatt kell-hető zongorázni / zongorázás

the holiday.Pl under must-ható play_the_piano.Inf / play_the_piano.Nmn

Intended meaning: ‘the playing of the piano as an activity that can be obligatory to carry on during the holidays’


	f az ünnepek alatt zongorázni *kell-ő / (?) kényszerül-ő fiú

the holiday.Pl under play_the_piano.Inf must-Ó / be_forced-Ó boy

Intended meaning: ‘the boy who has to play the piano during the holidays’


	
f’ A fiú zongorázni kényszerült.

the boy play_the_piano.Inf be_forced.Past.3Sg

‘The boy had to play the piano.’ [deontic]






IV Raising verbs

This subsection is devoted to the question of whether raising verbs can be participialized in Hungarian. We will be investigating a subject-raising verb (63), and then an object-raising one (64).

The verb tűnik ‘seem’ (63a) illustrates the behavior of the subject-raising type. This type is essentially ready to undergo Ó-participialization (63b) while andó- or ható-participial forms cannot be formed from it, see (63d,e,), respectively. This pattern is in total harmony with what is predicted for unaccusative verbs (cf. the series of examples in (3-7) and Table 1 in 2.1.1), including the in-between acceptability of the t-participial form (63b) (NB: this judgment is better than what is suggested by the basically non-perfective character of the tűnik-construction, perhaps due to the occupied verbal modifier position).


	
● Subject-raising verbs as input verbs: tűnik ‘seem’


	
A fiú ártatlan-nak tűnt. the boy innocent-Dat seem.Past.3Sg

the boy innocent-Dat seem.Past.3Sg

‘The boy seemed to be innocent.’


	
az ártatlan-nak tűn-ő fiú

the innocent-Dat seem-Ó boy

‘the boy who seems to be innocent’


	
?az ártatlan-nak tűn-t fiú

the innocent-Dat seem-t boy

‘the boy who seemed to be innocent’


	
*az ártatlan-nak tűn-endő fiú

the innocent-Dat seem-andó boy

Intended meaning: ‘the boy who should seem to be innocent’


	*?az ártatlan-nak tűn-hető fiú

the innocent-Dat seem-ható boy

Intended meaning: ‘the boy who can seem to be innocent’





The object-raising verb type (64a) behaves similarly to transitive verbs, that is, they readily undergo participialization (64b,c,e)). The only marked form is the andó-participial one (64d), which can be due to some semantic incompatibility: the ‘consideration’ should emerge on the basis of a spontaneous process (cf. the case of transitive psych verbs, presented in (65) in sub V), which is incompatible with the factor of necessity expressed by andó-participles.


	
● Object-raising verbs as input verbs: tart ‘consider’


	
A bíró ártatlan-nak tartotta a fiú-t.

the judge innocent-Dat consider.Past.DefObj.3Sg the boy-Acc

‘The judge considered the boy to be innocent.’


	
a fiú-t ártatlan-nak tart-ó bíró

the boy-Acc innocent-Dat consider-Ó judge

‘the judge who considers the boy to be innocent’


	
az ártatlan-nak tart-ott fiú

the innocent-Dat consider-t boy

‘the boy who is considered to be innocent’


	
??az ártatlan-nak tart-andó fiú

the innocent-Dat consider-andó boy

‘the boy who should be considered to be innocent’


	
az ártatlan-nak tart-ható fiú

the innocent-Dat consider-ható boy

‘the boy who can be considered to be innocent’






V Psych-verbs

We conclude this subsection by investigating whether psych-verbs can undergo participialization. Psych-verbs in Hungarian can be divided into four basic groups with respect to the assignment of grammatical functions (object or oblique, besides subject) to the two relevant thematic roles, Experiencer and Theme (see (4E) in the Introduction to the volume).

In the first basic group, the Experiencer and the Theme of the input verb appear as the subject and the object of the sentence, respectively (65a), that is, the psych verb in question is transitive.


	
● Psych-verbs as input verbs: I. {SubjectExperiencer, ObjectTheme} atelic


	
A fiú szereti ez-t a lány-t.

the boy like.DefObj.3Sg this-Acc the girl-Acc

‘The boy likes this girl.’


	
az ez-t a lány-t szeret-ő fiú

the this-Acc the girl-Acc like-Ó boy

‘the boy who likes this girl’


	
a (?fiú által) szeret-ett lány

the boy by like-t girl

‘the girl who is liked (by the boy)’


	
??a szeret-endő lány

the like-andó girl

‘the girl who should be liked’


	
a szeret-hető lány

the like-ható girl

‘the girl who can be liked’





The transitive status of the verb in question suggests that all types of participles formed from it are acceptable. This prediction, however, is not borne out completely: while Ó-, t- and ható-participial constructions are fully acceptable (65b,c,e)), the Andó-participial form is highly marked (65d). This can be attributed to the same factor as the one discussed in connection with (64d) in sub IV: the low acceptability of the form in question can be due to some semantic incompatibility: the ‘liking’ should emerge on the basis of a spontaneous process which is incompatible with the factor of necessity expressed by andó-participles. The explanation of the marked status of the by-phrase in the t-participial construction also has to do with this fact: the evaluation of the by-phrase is better if the subject is an Agent, not an Experiencer. Nevertheless, as Experiencers are human, it is not entirely excluded to interpret the person in question as someone who may volitionally attempt to like the given girl. The more agentivity happens to be attributed to the subject by speakers, the more acceptable to them the construction in (65d) is.

As the atelic versus telic distinction turns out to be significant in the case of nominalization (see N1.1.2.3; see also Laczkó (2000b: 340)), let us now consider whether this distinction is also relevant in the case of participialization. The telic counterpart of the series of examples in (65) will serve as an illustration, see (66).


	
● Psych-verbs as input verbs: II. {SubjectExperiencer, ObjectTheme} telic


	
A fiú meg-szerette ez-t a lány-t.

the boy perf-like.Past.DefObj.3Sg this-Acc the girl-Acc

‘The boy has gotten to like this girl.’


	
az ez-t a lány-t meg-szeret-ő fiú

the this-Acc the girl-Acc perf-like-Ó boy

‘the boy who has gotten to like this girl’


	
 ??((?) fiú által) meg-szeret-ett lány

the boy by perf-like-t girl

‘the girl that one / the boy has gotten to like’


	
a ??((?)fiú által) meg-szeret-ett lány

the perf-like-andó girl

‘the girl that one should get to like’


	
a meg-szeret-hető lány

the perf-like-ható girl

‘the girl that one can get to like’





As shown by the grammaticality judgments in (66b,e,), respectively, Ó- and ható-participial constructions are fully acceptable both in the case of the telic and the atelic variants while there are differences in acceptability in the other two types. The telic variant of the andó-participle is somewhat more acceptable (66d) than the corresponding atelic variant. This can be attributed to the dynamism involved by the pragmasemantic contribution of the telic variant if it is regarded (by the particular speaker) as a factor which increases the subjective feeling that the Experiencer is volitionally responsible for the success of the process of getting to like someone (NB: it can be said that ‘do your utmost to come to like her’, or even ‘you should try to gain her love’ – megszerettesd magadat ‘perf.like.Caus.Subj.2Sg yourself.Acc’). The same factor is also to do with the more acceptable status of the telic t-participial construction containing a by-phrase (66c) (cf. the comments on the corresponding atelic variant in (65c)). It can be observed that, without the by-phrase, the telic t-participial construction is less acceptable than its corresponding atelic variant (65c). The reason for the difference is not clear. It might have to do with a comment by Kenesei (2000: 117) that, in the course of the process of participialization, the obligatory or optional character of the arguments remain essentially the same – at least in the sense that obligatory arguments should remain reconstructable. Our grammaticality judgments thus tend to express a stance according to which the more compatible the by-phrase is with the given participle, the more it should be used.

On the basis of these two series of examples, we can hypothesize that psych- verbs in general pattern with non-deviant verbs that belong to the same argument- structure type in respect of participialization. The somewhat poorer acceptability of certain participles is due to the semantic fact that their subject is an Experiencer or a Theme, and hence not an Agent.

The data in the series of examples in (67) corroborate the hypothesis: it is correctly predicted that only the Ó-participle is acceptable (67b) while the other three types are fully unacceptable (67c-e). That is, the acceptability of the participle constructions formed from psych verbs with an Experiencer subject and an oblique case marked Theme exactly pattern with non-deviant verbs with the same argument structure (NB: as Experiencers may be regarded as occupying an in-between position wrt. activity, it is worth considering both unergative and unaccusative verbs in (29) and (30) in 2.1.2.3, sub V).


	
● Psych-verbs as input verbs: III. {SubjectExperiencer, ObliqueTheme} atelic


	
A fiú rajong Ili-ért.

the boy adore.3Sg Ili-Cau

‘The boy adores Ili.’


	
az Ili-ért rajong-ó fiú

the Ili-Cau adore-Ó boy

‘the boy who adores Ili’


	
*az Ili-ért rajong-ott fiú

the Ili-Cau adore-t boy

Intended meaning: ‘the boy who adored Ili’


	
*az Ili-ért rajong-andó fiú

the Ili-Cau adore-andó boy

Intended meaning: ‘the boy who should adore Ili’


	
*az Ili-ért rajong-ható fiú

the Ili-Cau adore-ható boy

Intended meaning: ‘the boy who can adore Ili’





As the data in (68) show, there is no essential difference in acceptability between the participle types formed from the atelic (67) and the telic (68) versions of psych verbs with an Experiencer subject and an oblique case marked Theme: the Ó-participle is fully acceptable (68b) while t-, andó- and ható-participles are fully unacceptable (68c-e). It is expressed by the judgment in (68c) that certain speakers feel some “unaccusativity” in the t-participial construction in harmony with the aforementioned in-between character of Experiencers, especially in dynamic contexts.


	
● Psych-verbs as input verbs: IV. {SubjectExperiencer, ObliqueTheme} telic


	
A fiú bele-szeretett a lány-ba.

the boy into-like.Past.3Sg the girl-Ill

‘The boy fell in love with the girl.’


	
a lány-ba bele-szeret-ő fiú

the girl-Ill into-like-Ó boy

‘the boy who falls in love with the girl’


	
*?a lány-ba bele-szeret-ett fiú

the girl-Ill into-like-t boy

Intended meaning: ‘the boy who fell in love with the girl’


	
*a lány-ba bele-szeret-endő fiú

the girl-Ill into-like-andó boy

Intended meaning: ‘the boy who should fall in love with the girl’


	
*a lány-ba bele-szeret-hető fiú

the girl-Ill into-like-ható boy Intended meaning: ‘the boy who can fall in love with the girl’





The next verb type to discuss is the one with an Experiencer object and a Theme subject. The atelic version (69) undergoes only Ó-participialization, in spite of its transitivity. This transitivity, however, comes without an Agent and has a Theme in the Subject position; which practically results in an unaccusative-like behavior (cf. the grammaticality judgments associated with the series of examples in (26) in 2.1.2.3, sub III). This thus serves as an explanation for the unacceptability of non-Ó-participles (i.e., t-, andó- and ható-participles).


	
● Psych-verbs as input verbs: V. {ObjectExperiencer, SubjectTheme} atelic


	
A fiú-t zavarta a zaj.

the boy-Acc disturb.Past.DefObj.3Sg the noise

‘The noise disturbed the boy.’


	
a fiú-t zavar-ó zaj

the boy-Acc disturb-Ó noise

‘the noise that disturbs the boy’


	
*?a (zaj által) zavar-t fiú

the noise by disturb-t boy

Intended meaning: ‘the boy whom something / the noise disturbed’


	
*?a zavar-andó fiú

the disturb-andó boy

Intended meaning: ‘the boy whom something should disturb’


	
*?a zavar-ható fiú

the disturb-ható boy

Intended meaning: ‘the boy whom something can disturb’





The t-participial construction is worth a further comment. Without a by-phrase, it is fully acceptable if it is associated with the meaning ‘a disturbed man (who is very upset emotionally)’.


	
● Psych-verbs as input verbs: VI. {ObjectExperiencer, SubjectTheme} telic


	
A fiú-t meg-zavarta a zaj.

the boy-Acc perf-disturb.Past.DefObj.3Sg the noise

‘The noise distracted the boy.’


	
a fiú-t meg-zavar-ó zaj

the boy-Acc perf-disturb-Ó noise

‘the noise that distracts the boy’


	
?(*? [zaj által] /*? zajtól) meg-zavar-t fiú

the noise by / noise.Abl perf-disturb-t boy

Intended meaning: ‘the boy whom something / the noise distracted’


	
*?a meg-zavar-andó fiú

the perf-disturb-andó boy

Intended meaning: ‘the boy whom something should distract’


	
?a meg-zavar-ható fiú

the perf-disturb-ható boy

Intended meaning: ‘the boy whom something can distract’





The telic counterpart of the type in question, illustrated in (70), while still tolerates Ó-participialization, does not uniformly refuse non-Ó-participialization. This latter observation may have to do with the fact that the argument-structure type illustrated in (69-70) can be completed with an Agent, which “takes away” the subject position from the Theme, resulting in an argument structure {SubjectAgent, ObjectExperiencer, ObliqueTheme}, with both telic (71a’) and atelic (71a) versions. We claim, without illustration, that these transitive verbs behave as their non-psych-verb counterparts: all the four participial forms created from them are acceptable. Returning to the non-Ó-participial forms presented in (70c-e), they can be regarded as the participial “outputs” of the finite “input” in (71a’), with implicit Stimulus-Themes and Agents. This evaluation should have been referred to by saying that non-intended meanings appear in (70c-e), according to the relevant input variant in (70a). However, the situation is even more complex: it is not easy for native speakers to decide, at least in the case of (70c,e,), whether the given sentences can be associated with the, at least suppressed, meanings provided as translations there, in addition to the alternative meanings with an implicit volitional Agent (note also that the evaluation of the zajtól-variant in (70c) with a Stimulus-Theme has an extremely high speaker dependent variation). In (70d), obviously, the factor of necessity, inherent in andó-participles, is incompatible with the interpretation with no implicit volitional Agent.

Note that even the transitive versions shown in (71a-a’)) have “mutant” variants with a non-volitional human alternative to the Agent (71b-b’)). This type behaves as the basic version with an argument structure {ObjectExperiencer, SubjectTheme}; hence, we do not provide illustration.


	
● Psych-verbs as input verbs: VII. Psych-verbs with an Agent(?)

{SubjectAgent, ObjectExperiencer, ObliqueTheme}


	
a A lány folyamatos kiabálás-sal zavarta a fiú-t.

the girl continuous shout-Ins disturb.Past.DefObj.3Sg the boy-Acc

‘The girl disturbed the boy with continuous shouting.’


	
a’ A lány meg-zavarta a fiú-t egy kiáltás-sal.

the girl disturb.Past.DefObj.3Sg the boy-Acc a shout-Ins

‘Mari distracted the boy with a shout.’

{SubjectAgent?, ObjectExperiencer, ObliqueTheme}


	
b A lány zavarta a fiú-t a köhögésé-vel.

the girl disturb.Past.DefObj.3Sg the boy-Acc the cough.Poss-Ins

‘The girl disturbed the boy by coughing.’


	
b’ A lány meg-zavarta a fiú-t a köhögésé-vel.

the girl perf-disturb.Past.DefObj.3Sg the boy-Acc the cough.Poss-Ins

‘The girl distracted the boy by coughing.’





Let us conclude the subordinate subsection as well as the whole subsection 2.1.3 with our fourth (and last) group of psych-verbs, where the Experiencer appears as an oblique case marked noun phrase, namely, as a dative one, leaving the subject grammatical function to the Theme. We are going to demonstrate an atelic representative of the group, namely, tetszik ‘please’ (72), and then provide an illustration of its telic counterpart megtetszik ‘perf.please’ (73).


	
● Psych-verbs as input verbs: VIII. Experiencer with dative case marking

{DativeExperiencer, SubjectTheme} atelic


	
A lány-nak tetszik a fiú.

the girl-Dat please.3Sg the boy

‘The girlExp is pleased by the boy.’


	
a lány-nak tetsz-ő fiú

the girl-Dat please-Ó boy

‘the girl who is pleased by the boy’


	
*a lány-nak tetsz-ett fiú

the girl-Dat please-t boy

Intended meaning: ‘the boy who pleased the girl’


	
*a lány-nak tetsz-endő fiú

the girl-Dat please-andó boy

Intended meaning: ‘the boy who should please the girl’


	
*a lány-nak tetsz-hető fiú

the girl-Dat please-ható boy

Intended meaning: ‘the boy who can please the girl’





As there is no object in the argument structures in question, it is predicted that only Ó-participial constructions will be acceptable. This prediction is borne out, as the data show in (72b-e) and (73b-e) (NB: in the case of (73c), there are speaker dependent differences).


	
● Psych-verbs as input verbs: IX. Experiencer with dative case marking

{DativeExperiencer, SubjectTheme}telic


	
A lány-nak meg-tetszett a fiú.

the girl-Dat perf-please.Past.3Sg the boy

‘The boy (has) struck the girl’s fancy.’


	
a lány-nak meg-tetsz-ő fiú

the girl-Dat perf-please-Ó boy

‘the boy who has struck the girl’s fancy’


	
*a lány-nak meg-tetsz-ett fiú

the girl-Dat perf-please-t boy

Intended meaning: ‘the boy who (had) struck the girl’s fancy’


	
*a lány-nak meg-tetsz-endő fiú

the girl-Dat perf-please-andó boy

Intended meaning: ‘the boy who should struck the girl’s fancy’


	
*a lány-nak meg-tetsz-hető fiú

the girl-Dat perf-please-ható boy

Intended meaning: ‘the boy who can struck the girl’s fancy’






2.1.4 Verbal and adjectival properties

This subsection is devoted to the discussion of the verbal and adjectival properties of the four types of participles on the basis of Table 2 (A, sub IV) in the Introduction to the volume (see also Table 3 in 2.1.4.3). Subsection 2.1.4.1 discusses the verbal properties, and subsection 2.1.4.2 the adjectival ones. We will conclude this topic in a separate subsection (2.1.4.3) with a short summary of the observations and generalizations.



Table 3: The degree of verbalness/adjectivalness of participles ⏎


	properties
	Ó
	T
	andÓ
	ható



	verbal
	tense
	*
	?
	(?)
	*


	mood
	*
	*
	(?)
	*?


	two person/number paradigms of conjugation
	*
	*
	*
	*


	separability of verbal particle / verbal modifier
	*?
	*?
	?
	(?)


	accusative case marked argument
	✓
	??
	*?
	*?


	information structure (internal scopes)
	✓
	✓
	✓
	✓


	presence / obligatoriness of arguments
	✓
	✓
	✓
	✓


	adverbial modification
	✓
	✓
	✓
	✓


	adjectival
	presence of arguments
	✓
	✓
	✓
	✓


	modification by adverbs
	✓
	✓
	✓
	✓


	inflection of the adjectival stem
	✓
	✓
	✓
	✓


	serves as a prenominal modifier
	✓
	✓
	✓
	✓


	modification by intensifiers
	??
	??
	??
	?


	forms complex predicates
	*
	??
	?
	✓


	degrees of comparison expressed
	*
	*
	*
	??



2.1.4.1 Verbal properties

Let us start with the verbal properties listed in Table 2 (A, sub IV) in the Introduction to the volume; see also Table 3 in 2.1.4.3.


I Tense and mood

Hungarian finite verbs can be conjugated for tense and mood, among other things, prototypically by means of affixation (see (74a) and (75a,b,)), or, in the case of the future tense, by means of an analytic construction containing an auxiliary, which is optional, as is demonstrated in (74a’) below. How can the semantic contribution of tense and mood be retained in the course of participialization?

As the nonfiniteness of -ó/-ő, -(Vt)t, -andó/-endő or -ható/-hető inherently means the lack of tense expression (note that Kenesei (2000: 122) explicitly claims that a participial suffix and the -(Vt)t of past tense would occupy the same syntactic position in complementary distribution), their morphological co-existence is impossible. Instead, in the case of verb types that only license Ó-participialization, as unergative verbs (74a-a”)) do, the intended relative tense can be figured out on the basis of subsidiary grammatical clues such as temporal adverbs like éppen ‘right now’, tegnap ‘yesterday’ and holnap ‘tomorrow’, see (74b) (but cf. T1-participles in Table 1 and in Remark 3 in 2.1.1). In the case of perfective unaccusative verbs (74c-c’)), however, the choice between -ó/-ő and -(Vt)t expresses simultaneity/posteriority (74d) and anteriority (74d’), respectively. In the case of transitive verbs with verbal particles (74e-e’)), the choice between -(Vt)t and -andó/-endő expresses anteriority (74f) and posteriority (74f’) (cf. the comments on (1) in 2.1.1). Note that the “implicit” expression of the future tense, both in verbal constructions and in constructions headed by participles, was also illustrated in (56) in 2.1.3, sub II.


	
● Participialization of tensed verbs?


	
a A lányok éppen kirándulnak.

the girl.Pl just hike.3Pl

‘The girls are hiking right now.’


	
a’ A lányok tegnap kirándultak.

the girl.Pl yesterday hike.Past.3Pl

‘The girls hiked yesterday.’


	
a” A lányok holnap [kirándulni fognak] / kirándulnak.

the girl.Pl tomorrow hike.Inf will.3Pl / hike.3Pl

‘The girls will hike tomorrow.’


	
b a(z) éppen / tegnap / holnap kirándul-ó lányok

the just / yesterday / tomorrow hike-Ó girl.Pl

‘the girls who [are hiking right now] / [hiked yesterday] / [will hike tomorrow]’


	
c Éppen le-hull-anak a levelek.

just down-fall-3Pl the leaf.Pl

‘The leaves are falling right now.’


	
c’ Tegnap le-hull-ottak a levelek.

yesterday down-fall-Past.3Pl the leaf.Pl

‘The leaves fell yesterday.’


	c” Holnap [le fognak hullani] / [le-hullanak] a levelek.

tomorrow down will.3Pl fall.Inf / down-fall.3Pl the leaf.Pl

‘The leaves will fall tomorrow.’


	
d az éppen / holnap le-hull-ó levelek

the just / tomorrow down-fall-Ó leaf.Pl

‘the leaves which [are falling right now] / [will fall tomorrow]’


	
d’ a tegnap le-hull-ott levelek

the yesterday down-fall-t leaf.Pl

‘the leaves which fell yesterday’


	
e Tegnap meg-írták a levelet.

yesterday perf-write-Past.DefObj.3Pl the letter.Acc

‘The letter was written yesterday.’


	
e’ Holnap [meg fogják írni] / meg-írják a levelet.

tomorrow perf will.DefObj.3Pl write.Inf / perf-write.DefObj.3Pl the letter.Acc

‘The letter will be written tomorrow.’


	
f a(z) tegnap / éppen meg-ír-t levél

the yesterday / just perf-write-t letter

‘the letter which [was written yesterday] / [has just been written]’


	
f’ a holnap meg-ír-andó levél

the tomorrow perf-write-andó letter

‘the letter which should be written tomorrow’


	
g Éppen írják a levelet.

just write-Past.DefObj.3Pl the letter.Acc

‘The letter is being written right now.’


	
g’ Tegnap órákon át írták a levelet.

yesterday hour.Pl.Sup across write-Past.DefObj.3Pl the letter.Acc

‘The letter was being written yesterday for hours.’


	
g” Holnap órákon át [írni fogják] / írják a levelet.

tomorrow hour.Pl.Sup across write.Inf will.DefObj.3Pl / perf-write.DefObj.3Pl the

letter.Acc

‘The letter will be being written tomorrow for hours.’


	
h az éppen ír-t levél

the just write-t letter

‘the letter which is being written right now’


	
h’ a tegnap órákon át ír-t levél

the yesterday hour.Pl.Sup across write-t letter

‘the letter which was being written for hours’


	
h” a holnap órákon át ír-andó levél

the tomorrow hour.Pl.Sup across write-andó letter

‘the letter which should be being written tomorrow for hours’





In the case of transitive verbs without verbal particles (74g-g”)), the choice is still between -(Vt)t and -andó/-endő but in this case the t-participle can express, beyond anteriority (74h’), simultaneity (74h), too, with the andó-participle still being responsible for the expression of posteriority (74h”). This difference has to do with the difference that, of (74f,h,), éppen ‘right now’ can express simultaneity only in the case with no verbal particle in (74h) but not in (74f).

The andó-participles, presented in (74f’,h”)), require a comment. This participial form expresses future with an inevitable modal content, as shown by the corresponding translations. The following series of examples provides further information on this (not necessarily obligatorily specified) modal content (cf. Virovec 2024).

As for expressing the moods given in (75a,b,), again, there is no morphological way of simply attaching the participial suffixes to the appropriately inflected verb forms (a potential explanation is that these mood morphemes occupy the same Tense position as -ni, see Rebrus (2000: 770)). However, as was illustrated in the series of examples in (6) and (7) in 2.1.1, two types of participles, namely andó- and ható-participles, have a kind of meaning that may be connected to mood. Of these, the andó-participle (75a’) is obviously connected to a mood, namely the subjunctive/imperative mood (75a), since they both typically express necessity (Laczkó 2000a: 441), as shown by the translations. As for the ható-participle (75”), although it expresses possibility, which has to do with the conditional mood (75b), this participial form is rather connected to finite verbs with the suffix -hat/-het (75’), expressing potentiality, as shown by the translations.


	
● Participialization of verbs in different moods?


	
a Péter ír-j-a meg a levelet!

Péter write-Subj.DefObj.3Sg perf the letter.Acc

‘Péter should write the letter!’


	
a’ a meg-ír-andó levél

the perf-write-andó letter

‘the letter to be written’


	
b Péter meg-old-aná a problémát.

Péter perf-solve-Cond.DefObj.3Sg the problem.Acc

‘Péter would/could solve the problem.’


	
b’ Péter meg-old-hat-ja a problémát.

Péter perf-solve-Mod-DefObj.3Sg the problem.Acc

‘Péter can solve the problem.’


	
b” a meg-old-ható probléma

the perf-write-ható problem

‘the solvable problem’





All in all, the question as to whether the semantic contribution of tense and mood in finite constructions can be retained in the course of participialization cannot be answered uniformly and the answer also depends on the interpretation of the question itself. A formal combination of tense/mood suffixes with the suffixes of participialization is totally excluded; as, however, there are four types of participles, the choice between them can be claimed on the basis of the data presented above to stand in a strong but quite intricate correlation with pieces of information concerning tense and/or mood.


II Several paradigms of conjugation

As was discussed in connection with Table 2 in 1.1.1, in Hungarian, finite verbs, and in a number of cases, infinitives, are affixed for person and number.

In the case of finite verbs, “more than two” paradigms are used, as illustrated in (76a-a”)). First of all, the verb agrees with the subject in number and person. Second, the coexistence of the different paradigms comes from the fact that the verb also encodes such features of the object as its definiteness and person (see N1.1.1.4.1 and N1.1.1.4.2). Participles, however, cannot bear agreement suffixes, as illustrated in (76b-b’)): the four potential attributive constructions presented there cannot be associated with either the illustrative “potential meanings” or any kind of other meaning. The only counterexample is the type of t3-participles (76c), but these forms are restricted to third person in present-day Hungarian, and, as was mentioned in connection with (iii-iii’) in Remark 3 in 2.1.1, these forms are less frequent in colloquial Hungarian, they can be regarded as somewhat archaic and/or belong to the sophisticated-written style. Note that certain Ó- and t-forms can bear personal suffixes but just as nouns, see N1.3.1.3 and N1.3.1.4.


	
● The question of several paradigms in the case of finite verbs and participles


	
a Van kinek be-mutas-s-am ő-t.

be.3Sg to_whom into-show-Subj-DefObj.1Sg (s)he-Acc

‘There is someone to whom I can introduce him/her.’


	
a’ Van kinek be-mutas-s-ak valaki-t.

be.3Sg to_whom into-show-Subj-1Sg someone-Acc

‘There is someone to whom I can introduce someone.’


	
a” Van kinek be-mutas-s-alak (téged).

be.3Sg to_whom into-show-Subj-2Obj.1Sg you.Acc

‘There is someone to whom I can introduce you.’


	
b *a Péternek be-mutat-ó-m kolléga

the Péter.Dat into-show-Ó-1Sg colleague

A potential intended meaning: ‘the colleague who introduces me to Péter’


	
b’ *a Péternek be-mutat-ott-am / be-mutat-andó-m / be-mutat-ható-m

the Péter.Dat into-show-T-1Sg / into-show-andó-1Sg / into-show-ható-1Sg

kolléga

colleague

Potential intended meanings: ‘the colleague whom I introduced / [should/can introduce] to Péter’


	
c a Vágó István vezet-t-e vetélkedő

the Vágó István host-T3-3Sg game_show

‘the game show (that is) hosted by István Vágó’ (Nádasdi 2012: 9)





On the basis of the data above, we can establish that the Hungarian verbal property of having a “multi-dimensional” system of agreement paradigms is not characteristic of participles.


III Separability of verbal modifier

In certain verbal constructions in Hungarian, the verbal modifier can occupy other positions than its usual immediate left-adjacent position to the stem of the verb. At least two positions are involved. First, the verbal modifier can appear after the verb; see (77a-c). Second, the verbal modifier can remain before the verb but an element can be inserted between them; see (77d). Subsection III is devoted to the question of whether these word-order patterns with a verbal modifier separated from the head are inherited by the corresponding participial constructions.


	
● Separability of verbal modifiers in the case of finite verbs


	
focus construction

Ili csak Julinak küldte el a levelet.

Ili only Juli.Dat send.Past.DefObj.3Sg away the letter.Acc

‘Ili sent the letter only to Juli!’


	
progressive aspect

Peti éppen kísérte haza(-felé) Ilit,

Peti just accompany.Past.DefObj.3Sg home(-towards) Ili.Acc

amikor meglátta Sárit.

when see.Past.DefObj.3Sg Sári.Acc

‘Peti was walking Ili home when he saw Sári.’


	
Sentential Negation

Peti nem írta alá a szerződést.

Peti not write.DefObj.Past.3Sg under the contract.Acc

‘Peti did not sign the contract.’


	
construction with an inserted is ‘also’

Peti elkészítette, majd alá is írta a szerződést.

Peti prepare.Past.DefObj.3Sg then under also write.Past.DefObj.3Sg the contract.Acc

‘Peti prepared the contract, and, moreover, he even signed it.’





Let us start with Ó-and t-participles. As shown in (78a-c’)), these participles cannot appear with the “inverse”, that is, with the [participle + verbal particle], word order, but only with the [verbal particle + participle] order. This is due to the fact that in Hungarian Ó- and t-participles can appear only in attributive function and attributive constructions are always head-final in this language. Note that in constructions containing negation (78c-c’)) two orders are possible (beyond the unacceptable [NOT + participle + verbal particle] order): these are the fully acceptable [verbal particle + NOT + participle] order and the [NOT + verbal particle + participle] order, which is marked. As for participial constructions containing insertion (78d-d’)), they pattern with their finite counterparts in not triggering inverse word order but being fully acceptable in the straight word order.


	
● Separability of verbal modifiers in the case of Ó- and t-participles


	
a a levelet csak Julinak el-küld-ő / *[küld-ő el] Peti

the letter.Acc only Juli.Dat away-send-Ó / send-Ó away Peti

‘Peti, who has sent the letter only to Juli’


	
a’ a csak Julinak el-küld-ött / *[küld-ött el] levél

the only Juli.Dat away-send-t / send-t away Peti

‘the letter that has been sent only to Juli’


	
b az Ilit éppen haza-kísér-ő / *[kísér-ő haza] Pet

the Ili.Acc just home-accompany-Ó / accompany-Ó home Peti

‘Peti, who was walking Ili home right now’


	
b’ az éppen haza-kísér-t / *[kísér-t haza] Ili

the just home-accompany-t / accompany-t home Ili

‘Ili, who is/was being walked home’


	
c a szerződést [alá nem ír-ó] / ?[nem alá-ír-ó] / *[nem ír-ó alá] Peti

the contract.Acc under not write-Ó / not under-write-Ó / not write-Ó under Peti

‘Peti, who did not sign the contract’


	
c’. a(z) [alá nem ír-t] / ?[nem alá-ír-t] / *[nem ír-t alá] szerződés

the under not write-t / not under-write-t / not write-t under contract

‘the contract that has not been signed’


	
d a szerződést el-készít-ő, majd [alá is ír-ó] Peti

the contract.Acc away-make-Ó then under also write-Ó Peti

‘Peti, who prepared and then even signed the contract’


	
d’ az el-készít-ett, majd [alá is ír-t] szerződés

the away-make-t then under also write-t contract

‘the contract that has been prepared and then even been signed’





Andó-participles in attributive function pattern with Ó- and t-participles in that they cannot appear with an inverse word order (79a,c,) but readily appear with the straight one (79a,c,d)). andó-participles, in contrast to Ó- and t-participles, can appear as predicates, too (79a’,b,c’,d’)), at least to a certain extent and except for the unacceptably artificial progressive construction (79b). As, in the predicative function, the constructions do not have to be head-final, non-head-final alternatives should also be studied: the relevant variants in (79a’,c’)) are far from being fully acceptable but they are not unacceptable, while the competing [… verbal particle + participle] orders in (79a’,c’)) can practically be characterized the same way. As for insertion, there is a surprisingly radical difference in acceptability between the insertion of nem ’not’, which is impossible, and that of is ’also’ in the predicative function (79c’,d’)). This difference is also apparent between the insertion of nem ’not’ in its attributive and predicative functions, as shown in (79c-c’)).


	
● Separability of verbal modifiers in the case of andó-participles


	
a a csak Julinak el-küld-endő / *[küld-endő el] levél

the only Juli.Dat away-send-andó / send-andó away letter

‘the letter that should be sent only to Juli’


	
a’ Ez a levél csak Julinak ??el-küld-endő / ?[küld-endő el].

this the letter.Acc only Juli.Dat away-send-andó / send-andó away

‘This letter should be sent only to Juli.’


	
b *?Ili éppen [kísér-endő (volt) haza] / [haza-kísér-endő (volt)].

Ili just accompany-andó be.Past.3Sg home / home-accompany-andó be.Past.3Sg

Intended meaning: ‘Ili should be being walked home [in order to create an alibi].’


	
c a(z) [alá nem ír-andó] /

the under not write-andó / not under-write-andó /

*[nem ír-andó alá] szerződés

not write-andó under contract

‘the contract that should not be signed’


	
c’ Ez a szerződés*? [alá nem ír-andó] / ?[nem alá-ír-andó] /

this the contract under not write-andó / not under-write-andó /

??[nem ír-andó alá].

not write-andó under

‘This contract should not be signed.’


	
d az el-készít-endő, majd [alá is ír-andó]

the away-make-andó then under also write-andó contract

‘the contract that should be prepared and then even signed’


	
d’. (?) Ez a szerződés el-készít-endő, majd [alá is ír-andó].

this the contract away-make-andó then under also write-andó

‘This contract should be prepared and then even signed.’





It also holds for ható-participles that (i) in attributive functions, they cannot appear with an inverse word order (80a,c,), but (ii) readily appear with the regular one (80a,c,d)), and (iii) the potential progressive constructions are all unacceptably artificial (80b) (NB: only potential progressive readings are considered here; the second variant in (80b) is acceptable with the simple meaning ‘Ili could be walked home’). As ható-participles can also appear as predicates (80a’,c’,d’)), inverse word-order variants should also be studied in the relevant cases (80a’,c’)): both in focus constructions and those containing negation, the inverse word order is fully acceptable (see Remark 1 in 2.1.1). ható-participial constructions containing insertion are acceptable both in attributive functions (80d) and as predicates (80d’) in the case of ‘also’-insertion. However, nem ‘not’ can be inserted only in the attributive function, as shown by the radical difference in acceptability between the relevant variants in (80c-c’)).


	
● Separability of verbal modifiers in the case of ható-participles


	
a a csak Julinak el-küld-hető / *[küld-hető el] levél

the only Juli.Dat away-send-ható / send-hatóÓ away letter

‘the letter that can be sent only to Juli’


	
a’ Ez a levél csak Julinak ??el-küld-hető /ü [küld-hető el].

this the letter.Acc only Juli.Dat away-send-ható / send-ható away

‘This letter can be sent only to Juli.’


	
b Ili éppen *?[kísér-hető (volt) haza] / *[haza-kísér-hető (volt)].

Ili just accompany-ható be.Past.3Sg home / home-accompany-ható be.Past.3Sg

Intended meaning: ‘Ili could be being walked home [say, in order to create an alibi].’


	
c a(z) (?)[alá nem ír-ható] /

the under not write-ható / not under-write-ható /

*[nem ír-ható alá] szerződés

not write-ható under contract

‘the contract that cannot be signed’


	
c’ Ez a szerződés*? [alá nem ír-ható] / ??[nem alá-ír-ható] /

this the contract under not write-ható / not under-write-ható /

ü [nem ír-ható alá].

not write-ható under

‘This contract cannot be signed.’


	
d az el-készít-hető, majd [alá is ír-ható] szerződés

the away-make-ható then under also write-ható contract

‘the contract that can be prepared and then even signed’


	
d’ A szerződés el-készít-hető, majd [alá is ír-ható].

the contract away-make-ható then under also write-ható

‘The contract can be prepared and then even signed.’





We can establish on the basis of the data above that the separability of verbal modifiers from heads, characteristic of certain verbal constructions, but not of nominal ones (see N1.3.1.2.4.1, sub III, for instance), is characteristic to a higher degree of andó-participles, and especially ható-participles but, to a significantly lesser degree, of Ó- and t-participles. This difference has to do with the fact that Ó- and t-participles can appear only in attributive functions in Hungarian, which are head-final so even the verbal particle cannot follow the participial head. andó- and ható-participles can function as predicates, too, and in this role the verbal particle can follow the participial head, at least in focus and negative constructions. Nevertheless, verbal modifiers can be separated from all types of participial heads in constructions containing (especially ‘also’-) insertion. Participles thus are more or less “verbal” in this respect. The reason why even ható-participles do not qualify as “fully verbal” is that: (i) the [participle + verbal particle] order, characteristic of certain finite verbal constructions, is not always acceptable in participial ones and (ii) there are also more or less acceptable word-order patterns not available to standard verbal constructions (cf. the comments on (85d) in 1.1.4.1, sub III).


IV Presence and obligatoriness of arguments

This subsection gives a global picture of the observations concerning argument- structure inheritance in the case of participles. The main points were given in subsection 2.1.2.1; subsections 2.1.2.3 and 2.1.3 provided several further details, and this subsection, in addition to the summary in the next paragraph, adds further comments on the topic, in connection with the data illustrated in (81) below.

In respect of the topic of this part, presence and obligatoriness of arguments, participial phrases can essentially be characterized by the retainment of the argument structure of the input verb in harmony with the defining property that they are intended to express the same states of affairs as the corresponding input finite verbal constructions—though in order to represent the given states of affairs as a property of the participant referred to (obligatorily simultaneously) by the phonetically null subject of the given PartP and the corresponding matrix noun phrase. Apart from the change in finiteness and the expression of the input argument that corresponds to the phonetically null subject of the PartP, the argument structure of the verb remains unaffected by the formation process: the number and the thematic functions of the arguments and the information-structural function of the other input arguments remain the same. All arguments but the one corresponding to the phonetically null argument—the oblique case marked ones and even the accusative one in the case of Ó-participles—also retain their case marking, including cases where they serve as verbal modifiers. Verbal particles also remain unaffected in the course of participialization. Similarly, a free adjunct that belongs to the input verb as a certain kind of syntactic satellite will appear in the same form and the same satellite function in the corresponding output participial construction.

The previous paragraph suggests the simple generalization that only the expression of the argument that corresponds to the phonetically null subject of the PartP changes in the course of participialization, and the change is partial even in the case of this participant (as it is retained in the form of the matrix noun phrase). This generalization trivially holds for Ó-participialization and can also be retained for the three kinds of passive participialization (T-, andó-, and ható-participialization, see 2.1.1)—at the cost of comparing these latter participial constructions to (hypothetical) passive verbal constructions (see the (a”)-examples in (iii-v) in Remark 2 in 2.1.1), with Themes as “input subjects” and Agents (if any) suppressed or expressed as által-phrases. This construal is not unquestionable; but it can be regarded as sufficient in this part as subsection V will thoroughly discuss the question of the “input” accusative case marked argument.

As for the obligatory or optional character of input arguments, indicated in (81a,c,) with grammaticality judgments, it is illustrated in the corresponding rows (81b-b’,d)) that these properties are also essentially inherited in the course of participialization.


	
● Obligatoriness of arguments in the case of participles


	
a Peti összegyűjtött *(✓néhány értékes bélyeget) (az albumba).

Peti together.collect.Past.3Sg some valuable stamp.Acc the album.Ill

‘Peti has collected (some valuable stamps) (in the album).’


	
b a(z albumba) *(✓néhány értékes bélyeget) össze-gyűjt-ő Peti

the album.Ill some valuable stamp.Acc together-collect-Ó Peti

‘Peti who has collected (some valuable stamps) (in the album)’


	
b’ az (albumba) össze-gyűjt-ött / össze-gyűjt-endő / össze-gyűjt-hető

the album.Ill together-collect-t / together-collect-andó / together-collect-ható

néhány értékes bélyeg

some valuable stamp

‘some valuable stamps that [have been] / [should be] / [can be] collected (in the album)’

??(ü a diákokban).


	
c Peti mostanában gyakran csalódik ??(✓a diákokban).

Peti nowadays often be_disappointed.3Sg the student.Pl.Ine

‘Peti is often disappointed (with the students) nowadays.’


	
d a ??(✓diákokban) mostanában gyakran csalód-ó Peti

the student.Pl.Ine nowadays often be_disappointed-Ó Peti

‘Peti who is often disappointed (with the students) nowadays’





All in all, with respect to the presence and obligatoriness of arguments, participles practically entirely pattern with finite verbs.


V. Accusative case marked arguments

Ó-participles are entirely verbal in respect of being capable of having accusative case marked arguments. These arguments can appear as fully-fledged arguments (82a-a’)), verbal modifiers (82b-b’)) or -t-marked phrases with adverbial function (82c-c’)) (see 1.1.4.1, sub V). The other three participial types, however, cannot have accusative case marked arguments since these arguments in the lexical basis will correspond referentially to the PartP-internal phonetically null subjects and the matrix noun phrases (82a”) (but note that certain non-standard t-participles can have accusative case marked arguments, see T1- and T2-participles in (i’) and (ii) in Remark 3 in 2.1.1). The only -t-marked satellite type they can have is one with an adverbial function (82d-d’)). As for accusative verbal modifiers, see the comments on (36) in 2.1.2.3.


	
(82) ● Accusative case marked arguments of participles


	
a. A fiú meg-látogatja a szőke lány-t.

the boy perf-visit.DefObj.3Sg the blond girl-Acc

‘The boy pays a visit to the blond girl.’


	
a’. a szőke lány-t meg-látogat-ó fiú

the blond girl-Acc perf-visit-Ó boy

‘the boy who pays a visit to the blond girl’


	
a”. a meg-látogat-ott / meg-látogat-andó / meg-látogat-ható szőke lány

the perf-visit-t / perf-visit-andó / perf-visit-ható blond girl

‘the blond girl to whom a visit [has been] / [should be] / [can be] paid’


	
b. A lány virág-ot szed.

the girl flower-Acc pick.3Sg

‘The girl is picking flowers.’


	
b’. a virág-ot szed-ő lány

the flower-Acc pick-Ó girl

‘the girl who is picking flowers’


	
c. A fiú néha olvas egy kicsi-t.

the boy sometimes read.3Sg a little-Acc

‘The boy sometimes reads a little.’


	
c’. a néha egy kicsi-t olvas-ó fiú

the sometimes a little-Acc read-Ó boy

‘the boy who sometimes reads a little’


	
d. Néha egy kicsi-t szárítjuk a ruhát.

sometimes a little-Acc dry.DefObj.1Pl the dress.Acc

‘Sometimes we dry the dress a little.’


	
d’. a néha egy kicsi-t szárít-ott / szárít-andó /(?) szárít-ható ruha

the sometimes a little-Acc dry-t / dry-andó / dry-ható dress

‘the dress that is / [should be] / [can be] sometimes dried a little’


	
e. A fiú néha egy kicsi-t olvasgatja ez-t a könyv-et.

the boy sometimes a little-Acc read.Freq.DefObj.3Sg this-Acc the book-Acc

‘The boy sometimes reads this book a little.’


	
e’. az ez-t a könyv-et néha egy kicsi-t olvasgat-ó fiú

the this-Acc the book-Acc sometimes a little-Acc read.Freq-Ó boy

‘the boy who sometimes reads this book a little’





Note that an accusative argument can even appear together with a -t-marked phrase with adverbial function, as illustrated in (82e) (see also Szécsényi and Szécsényi 2016: 120–121); and even this extreme constellation of two types of -t-marked elements can appear within an Ó-participial construction (82e’).

Note that participles, in contrast to verbs, do not show agreement (in definiteness and person) with their objects (see 2.1.4.1, sub II).


VI. Adverbial modification

Participles entirely pattern with finite verbs in that all the four types can be readily modified by adverbs. These adverbs typically express time (83a), place (83a), manner (83a) and state (83b-b’)), and they can also appear as verbal modifiers (83c-c’)). Note that participial constructions containing state adverbs can be ambiguous in the same way as the corresponding finite verbal constructions would be: részegen ‘drunkenly’ can concern both the Agent and the Theme in (83b-b’)).


	
(83) ● Participles modified by adverbs


	
a. a ma ott lelkesen [énekl-ő lány] /

the today there enthusiastically sing-Ó girl /

[énekel-t / énekl-endő / énekel-hető dal]

sing-t / sing-andó / sing-ható song

‘the girl who sings there enthusiastically today / the song which [has been] / [should be] / [can

be] sung there enthusiastically today’


	
b. a lányt részegen haza-kísér-ő fiú

a lányt részegen haza-kísér-ő fiú

the girl.Acc drunkenly home-accompany-Ó boy

‘the boy who walks / [is walking] the girl home drunk’


	
b’. a részegen haza-kísér-t / haza-kísér-endő / haza-kísér-hető lány

the drunkenly home-accompany-t / home-accompany-andó / home-accompany-ható girl

‘the girl who [has been] / [should be] / [can be] walked home drunk’


	
c. a vendéget jól tart-ó házigazda

the guest.Acc well hold-Ó host

‘the host who is holding up the guest well’


	
c’. a jól tart-ott / tart-andó / tart-ható vendég

the well hold-t / hold-andó / hold-ható guest

‘the guest who [is being] / [can be] / [should be] held up well’






VII. Information structure

This subsection is devoted to the question of whether the information structure typical of verbal constructions in Hungarian is inherited in the course of participialization.

The answer is essentially positive, due to the high degree of similarity between verbal and participial constructions. That is, we claim that participles inherit information structure in the course of participialization. Scope of arguments (and of other potential satellites) is inherited due to the inheritedness of arguments, so arguments are inherited together with the scope they take within the information structure of the input verb. This generalization holds, in an argument structure, for all arguments but the one that corresponds to the PartP-internal phonetically null subject, which does not inherit its scope, due to the fact that in the course of participialization it obligatorily turns into a phonetically null pronominal element within the PartP; note that the matrix noun that is referentially identified with the phonetically null subject obtains case, thematic role and information-structural position in a higher argument structure, see (vii.a-c) in Remark 2 in 2.1.1.

Of the operators listed in (5) in the Introduction to the volume (in A.IV), let us start the overview of the capability of having information structure with the determiner mind ‘every’, by means of which we obtained valuable data in subsection 2.1.2.2 (see the series of examples in (21)).

The quantifier of the finite verb elküld ‘send’ in (84a), for instance, will serve as a quantifier that belongs to the corresponding participle elküldő ‘who sends’ in (84b), resulting in a meaning according to which the boss who sent the IT guy to both conferences was dismissed (NB: maybe if the boss has sent the IT guy to only one of the conferences, he would not have been dismissed). The inherited scope relation between the quantifier and the participial head within the information structure that belongs to the participial phrase is referred to as an internal scope relation, see 1.1.4.1, sub VII. The given subsection clarifies that it is important to refer to the internal character of a scope in the case of infinitives as there are sentences containing an infinitival construction with a quantifier which are scopally ambiguous. In contrast to infinitives, however, the quantifier that belongs to the participle cannot take a wider scope. If it were able to do so, it would operate as if it belonged to the information structure of the matrix predicate, for instance elbocsát ‘send away’ in (84b-b’)), providing the potential (but here unavailable) interpretations formulated as the external scope relation in the two examples. Fortunately, it is the existence of the internal reading that is directly relevant to information-structure inheritance (see N1.3.1). As participial-construction-internal quantifiers and foci can never take external scope (in the sense discussed), in what follows, the series of examples will not contain reference to potential external-scope readings.

As mentioned in connection with the series of examples in (13) in 2.1.1, for instance, andó- and ható-participles can also serve as predicates. As presented in (84c), their predicative participial constructions host mind-quantifiers; the degree of acceptability depends on the acceptability of these two participle types themselves as predicates. Note that in this case only an internal scope can be interpreted, due to the fact that the matrix copular construction provides no semantic content which would serve as a basis for any kind of external interpretation.


	
(84) ● The inheritance of information structure in the case of participles: I. Quantifier mind ‘every’


	
a. A főnök mindkét konferenciá-ra el-küldte az infóst.

the boss both conference-Sub away-send.Past.DefObj.3Sg the IT_guy.Acc

‘The boss sent the IT guy to both conferences.’


	
b. Az infóst mindkét konferenciá-ra el-küld-ő főnököt the IT_guy.Acc both conference-Sub away-send-Ó boss.Acc

Az infóst

mindkét konferenciá-ra el-küld-ő

főnököt

the IT_guy.Acc both

conference-Sub

away-send-Ó

boss.Acc

elbocsátották.

away.allow.Past.DefObj.3Pl

Internal reading: [dismiss > both_conferences > send]

‘The boss who sent the IT guy to both conferences was dismissed.’

Non-available external reading: *[both_conferences > dismiss > send]

‘It holds for both conference A and conference B that the IT guy that his boss sent to conference

A as well as the (potentially different) IT guy that his boss sent to conference B were dismissed.’


	
b’. A mindkét konferenciá-ra el-küld-ött / el-küld-endő /

the both conference-Sub away-send-t / away-send-andó /

el-küld-hető infóst elbocsátják.

away-send-ható IT_guy.Acc away.allow.DefObj.3Pl

Internal reading: [dismiss > both_conferences > send]

‘The IT guy who is / [should be] / [can be] sent to both conferences will be dismissed.’

Non-available external reading: *[both_conferences > dismiss > send]

‘It holds for both conference A and conference B that the IT guy that is / [should/can be] sent to

conference A as well as the (potentially different) IT guy that is / [should/can be] sent to

conference B will be dismissed.’


	
c. Ez az infós mindkét konferenciá-ra el-küld-hető / ?el-küld-endő.

this the IT_guy both conference-Sub away-send-ható / away-send-andó

‘This IT guy should / can be sent to both conferences.’





As in the series of examples in (84), in this subsection we keep on considering only oblique case marked arguments in each operator function, since they are retained in the same form and function in the course of all types of participialization (see sub IV). We claim without illustration that there is no essential difference in acceptability modulo grammatical functions (obviously except for those of “characterized arguments”). The series of examples are constructed as follows: the (a)-examples provide “input” sentences, the (b)-examples the corresponding four types of participial construction in attributive function, and the (c)-examples the corresponding andó- and ható-participles in predicative function.

Let us now consider another type of quantifier, the one containing the particle is ‘also’ (85).


	
(85) ● The inheritance of information structure in the case of participles: II. Quantifier is ‘also’


	
a. A fonök a berni konferenciára is el-külde az infóst.

the boss the Bern.Adj conference.Sub also away-send.Past.DefObj.3Sg the IT_guy.Acc

‘The boss sent the IT guy to the Bern conference, too.’


	
b. Az infóst a berni konferenciára is el-küld-ő fonököt

the IT_guy.Acc the Bern.Adj conference.Sub also away-send-Ó boss.Acc

elbocsátották.

away.allow.Past.DefObj.3Pl

‘The boss who sent the IT guy to the Bern conference, too, was dismissed.’


	
b’. A berni konferenciára is el-küld-ött / el-küld-endő /

the Bern.Adj conference.Sub also away-send-t / away-send-andó /

el-küld-hető infóst elbocsátják.

away-send-ható IT_guy.Acc away.allow.DefObj.3Pl

‘The IT guy who is / [should be] / [can be] sent to the Bern conference, too, will be dismissed.’


	
c. Ez az infós a berni konferenciára is el-küld-hető / ?el-küld-endő.

this the IT_guy the Bern.Adj conference.Sub also away-send-ható / away-send-andó

‘This IT guy can / should be sent to the Bern conference, too.’





As shown in (85b-c), is-quantifiers pattern with mind-quantifiers. They readily appear in attributive participial constructions, with no difference in acceptability between the four participle types (85b-b’)). As for predicative function (85c), again, the ható-participle is fully acceptable while the andó-participle can be evaluated as marked due to its artificial flavor.

In the case of focus (86), the picture is practically the same: it is possible for arguments to appear as foci in attributive constructions in all the four participle types (86b-b’)) and in predicative constructions in the case of ható- and andó-participles (86c). Note that the participial predicative constructions in question obligatorily pattern with the corresponding finite verbal constructions (86a) in “insisting on” the [head + verbal particle] order; the [verbal particle + head] order, obligatory in the attributive construction (86’), is highly dispreferred in the predicative one (see the corresponding examples in (78-80) in sub III). In the predicative participial construction, thus, the participial head seems to play the role of the finite verb, at least in certain respects to be clarified in the future, obviously in non-theory-neutral frameworks.


	
(86) ● The inheritance of information structure in the case of participles: III. Focus


	
a. A főnök csak a berni konferenciára küldte el az infóst.

the boss only the Bern.Adj conference.Sub send.Past.DefObj.3Sg away the IT_guy.Acc

‘The boss sent the IT guy only to the Bern conference.’


	
b. Az infóst csak a berni konferenciára el-küld-ő főnököt

the IT_guy.Acc only the Bern.Adj conference.Sub away-send-Ó boss.Acc

elbocsátották.

away.allow.Past.DefObj.3Pl

‘The boss who sent the IT guy only to the Bern conference was dismissed.’


	
b’. A csak a berni konferenciára el-küld-ött / el-küld-endő /

the only the Bern.Adj conference.Sub away-send-t / away-send-andó /

el-küld-hető infóst elbocsátják.

away-send-ható IT_guy.Acc away.allow.DefObj.3Pl

‘The IT guy who was / [should be] / [can be] sent only to the Bern conference will be dismissed.’


	
c. Ez az infós csak a berni konferenciára

this the IT_guy only the Bern.Adj conference.Sub

[küld-hető / ?küld-endő el] / [ ??el-küld-hető /*? el-küld-endő].

send-ható / send-andó away / away-send-ható / away-send-andó

‘This IT guy can / should be sent only to the Bern conference.’





Negative focus also triggers the inverse [head + verbal particle] order in the case of finite verbal constructions (87a), which is still not available in participial constructions functioning in attributive functions (87b-b’)) but obligatory in predicative participial constructions (87c). As the grammaticality judgments show, Ó- and t-participial constructions readily host negative foci in (87b-b’)) while andó- and ható-participial constructions can be characterized by less acceptability in (87b’-c)). The fact that negative foci are less readily hosted in certain types of participial construction than csak-foci is in total harmony with what has been observed so far in the case of non-finite categories: negative focus constructions always score worse than csak-focus ones; see, for instance, the grammaticality judgments in (95) compared to the ones in (94) in 1.1.4.1, sub VII in the case of similar infinitival constructions.


	
(87) ● The inheritance of information structure in the case of participles: IV. Negative focus


	
a. A főnök nem a berni konferenciára küldte el az infóst.

the boss not the Bern.Adj conference.Sub send.Past.DefObj.3Sg away the IT_guy.Acc

‘The boss sent the IT guy not to the Bern conference but somewhere else.’


	
b. Az infóst nem a berni konferenciára el-küld-ő főnököt

the IT_guy.Acc not the Bern.Adj conference.Sub away-send-Ó boss.Acc

elbocsátották.

away.allow.Past.DefObj.3Pl

‘The boss who sent the IT guy not to the Bern conference but somewhere else was dismissed.’


	
b’. A nem a berni konferenciára el-küld-ött / ?el-küld-endő /

the not the Bern.Adj conference.Sub away-send-T / away-send-andó / ?el-küld-hető infóst elbocsátják.

away-send-Ható IT_guy.Acc away.allow.DefObj.3Pl

‘The IT guy who was / [should be] / [can be] sent not to the Bern conference but somewhere else will be dismissed.’


	
c. Ez az infós nem a berni konferenciára

this the IT_guy not the Bern.Adj conference.Sub

(?)[küld-hető / küld-endő el] / *[el-küld-hető / el-küld-endő].

send-Ható / send-andó away / away-send-Ható / away-send-andó

‘This IT guy can / should be sent not to the Bern conference but somewhere else.’





The negative quantifier provides a picture which is even more intricate (88b-c’). The source of this intricacy is that, in the input verbal construction, there are ab ovo two ways to express the negative particle that inevitably accompanies the negative quantifier in Hungarian (88a). As the translation indicates in (88a), there is no essential difference in meaning between the variants with nem ‘not’ and sem ‘also not’ (on the etymological and also synchronic scope-semantic analysis of sem as is+nem ‘also+not’, see Szabolcsi 2018). In addition, the negative particles (‘NegPrt’) can potentially appear in the following three positions relative to the verbal particle and the participial head: (i) [NegPrt+VPrt+Head], (ii) [NegPrt+Head+VPrt], (iii) [VPrt+NegPrt+Head]. There are thus six potentially competing variants to be investigated; but as the attributive construction must be head-final (see the corresponding examples in (78–80) in sub III) and sem cannot appear in an inserted position between the verbal particle and the participial head (cf. the comments on the corresponding infinitival constructions concerning (96) in 1.1.4.1, sub VII), only the variants evaluated in (88b-c’) should be considered.


	
(88) ● The inheritance of information structure in the case of participles:

V. Negative quantifier


	
a. A főnök semelyik konferenciára nem / sem küldte el

the boss none conference.Sub not / not send.Past.DefObj.3Sg away

az infóst.

the IT_guy.Acc

‘The boss sent the IT guy to none of the conferences.’


	
b. Az infóst semelyik konferenciára [el nem küld-ő] / ??[nem el-küld-ő]

the IT_guy.Acc none conference.Sub away not send-ó / not away-send-ó

főnököt elbocsátották.

boss.Acc away.allow.Past.DefObj.3Pl

‘The boss who sent the IT guy to none of the conferences was dismissed.’


	
b’. ?Az infóst semelyik konferenciára sem el-küld-ő főnököt

the IT_guy.Acc none conference.Sub not away-send-ó boss.Acc

elbocsátották.

away.allow.Past.DefObj.3Pl

‘The boss who sent the IT guy to none of the conferences was dismissed.’


	
b”. A semelyik konferenciára [el nem küld-ött] /

??[nem el-küld-ött] / the none conference.Sub away not send-T / not away-send-T /

(?)[el nem küld-endő] / *?[nem el-küld-endő] / ✓[el nem küld-hető] / away not send-andó / not away-send-andó /

away not send-Ható /

?? [nem el-küld-hető] infóst elbocsátják.

not away-send-Ható IT_guy.Acc away.allow.DefObj.3Pl

‘The IT guy who was / [should be] / [can be] sent to none of the conferences will be dismissed.’


	
b’”. A semelyik konferenciára sem

?el-küld-ött / ??el-küld-endő

the none conference.Sub not away-send-T / away-send-andó

(?)el-küld-hető infóst elbocsátják.

away-send-Ható IT_guy.Acc away.allow.DefObj.3Pl

‘The IT guy who was / [should be] / [can be] sent to none of the conferences was dismissed.’


	
c. Ez az infós semelyik konferenciára [nem küld-hető / ??küld-endő el] / this the IT_guy none conference.Sub not send-Ható / send-andó away/ ?[el nem küld-hető] / *?[el nem küld-endő] / *?[nem el-küld-hető] / away not send-Ható / away not send-andó / not away-send-Ható /

*? [nem el-küld-endő].

not away-send-andó

‘This IT guy can / should be sent to none of the conferences.’


	
c’. Ez az infós semelyik konferenciára sem [küld-hető / ??küld-endő el] /

this the IT_guy none conference.Sub not send-Ható / send-andó away/

*?el-küld-hető / *?el-küld-endő.

away-send-Ható / away-send-andó

‘This IT guy can / should be sent to none of the conferences.’





The distribution of grammaticality judgments suggests the following generalizations (with the usual “more convincing” acceptability of the ó- and t-participles, which are easier to interpret than the other two types, the interpretation of which is more context-dependent). In the case of the attributive participial constructions, the variants with an inserted nem are the best and convincingly acceptable ones (88b,b”) but the [sem+VPrt+Head] variants are also only slightly less preferred (88b’,b’”). Attributive participial constructions, thus, pattern with deverbal nominal constructions and inflected infinitival constructions (which are more nominal than their uninflected counterparts); see the comments on (96) in 1.1.4.1, sub VII, and (708a) in N2.1.1.4.5, (811d) in 2.2.1.2.2 and (820e) in N2.2.1.2.3.1. In the case of the predicative participial constructions, however, the convincingly acceptable variants are the [NegPrt+Head+VPrt] variants with either nem (88c) or sem (88c’), that is, the predicative participial constructions pattern with finite verbal constructions (88a) in this respect. Note also that the [VPrt+nem+Head] variant is also more or less acceptable in the case of predicative ható-participles (88c). This order also has a finite verbal counterpart, which expresses a special emphatic form of negation, see the comments on (85d) in 1.1.4.1, sub III. The participial variant in question can also be regarded as an emphatic expression of the propositional content of the given sentence (NB: the same [VPrt+nem+Head] order is not emphatic in the attributive context).

Let us now turn to wh-words; which appear in questions (89a). As participants cannot be characterized and/or identified by questions concerning them (instead of statements about them), the corresponding attributive participial constructions are obviously expected to be fully unacceptable (89b-b’). This does hold for the readings which can be construed as the internal-scope interpretations in (89b-b’): they are unavailable, indeed. Surprisingly, however, the variants presented can more or less (and with a high speaker dependent variation) be associated with readings, as shown in (89b-b’), violating the generalization excluding external scope taking for participial-construction-internal operators (see the introductory part of this subsection). We hypothesize that the interrogative sentences in question are to be regarded as echo questions rather than normal ones (just like in the case of sentences containing infinitival constructions in the series of examples in (98) in 1.1.4.1, sub VII); but it is unfortunately not clear how the two types of questions can be unambiguously distinguished.


	
(89) ● The inheritance of information structure in the case of participles:

VI. Wh-phrases


	
a. A főnök melyik konferenciára küldte el az infóst?

the boss which conference.Sub send.Past.DefObj.3Sg away the IT_guy.Acc

‘Which conference did the boss send the IT guy to?’


	
b. ?Az infóst melyik konferenciára el-küld-ő főnököt the IT_guy.Acc

which conference.Sub away-send-ó boss.Acc

bocsátották el?

send.Past.DefObj.3Sg away

Uninterpretable internal-scope reading: [Dismiss > Which_Conference > Send]

‘They dismissed the boss concerning whom the following question emerged: “which conference is the one that the IT guy had been sent to by him?”’

External reading: [Which_Conference > Dismiss > Send]

‘Which is the conference for which it holds that they dismissed the boss who sent the IT guy there?’


	
b’. (?)A melyik konferenciára el-küld-ött / el-küld-endő / el-küld-hető the which conference.Sub away-send-T / away-send-andó / away-send-Ható

infóst bocsátják el?

IT_guy.Acc send.DefObj.3Sg away

Uninterpretable internal-scope reading: [Dismiss > Which_Conference > Send]

‘They are going to send away the IT guy concerning whom the following question emerged:

“which conference is the one that he had been sent to?”’

External reading: [Which_Conference > Dismiss > Send]

‘Which is the conference for which it holds that they are going to send away the IT guy who had been sent there?’


	
c. Ez az infós melyik konferenciára küld-hető / ?küld-endő el?

this the IT_guy which conference.Sub send-Ható / send-andó away

‘Which conference is such that this IT guy can/should be sent there?’





As predicative participial constructions practically take over the function of the finite predicative core of sentences, the predicative ható- and andó-participial constructions presented in (89c) are correctly predicted to be (basically) acceptable. The syntactic affiliation of the wh-words in the examples considered, however, cannot be decided in a theory-neutral theory; so, it is the readers’ task to draw theoretical generalizations (concerning the participial-construction-internal presence of interrogative operators and their scope-taking properties) on the basis of the data in (89c) in their own frameworks. And the same holds for the data presented in (89b-b’).

We follow the investigation of the inheritance of information structures containing the basic operators with a series of examples which is concerned with the inheritance of a special operator, the contrastive topic (90). Note that the examples contain a peculiar adverb, a discourse particle expressing reproach, bezzeg, which is not obligatory in sentences with a contrastive topic (90a) but if it appears in a sentence it can be regarded as an explicit indicator of the presence of a contrastivetopic constituent (NB: its omission from the participial constructions makes the evocation of the intended contrastive interpretation quite difficult); see also the comments on (100) in 1.1.4.1, sub VII in Chapter 1. As the grammaticality judgments show, participial constructions (in contrast to infinitival and deverbal nominal ones, see (100) in 1.1.4.1, sub VII and (317) in N1.3.1.2.4.1, sub VII) can readily host contrastive topics when they function either as attributives (90b-b’) or as predicates (90c).


	
(90) ● The inheritance of information structure in the case of participles:

VII. Contrastive topic


	
a. Pestre nem, de a berni konferenciára (bezzeg) elküldte

Pest.Sub not but the Bern.Adj conference.Sub [reproach+]

away.send.Past.DefObj.3Sg

a főnök az infóst. the boss the IT_guy.Acc

‘The boss sent the IT guy to the conference in Bern, in contrast to the one Pest.’


	
b. Az infóst Pestre nem, de a berni konferenciára bezzeg

the IT_guy.Acc Pest.Sub not but the Bern.Adj conference.Sub [reproach+]

el-küld-ő főnök tegnap felmondott.

away-send-ó boss yesterday quit.Past.3Sg

‘The boss who sent the IT guy to the conference in Bern, in contrast to the one in Pest, quit yesterday.’


	
b’. A Pestre nem, de a berni konferenciára bezzeg

the Pest.Sub not but the Bern.Adj conference.Sub [reproach+]

el-küld-ött / ??el-küld-endő / ??el-küld-hető infós tegnap felmondott.

away-send-T / away-send-andó / away-send-Ható IT_guy yesterday quit.Past.3Sg

‘The IT guy who was sent to the conference in Bern, in contrast to the one in Pest, quit yesterday.’


	
c. Ez az infós Pestre nem, de a berni konferenciára

bezzeg this the IT_guy Pest.Sub not but the Bern.Adj conference.Sub [reproach+]

?el-küld-endő / (?)el-küld-hető.

away-send-andó / away-send-Ható

‘This IT guy should / can be sent to the conference in Bern, in contrast to the one in Pest.’





In the last series of examples in the subsection (91–92), the inheritance of complex information structures is illustrated. By this we mean that the input information structure contains (at least) two operators, the relative scope of which is unambiguously coded in Hungarian in the preverbal word order (e.g., É. Kiss 2002: 114). The inheritance of these scope hierarchies is also worth testing.

As demonstrated in 2.1.2.2 (see (22), there is no theoretical obstacle for participles to inherit complex information structures containing two (or more) operators; and it is now shown in (91) that the order of the operators in both the attributive (91b-b’,e-e’) and the predicative (91c,f) participial constructions reflects their scope order; that is, participial constructions are fully verbal even in this respect.


	
(91) ● The inheritance of complex information structures


	
a. A főnök mindkét konferenciára többször is

the boss both conference.Sub several_times also

el-küldte az infósokat.

away-send.Past.DefObj.3Sg the IT_guy.Pl.Acc

[To_Both_Conferences > Several_Times > Send]

‘It holds for both conference series that the boss sent the IT guys to them several times.’


	
b. Az infósokat mindkét konferenciára többször is el-küld-ő

the IT_guy.Pl.Acc both conference.Sub several_times also away-send-ó

főnököt elbocsátották.

boss.Acc away.allow.Past.DefObj.3Pl

[Dismiss > To_Both_Conferences > Several_Times > Send]

‘The boss who is such that it holds for both conference series that he sent the IT guys to them several times was dismissed.’


	
b’. A mindkét konferenciára többször is el-küld-ött / ?el-küld-endő /

the both conference.Sub several_times also away-send-T / away-send-andó /

✓el-küld-hető infósokat elbocsátják.

away-send-Ható IT_guy.Pl.Acc away.allow.DefObj.3Pl

[Dismiss > To_Both_Conferences > Several_Times > Send]

‘The IT guys who are such that it holds for both conference series that they were / [should be] /

[can be] sent to them several times will be dismissed.’


	
c. Ezek az infósok mindkét konferenciára többször is

this.Pl the IT_guy.Pl both conference.Sub several_times also

el-küld-hető-ek / (?)el-küld-endő-ek. away-send-ható-Pl / away-send-andó-Pl

[To_Both_Conferences > Several_Times > Send]

‘These IT guys are such that it holds for both conference series that they can / should be sent to them several times.’


	
d. A főnök többször is mindkét konferenciára

the boss several_times also both conference.Sub

el-küldte az infósokat.

away-send.Past.DefObj.3Sg the IT_guy.Pl.Acc

[Several_Times > To_Both_Conferences > Send]

‘It holds for several years that the boss sent the IT guys to both [annual] conference series in the given years.’


	
e. Az infósokat többször is mindkét konferenciára

el-küld-ő the IT_guy.Pl.Acc several_times also both conference.Sub

away-send-ó főnököt

elbocsátották.

boss.Acc away.allow.Past.DefObj.3Pl

[Dismiss > Several_Times > To_Both_Conferences > Send]

‘The boss who is such that it holds for several years that he sent the IT guys to both conference series in the given years was dismissed.’


	
e’. A többször is mindkét konferenciára el-küld-ött / ?el-küld-endő /

the several_times also both conference.Sub away-send-T / away-send-andó /

✓el-küld-hető infósokat elbocsátják.

away-send-Ható IT_guy.Pl.Acc away.allow.DefObj.3Pl

[Dismiss > Several_Times > To_Both_Conferences > Send]

‘The IT guys who are such that it holds for several years that they were / [should be] / [can be] sent to both conferences in the given years will be dismissed.’


	
f. Ezek az infósok többször is mindkét konferenciára

this.Pl the IT_guy.Pl several_times also both conference.Sub

el-küld-hető-ek / (?)el-küld-endő-ek. away-send-ható-Pl / away-send-andó-Pl

[Several_Times > To_Both_Conferences > Send]

‘These IT guys are such that it holds for several years that they can / should be sent to both conferences in the given years.’





A separate series of examples in (92) below is devoted to the question of whether scope ambiguity itself is, or may be, inherited. Without going into a detailed discussion of this topic, we can safely state that the input ambiguity whose source is the post-head position of an operator can be inherited by the output participial construction if the operator in question is also given a post-head position, that is, only predicative participial constructions are to be considered in this case (on the obligatory head-final character of attributive constructions, see (78–80) in sub III). The two possible scope interpretations available in (92a) are shown to be available in (92b), too. It must be recalled at this point (see the comments on (6) in A.IV in the Introduction to the whole volume), however, that both the sentence type in (92a) with its postverbal quantifier and the corresponding participial expression types in (92b) can be called ambiguous only in the loose sense according to which the written strings of their words can be associated with two meanings (due to different scope distributions) but the associated meaning pairs are not realized with the same stress pattern (Varga 2016). What is shown to be inherited, therefore, is ambiguity in this loose sense.


	
(92) ● Inherited scope ambiguity in participles


	
a. A főnök mindkét konferenciára elküldi az infósokat

the boss both conference.Sub away.send.DefObj.3Sg the IT_guy.Pl

többször is.

several_times also

Meaning1: [To_Both_Conferences > Several_Times > Send]

‘It holds for both conference series that the boss will send the IT guys to them several times.’

Meaning2: [Several_Times > To_Both_Conferences > Send]

‘It holds for several years that the boss will send the IT guys to both [annual] conference series in the given years.’


	
b. Ezek az infósok mindkét konferenciára

this.Pl the IT_guy.Pl both conference.Sub

el-küld-hető-ek / (?)el-küld-endő-ek többször is. away-send-ható-Pl / away-send-andó-Pl several_times also

Meaning1: [To_Both_Conferences > Several_Times > Send]

‘These IT guys are such that it holds for both conference series that they can / should be sent to them several times.’

Meaning2: [Several_Times > To_Both_Conferences > Send]

‘These IT guys are such that it holds for several years that they can / should be sent to both conferences in the given years.’





To sum up, we can establish on the basis of the data provided in this subsection that the Hungarian verbal property of potentially having a highly sophisticated information structure is also characteristic of participles. What obviously limits the factual application of these facilities in practice is that by participles we do not make assertions but primarily characterize participants—and often identify them by characterizing them; it is postponed to future corpus research to reveal the consequences of this difference in function between participles and finite verbal constructions.


2.1.4.2.  Adjectival properties 

This subsection discusses the adjectival properties listed in  Table 2 (A, sub IV) in the Introduction to the volume from the point of view of whether participles satisfy these properties (see  Table 3 in 2.1.4.3).


I. Presence of arguments 

The first adjectival property, which is also characteristic of verbs, is that of having arguments (cf. (11e’) in 2.1.1 and A3.1). As discussed in 2.1.4.1, sub IV, participial phrases can essentially be characterized by the retainment of the argument structure of the input verb with potentially several arguments; see also subsections 2.1.2.1, 2.1.2.3 and 2.1.3. Apart from the change in finiteness and the expression of the input counterpart of the PartP-internal phonetically null subject, the argument structure of the verb remains unaffected by the formation process: the number and thematic function of the arguments and the information-structural function of the other input arguments remain the same. All these arguments—the oblique case marked ones and even the accusative one in the case of ó-participles—also retain their case marking, including instances where they serve as verbal modifiers. Verbal particles also remain unaffected in the course of participialization. Similarly, a free adjunct that belongs to the input verb as a certain kind of syntactic satellite will appear in the same form and the same satellite function in the corresponding output participial construction.



II. Degrees of comparison expressed 

Let us now consider a property peculiar to adjectives (see A3.3), namely, the possibility of expressing comparison.

As Lipták and Kenesei (2017: 49) point out, ható-forms can have comparative (93a-a’) and superlative forms (93a”-a”’), but only as lexicalized adjectives, while

ható-participles do not have either forms, as exemplified in (93b-b’) and (93b”b”’), respectively. Nevertheless, the picture is not so black and white: some Ható-participles can be found which have comparative and superlative forms (93c-c”’); these are made possible through their undoubtedly compositional meaning, see Remark 1 in 2.1.1.


	
(93) ● Expressing degrees of comparison in the case of ható-participles


	
a. *?János ma meg-bíz-ható-bb ezzel a feladattal, mint tegnap.

János today perf-trust-ható-Comp this.Ins the task.Ins than yesterday

Intended meaning: ‘It is easier to entrust János with this task today than it was yesterday.’


	
a’. *az ezzel a feladattal ma meg-bíz-ható-bb kolléga the this.Ins the task.Ins today perf-trust-ható-Comp colleague

Intended meaning: ‘the colleague who is easier to entrust with this task today’


	
a”. *?János ma a leg-meg-bíz-ható-bb ezzel a feladattal.

János today the most-perf-trust-ható-Comp this.Ins the task.Ins

Intended meaning: ‘János is the one who is the easiest to entrust with this task today.’


	
a’”. *az ezzel a feladattal ma leg-meg-bíz-ható-bb kolléga

the this.Ins the task.Ins today most-perf-trust-ható-Comp colleague

Intended meaning: ‘the colleague who is the easiest to entrust with this task today’


	
b. Ez a kolléga meg-bíz-ható-bb, mint Mari.

this the colleague perf-trust-ható-Comp than Mari

‘This colleague is more trustable than Mari.’


	
b’. a Marinál meg-bíz-ható-bb kolléga

the Mari.Ade perf-trust-ható-Comp colleague

‘the colleague who is more trustable than Mari’


	
b”. Ez a kolléga a leg-meg-bíz-ható-bb.

this the colleague the most-perf-trust-ható-Comp

‘This colleague is the most trustable.’


	
b’”. a leg-meg-bíz-ható-bb kolléga

the most-perf-trust-ható-Comp colleague

‘the most trustable colleague’


	
c. (?)Ez a termék el-ad-ható-bb a kínaiaknak, mint az.

this the product away-give-ható-Comp the Chinese.Pl.Dat than that

‘This product can be sold easier to Chinese people than that one.’


	
c’. ?a kínaiaknak el-ad-ható-bb termék

the Chinese.Pl.Dat away-give-ható-Comp product

‘the product which can be sold easier to Chinese people’


	
c”. (?)Ez a termék a leg-el-ad-ható-bb a kínaiaknak.

this the product the most-away-give-ható-Comp the Chinese.Pl.Dat

‘This product is the easiest to sell to Chinese people.’


	
c’”. ?a kínaiaknak leg-el-ad-ható-bb termék

the Chinese.Pl.Dat most-away-give-ható-Comp product

‘the product which is the easiest to sell to Chinese people’





Similarly, andó-participles are not adjectival in the current sense as shown by the unacceptability of the analogous constructions presented in (94a-a’,d): they have neither a comparative form (94a-b’) nor a superlative one (94d). Note in passing that there are a few expressions with the suffix -AndÓ which are acceptable in the comparative (94c-c’) and the superlative (94d). These expressions, however, are formed from unaccusative verbs (further examples are halandó ‘die.andó’ (‘mortal’), romlandó ‘perish.andó’ (‘perishable’), esendő ‘fall.andó’ (‘fallible’)); a verb type which, according to Laczkó (2000a: 442–443), is used to be the original verbal basis for andó-participles. As in present-day Hungarian this verbal basis is not available any more (see (6e-f) in 2.1.1 and 2.1.2.3, sub III; but see Remark 3 in 2.1.1), Laczkó considers the given type of expression to be (more precisely, to have been lexicalized as) adjectives.


	
(94) ● Expressing degrees of comparison in the case of andó-participles


	
a. Ez a termék el-ad-andó-bb *?(*a kínaiaknak), mint az.

this the product away-give-andó-Comp the Chinese.Pl.Dat than that

Intended meaning: ‘This product should be sold (to Chinese people) more than that one.’


	
a’. *a(z) (kínaiaknak) el-ad-andó-bb termék the Chinese.Pl.Dat away-give-andó-Comp product

Intended meaning: ‘the product which should be sold (to Chinese people) more [than another one]’


	
b. *?Ez az ügy (Ili elől) el-titkol-andó-bb, mint az.

this the case Ili from away-conceal-andó-Comp than that

Intended meaning: ‘This case should be hidden (from Ili) to a higher extent than that one.’


	
b’. *?a(z) (Ili elől) el-titkol-andó-bb ügy the Ili from away-conceal-andó-Comp case

Intended meaning: ‘the case that should be hidden (from Ili) to a higher extent [than another one]’


	
c. Ez az élmény marad-andó-bb lesz, mint a tegnapi.

this the experience remain-andó-Comp will_be.3Sg than the yesterday.Adj

‘This experience will be more permanent than yesterday’s one.’


	
c’. a (tegnapinál) marad-andó-bb élmény

the yesterday.Adj.Ade remain-andó-Comp experience

‘the experience which is more permanent (than yesterday’s one)’


	
d. *leg-el-ad-andó-bb / ✓leg-marad-andó-bb / *?leg-el-titkol-andó-bb most-away-give-andó-Comp / most-remain-andó-Comp / most-away-conceal-andó-Comp

Intended meaning (attributive/predicative): ‘which should be sold the most’ / ‘the most permanent’ / ‘which should be hidden the most’





As for ó- and t-participles, they behave in the same way as andó-participles: certain ó- and t-participles seem to have comparative and superlative forms (95aa’,c-c’,e) while others do not (95b-b’,d-d’,e). The difference can also be attributed to the assumption that the ó- and t-expressions which can express degrees of comparison are not participles but adjectives, see Kenesei (2000: 119–120). The crucial argument for this categorization is that the expressions in question can also appear as predicates (95a,d) while ó- and t-participles can never appear as predicates in Hungarian, see the comments on (13) in 2.1.1. What also supports their non-participial status in the comparative and superlative is that they cannot retain their arguments in these cases (95a-a’,d-d’).


	
(95) ● Expressing degrees of comparison in the case of participles


	
a. Ez a munka fáraszt-ó-bb (*Pétert), mint a korábbi.

this the work exhaust-ó-Comp Péter.Acc than the earlier

Available (adjectival) meaning: ‘This work is more exhausting than the earlier one.’

Intended (participial) meaning: ‘This work (is such that it) has exhausted Péter more than the earlier one.’


	
a’. a (*Pétert) a korábbinál fáraszt-ó-bb munka the Péter.Acc the earlier.Ade exhaust-ó-Comp work

Available (adjectival) meaning: ‘the work more exhausting than the earlier one’

Intended (participial) meaning: ‘the work which (is such that it) has exhausted Péter more than the earlier one.’


	
b. *Ez a kolléga ki-sétál-ó-bb (a teremből), mint a másik.

this the colleague out-walk-ó-Comp the room.Ela than the other

Intended meaning (on the basis of a sentence like ‘this colleague has walked out of the room’): –


	
b’. *a (teremből) ki-sétál-ó-bb kolléga

the room.Ela out-walk-ó-Comp work

Intended meaning (on the basis of a sentence like ’the colleague has walked out of the room’): –


	
c. leg-fáraszt-ó-bb / *leg-ki-sétál-ó-bb most-exhaust-ó-Comp /

most-out-walk-ó-Comp

Available (adjectival) meaning (attributive/predicative): ‘the most exhausting / –’


	
d. Péter el-ismer-t-ebb (*?díjakkal), mint Mari.

Péter away-know-t-Comp prize.Pl.Ins than Mari

‘Péter is more recognized (with prizes) than Mari.’


	
d’. a(z) (*?díjakkal) el-ismer-t-ebb kolléga

the prize.Pl.Ins away-know-t-Comp colleague

Intended meaning: ‘the colleague who is more recognized (with prizes) [than another colleague]’


	
e. *Ez a levél le-hull-ott-abb (a fáról), mint az.

this the leaf down-fall-t-Comp the tree.Del than that

Intended meaning (on the basis of a sentence like ‘this leaf has fallen from the tree’): –


	
e’. *a (fáról) le-hull-ott-abb levél the tree.Del down-fall-t-Comp leaf

Intended meaning (on the basis of a sentence like ‘this leaf has fallen from the tree’): –


	
f. leg-el-ismert-ebb / *leg-le-hull-ott-abb most-away-know-t-Comp / most-down-fall-t-Comp

Available (adjectival) meaning (attributive/predicative): ‘the most recognized / –’





In harmony with the relevant literature, thus, we claim that ó- and t-participles uniformly cannot express degrees of comparison. The examples that serve as an illustration can be divided into two groups: the participial constructions presented in (95a-a’,d-d’) could be associated with some comparative meaning while those in (95b-b’,e-e’) could not. Hence, the former subtype can be characterized as a categorial incompatibility, while the latter subtype exhibits a semantic one (too).

To sum up, ó-, t- and andó-participles are not adjectival at all with respect to being able to express comparison, while ható-participles show a somewhat less uniform picture, as witnessed by the radical difference in acceptability between the minimal pair eladhatóbb ‘can be sold more easily’ and eladandóbb ‘must be sold to a higher extent’, shown in (93c-c”’) and (94a-a’,d). As the generalization concerning the four types of participles has been based on the exclusion of a huge number of potential counterexamples, much future research is required in the area (both theory-neutral methodological and theory-specific syntactic and/or semantic).


III. Modification by adverbs 

Adverbial modification as a verbal property was discussed in 2.1.4.1, sub VI. For this reason, it is only repeated here that all the four types of participles can be readily modified by adverbs. These adverbs typically express time, place, manner and state, and they can also appear as verbal modifiers, see (83).


IV. Modification by intensifiers 

We follow SoD-NP in investigating the question of modification by intensifiers, which is typical of adjectives. As this property essentially indicates the same semantic character as the expressibility of degrees of comparison, discussed in sub II, it seems to be an obvious prediction that what can be modified by intensifiers are exactly those having comparative and superlative forms (cf. Lipták and Kenesei 2017: 48, see also Remark 1 in 2.1.1).

This prediction is basically borne out, at first glance. All “fake participles” (96b,c,d’), which were claimed to be adjectives in sub II (see (93b-b’”) and (95d-d’)), can readily be modified by intensifiers, while the participles with meanings semantically incompatible with expressing comparison (see (93a-a’”) and (95b-b’,e-e’)) are also incompatible with intensifiers (96a’,b’,d). The compositional ható-participles that are compatible with expressing comparison (see (93c-c’”) are compatible with intensifiers, too (96d”). What remains is the group of ó-, t- and andó-participles that cannot express degrees of comparison in spite of the fact that there is ab ovo no “semantic incompatibility” in the above sense (see (94a-b’) and (95a-a’) in sub II). With respect to the property of modification by intensifiers, this group can be characterized by a very heterogeneous behavior: it seems to depend on the particular verb that serves as the basis as well as the choice of the particular intensifier, beyond major speaker dependent differences, whether the construction will be highly acceptable (96a) or more or less marked (96c’,c”).


	
(96) ● Modification by intensifiers in the case of participles I.


	
a. a (Pétert) nagyon / kevésbé fáraszt-ó munka

the Péter.Acc very / less exhaust-ó work

‘the work which exhausts (Péter) very much / to a lesser degree’


	
a’. *a (teremből) nagyon / kevésbé ki-sétál-ó kolléga

the room.Ela very / less out-walk-ó colleague

Intended meaning (on the basis of a sentence like ‘the colleague has walked out of the room’): –


	
b. a (??díjakkal) nagyon / kevésbé el-ismer-t kolléga

the prize.Pl.Ins very / less away-know-T colleague

‘the colleague who is regognized (with prizes) very much / to a lesser degree’


	
b’. *a (fáról) nagyon / kevésbé le-hull-ott levél

the tree.Del very / less down-fall-T leaf

Intended meaning (on the basis of a sentence like ‘the leaf has fallen from the tree’): –’


	
c. a nagyon / kevésbé marad-andó élmény

the very / less remain-andó experience

‘the experience which is very / less permanent’


	
c’. ??a (kínaiaknak) nagyon / kevésbé el-ad-andó termék

the Chinese. Pl.Dat very / less away-give-andó product

‘the product which should be sold (to Chinese people) very much / to a lesser degree’


	
c”. a(z) (Ili elől) ?nagyon / ??kevésbé el-titkol-andó ügy

the Ili from very / less away-conceal-andó case

‘the case to be hidden (from Ili) to a high extent / to a lesser degree’


	
d. *az ezzel a feladattal nagyon / kevésbé meg-bíz-ható kolléga

the this.Ins the task.Ins Ili very / less perf-trust-andó colleague

Intended meaning: ‘the colleague who can be entrusted with this task to a high extent / to a lesser degree’


	
d’. a nagyon / kevésbé meg-bíz-ható kolléga

the very / less perf-trust-andó colleague

‘the colleague who is trustworthy to a high extent / to a lesser degree’


	
d”. a kínaiaknak ?nagyon / ✓ kevésbé el-ad-ható termék

the Chinese.Pl.Dat very / less away-give-Ható product

‘the product which can be sold very easily / to a lesser degree to Chinese people’





It is exemplified below that an appropriate choice of the verb that serves as the basis of participialization (97a) would even provide uniformly highly acceptable participial forms in (97b-b’), with the andó-participle slightly more marked. The fully unacceptable constructions in the comparative presented in (97c-c’) verify that the variants in (97b-b’) are participles, indeed, and not adjectives.


	
(97) ● Modification by intensifiers in the case of participles the basis of which is a verb highly compatible with intensifiers


	
a. A helyi csapatot nagyon meg-verték a külföldi csapatok.

the local team.Acc very perf-defeat.DefObj.3Pl the foreign team.Pl

‘The local team has been defeated by the foreign teams severely.’


	
b. a helyi csapatot nagyon meg-ver-ő külföldi csapatok

the local team.Acc very perf-defeat-ó foreign team.Pl

‘the foreign teams that have defeated the local team severely’


	
b’. a nagyon meg-ver-t / ?meg-ver-endő / ✓meg-ver-hető csapat ok

the very perf-defeat-T / perf-defeat-andó / perf-defeat-Ható team.Pl

‘the teams that [have been] / [should be] / [can be] defeated severely’


	
c. *a helyi csapatot meg-ver-ő-bb kü lföldi csapatok

the local team.Acc perf-defeat-Comp foreign team.Pl

Intended meaning: ‘the foreign teams that have defeated the local team more severely’


	
c’. a *meg-ver-t-ebb / *meg-ver-endő-bb / ✓meg-ver-hető-bb csapat ok

the perf-defeat-t-Comp / perf-defeat-andó-Comp / perf-defeat-ható-Comp team.Pl

Intended meaning: ‘the teams that [have been] / [should be] / [can be] defeated more severely’





All in all, not only a minority of ható-participles can be characterized by the property that they can be modified by intensifiers. Nor can the other three participial types be claimed to be merely due to their participial category or due to their particular participial subtype, incompatible with intensifiers, either. It is a fact, however, that they are far more sensitive to the choice of the verbal basis than the type of ható-participle is. The opposite holds true for ható-participles: even if the semantics of the finite version is incompatible with intensifiers (98a), ható- participialization can produce expressions more or less compatible with intensifiers (98b”), presumably due to the meaning factor of possibility, which obviously has degrees; see the finite construction in (98a’). The other three types of participles cannot “create” the semantic character in question (98b-b’).


	
(98) ● Modification by intensifiers in the case of participles the basis of which is a verb genuinely incompatible with intensifiers


	
a. *A fiú

nagyon hallja a suttogást.

the boy very hear.DefObj.3Sg the whispering.Acc

Intended meaning: ‘The boy hears the whispering very well.’


	
a’. Nagyon lehet hallani a suttogást.

very be.Mod.3Sg hear.Inf the whispering.Acc

‘The whispering can be heard very well.’


	
b. *a suttogást nagyon hall-ó fiú

the whispering.Acc very hear-ó boy

Intended meaning: ‘the boy who hears the whispering very well’


	
b’. *a nagyon hall-ott / hall-andó suttogás

the very hear-T / hear-andó whispering

Intended meaning: ‘the whispering that was / [should be] heard very well’


	
b”. ?a nagyon hall-ható suttogás

the very hear-Ható whispering

‘the whispering that can be heard very well’






V. Inflection of the adjectival stem 

The next adjectival property we will consider is the ability to bear almost all suffixes that nouns can, which Hungarian adjectives are able to do bearing; for the suffixation of nouns, see Table 16 in N1.1.1.5. The suffixes that adjectives cannot bear are (possessive) agreement suffixes and the possessedness suffix (as well as the associative plural suffix -ék ‘APl’), see (12e) in 2.1.1 and the volume on Adjectives. As illustrated in (12a,b,c,d) in 2.1.1, all four types of participles pattern with attributive adjectives with respect to nominal suffixation: in constructions where the head nouns are elided, they can bear exactly the same suffixes as adjectives can. Note that there are ó- and t-expressions that can be furnished even with agreement suffixes; but they are nouns, and not participles, see the comments on (12a’,b’). As for the suffixation of predicative participles, in which role only andó- and Ható-participles can appear, they pattern with adjectives (14a) in bearing a plural suffix in the presence of a plural subject, as illustrated in (14b-c) in 2.1.1.


VI. Serving as a prenominal modifier 

The next topic to be discussed is whether participles can appear in the prenominal modifier zone, which is the place of attributive adjectives. As illustrated in the series of examples in (11) in 2.1.1, all four types of participles uniformly pattern with adjectives in readily appearing in attributive functions, see also Laczkó (2000a: 441). It is also illustrated in (11) that the factor whether participles have arguments or not (present in the given participial phrases) has no impact on their ready appearance in attributive functions.


VII. Forming complex predicates with the copula and raising verbs 

The last adjectival property to be discussed pertains to the fact that adjectives can (readily) form complex predicates with the copula, see (13e-e”) in 2.1.1 and with such (raising) verbs as látszik ‘seem’, see (15e-e”) in 2.1.1.

First let us discuss whether participles can form a complex predicate with the copula. As presented in (13) in 2.1.1, participles cannot be characterized by a uniform behavior in this respect: ó- and t-participles are unacceptable as parts of complex predicates, andó-participles are more or less marked in this grammatical function and ható-participles are essentially acceptable (see Lipták and Kenesei 2017: 52). As also demonstrated in (13), the presence of an argument and its position relative to the participial head, as well as the (explicit) appearance of the copula (which is obligatory in the past tense) are all factors that have some impact on acceptability. It was also noted that Kenesei (2000: 119–120) has observed that it is a spreading phenomenon to use t- and andó-participles as parts of complex predicates but only without any arguments or free adjuncts.

As for forming complex predicates with raising verbs, ó-participles cannot do this, see (15a-a’) in 2.1.1, while the other three types of participles readily appear in this role, see (15b,c-c’,d-d’), but only without arguments (cf. (15b’,c’,d’)). Note in passing that there are ó-expressions readily forming complex predicates with raising verbs (e.g., fáraszt-ó-nak tűnik (‘exhaust-ó-Dat seem’) ‘seems to be exhaustive’); but they are to be classified as adjectives, on the basis of such characteristic property as the capability of expressing degrees of comparison (e.g., fáraszt-ó-bbnak tűnik (‘exhaust-ó-Comp-Dat seem’) ‘seems to be more exhaustive’), see Kenesei (2000: 119–120)).


2.1.4.3.  Summary 

We summarize our observations on verbal (2.1.4.1) and adjectival (2.1.4.2) properties of the four types of participles in  Table 3; on the properties, see the comments on  Table 2 in the Introduction to the whole volume in A.IV, in which the crucial point is that ‘verbal’ means what can be regarded as typical of verbs in their primary function (or what has been regarded as their primary function for thousands of years), which is the finite status. As for the method of representation, the six degrees of judgments, in the upper part of the table, express the degrees of verbalness with checkmarks (‘✓’) expressing the highest level of verbalness, and, in the upper part of the table, express the degrees of adjectivalness with checkmarks (‘✓’) expressing the highest level in this respect. The shading is carried out in a way that the darker a cell is, the more verbal—and simultaneously the less adjectival— the participle type is in the given respect.

As can be seen, all four types of participles can be characterized as more or less adjectival, in the following order: ó-participle < t-participle < andó-participle < ható-participle, with ható-participles being the most adjectival showing the most adjectival properties. What is crucial in this ordering is primarily the property of complex-predicate formation, which exactly provides the above-mentioned order. Note that, as seen in subsection IV, the property of modification by intensifiers is difficult to evaluate in an unquestionable way (due to the fact, among others, that in certain cases even the verbal basis itself can be modified by intensifiers).

As for verbal properties, their evaluation can be regarded as quite controversial. As for tense and mood, on the one hand, no type of participle can express these morphologically, but on the other hand, it may be worth considering that t- and andó-participles have a straightforward connection with certain tenses and/or moods. As for having accusative case marked arguments, only ó-participles can be characterized by this unquestionably crucial verbal property; but in the case of the other three types of participles, their non-appearance with accusative case marked arguments can be attributed to their inherent “passive” character (see the comments on (5)-(7) in 2.1.1 and (16) in 2.1.2.1). As for the capability of having internal information structure, all four types of participles are perfectly verbal in this respect; as exemplified in (99), however, adjectives may also be regarded as capable of this. The unclear status of the role of the copula (discussed in the comments on (48) in 2.1.3, sub I), however, makes it highly theory-dependent how structures like the one presented in (99b) are to be represented.


	
(99) ● Adjectives with internal information structure


	
a. Az apa mindkét fiára büszke (volt).

the father both son.Poss.Sub proud be.Past.3Sg

‘The father is/was proud of both of his sons.’


	
b. a mindkét fiára büszke apa

the both son.Poss.Sub proud father

‘the father who is proud of both of his sons’





With respect to the separability of verbal modifiers, only ható-participles are fully verbal in this undoubtedly crucial respect. This property, however, happens to be ensured exactly by an adjectival property: that this participle type is the only one to readily serve as part of complex predicates.

Turning to the properties of the presence of arguments and adverbial modification, they are characteristic of both verbs and adjectives; therefore, these properties are not suitable for deciding the status of participles in a verbal– adjectival scale. That is why the cells of these properties are striped (instead of being shaded).

The conclusion that can be safely drawn (without much theory-specific assumption in the background) is that participles can be characterized by a nonnegligible amount of verbalness, which is, however, obviously much less than that of infinitives (cf.  Table 4 in 1.1.4.3). It is worth making another general comment on the type of ható-participle: this type shows an undoubtedly controversial behavior; the clarification of its status thus requires future research.



Table 4: Potential positions of high-, medium- and low-level adverbs in finite constructions (Surányi 2008: 178/(28))⏎


	 
	 
	Topic
	 
	Topic
	 
	Quant
	 
	Quant
	 
	Focus
	 
	VPrt



	Adv High
	✓
	 
	✓
	 
	✓
	 
	✓
	 
	✓
	 
	*
	 


	Adv Medium
	*
	 
	*
	 
	✓
	 
	✓
	 
	✓
	 
	✓
	 


	Adv Low
	*
	 
	*
	 
	*
	 
	*
	 
	*
	 
	✓
	 


The dominant stance in Hungarian generative linguistics (Kenesei 2000: 116– 128), based on a clear-cut syntactic point of view, rid of the traditional interference of semantic and aspectual factors, that participles are not at all in a half-way position between verbs and adjectives but they are verbs (tenseless ones). This should be understood in the technical sense that the detailed syntactic structures of complex participial phrases (in various generative approaches) can include neither APs (in a potential structure consisting of a verbal lower cycle and an adjectival upper cycle) nor PartP constituents with a separate Part category in the center (NB: referring to them as participles, as mentioned earlier, is only a shorthand). In this approach, the non-verbal properties of participles listed in  Table 3 are attributed not to an A head or a separate Part head but to the fact that the VP structure in question contains, in the place of the [+FINITE] feature of finite verb phrases, a [–FINITE] feature, which is assumed to exclude the appearance of tense and mood morphemes as well as the potential to assign nominative to the external argument. As for the verbal property of ‘two and a half paradigms of conjugation’, the lack of a [+FINITE] feature can be qualified as responsible for the total lack of agreement in the given non-finite constructions (in contrast to infinitives, in the case of which the lack of a [+FINITE] feature yields a reduced agreement, at least optionally, see 1.1.4.3); note, however, that in Old Hungarian certain participles also showed simple agreement (Remark 3 in 2.1.1). As for the syntactic connection between participial VP clauses and the matrix noun phrases, the plausible assumption is that such VPs are nontensed relative clauses which are syntactically highly similar to the explicit relative clauses with tensed VPs associated with similar meanings (see the (a-a”)-examples in (ii-v) in Remark 2 in 2.1.1).


2.2.  Internal syntax of participles 

This section discusses the internal structure of the Part(icipial) P(hrase). We follow (the essentially universal semantic method of) SoD-NP and N2.1–2.2 in dividing its discussion into that of complementation and modification. Subsection 2.2.1 concentrates on the pre- and postparticipial complement zones, that is, the inner core of the participial phrase, while 2.2.2 deals with the modification of the participial phrase, that is, the outer layer of the participle. The layers considered according to this approach are represented in (100); which is an ultimately simplified scheme, in a book in which no detailed syntactic representations are intended to be shown. In the practice of current Hungarian generative linguistics (see Surányi (2009b), Alberti and Farkas (2021), for instance), both complement zones and modifier zones are obviously highly hierarchized according to typically bifurcating (and not “flat”, see É. Kiss (1992)) syntactic structures. Nevertheless, we should keep on following a uniform practice of not entering into the details of complement-zone internal and modifier-zone internal hierarchies (as certain details are inevitably theory-dependent beyond the most trivial cases).


	
(100) ● The general structure of the participial phrase

[PARTP prePart-modifier(s) [PARTP Complement(s) Part Complement(s)] postPart-modifier(s)]



The theory-neutral syntactic scheme in (100) is also insufficient in another respect: it does not account for the fact that PartPs are highly verbal constructions with a distribution similar to that of adjective phrases. The dominant Hungarian generative stance (Kenesei 2000: 116–128) is that there is simply a V head, instead of the Part head, in the center of the syntactic scheme in (100), and the AP-like distribution can be attributed to a [–FINITE] feature within this VP structure.


Remark 12. The reasons for considering this highly simplified scheme and not the potential sophisticated theory-specific structures that can be assumed in the background are similar to those discussed in Remark 3 in the introduction to 1.2, concerning infinitives.


The first series of examples (101) demonstrates the five positions in the participial construction from the center outward, where the center is the italicized participial head (101a). Then (101b) and (101b’) show the “appearance” of a preparticipial and a postparticipial complement, respectively, in the internal PartP-zone according to (100). Finally, (101c) and (101c’) exemplify a preparticipial modifier position and a postparticipial modifier position, outside the internal PartP-zone, as is shown in (100), too.


	
(101) ● The basic structure of the PartP as a predicate


	
a. [PARTP tol-ható]

push-Ható

‘something which can be pushed’


	
b. [PARTP át-tol-ható] across-push-Ható

‘something which can be pushed from somewhere to somewhere’


	
b’. [PARTP át-tol-ható a sufniba]

across-push-Ható the shed.Ill

‘something which can be pushed from somewhere to the shed’


	
c. [PARTP gyorsan [PARTP át-tol-ható a sufniba] ]

quickly across-push-Ható the shed.Ill

‘something which can be pushed quickly from somewhere to the shed’


	
c’. [PARTP gyorsan [PARTP át-tol-ható a sufniba] ma éjjel] quickly across-push-Ható the shed.Ill today night

‘something which can be pushed quickly from somewhere to the shed tonight’


	
d. Ez a talicska [PARTP gyorsan [PARTP át-tol-ható a sufniba] ma éjjel].

this the wheelbarrow quickly across-push-Ható the shed.Ill today night

‘This wheelbarrow can be pushed quickly from somewhere to the shed tonight.’





The structure presented in (100–101), however, cannot be held to be a structure typical of participles due to the fact that, of the four types, only ható-participles can readily appear as predicates. The three other participle types function as attributes, which are obligatorily head-final structures in Hungarian (102d), see also the comments on the (a)-examples in (78–80) in 2.1.4.1, sub III. Therefore, participles typically do not have postparticipial complement and modifier zones; as presented in (102) by means of an ó-participle, all arguments and free adjuncts have to appear in the preparticipial complement (102b) and modifier zones (102c).


	
(102) ● The basic structure of the PartP as an attribute


	
a. [PARTP tol-ó]

push-ó

‘someone who is pushing something’


	
b. [PARTP át-tol-ó] across-push-ó

‘someone who is pushing something from somewhere to somewhere’


	
c. [PARTP ma éjjel a sufniba a talicskát gyorsan [PARTP át-tol-ó] ]

today night the shed.Ill the wheelbarrow.Acc quickly across-push-ó

‘someone who is going to push the wheelbarrow quickly from somewhere to the shed tonight’


	
d. a [PARTP ma éjjel a sufniba a talicskát gyorsan [PARTP át-tol-ó] ] fiú

the today night the shed.Ill the wheelbarrow.Acc quickly across-push-ó boy

‘the boy who is going to push the wheelbarrow quickly from somewhere to the shed tonight’





Due to the verbal character of the head (toló ‘someone who is pushing something’), the first extension in the (b)-examples in (100–101) pertains to a position—the preparticipial one left-adjacent to the participial head—whose status is far from trivial (cf. Laczkó 1995: 125–154). We start with this special position since it is “closer” to the head than other positions. It can be found so close to the head that their relationship may be regarded as a problem for morphology or for the lexicon, and not for syntax; although in the case of ható-participial phrases (and of andó-participial ones to a certain extent), similar to finite verb phrases, verbal modifiers are syntactically autonomous since they can also follow the participial head, as shown in 2.1.4.1, sub III. A [verbal particle + participle] unit like this, for instance, has a single stress on the first syllable of the verbal particle component of the unit (103b). This pattern is the same as that of the [verbal particle + verb] unit which serves as the basis for the formation of its participial counterpart (103a).


	
(103) ● Stress pattern of the unit of a verb and the expression left-adjacent to it


	
a. Emlékszel? 'Váratlanul ['át-°tolta] a 'fiad

remember.2Sg unexpectedly across-push.Past.DefObj.3Sg the son.Poss.2Sg

a 'talicskát a 'sufniba 'ma éjjel.

the wheelbarrow.Acc the shed.Ill today night

‘Do you remember? Your son pushed the wheelbarrow unexpectedly from somewhere to the shed tonight.’


	
b. a [PARTP 'ma éjjel a 'talicskát a 'sufniba 'váratlanul the today night the wheelbarrow.Acc the shed.Ill unexpectedly

[PARTP 'át-°tol-ó] ] 'fiad

across-push-ó son.Poss.2Sg

‘your son who pushed the wheelbarrow unexpectedly from somewhere to the shed tonight’





As illustrated in the series of examples in (104), what is given in (100–102) as the basic structure of the PartP can be overridden.

Examples (104a-a’) show the regular order, where the complement is closer to the participial head and hence precedes the modifier (see the expressions in italics) in the postparticipial zone (104a) or follows it in the preparticipial zone (104a’). As shown in the (b-c’)-examples, however, an adjunct can be closer to the head in the case of a phonetically heavier argument (104b-b’) while the word order with an argument which is closer to the head than a less heavy adjunct provides a somewhat marked sentence (104c-c’). This suggests the emergence of a Behaghel-type phonetic effect, proposed by É. Kiss (2009b) in the Hungarian literature (see also Remark 3 in the introduction to 1.2 and N2.1.1.1: 673). Behaghel’s Law, according to which the optimal order of satellites of V in the right periphery of the Hungarian sentence is such that heavy phrases tend to come last, serves as a weak rule in the grammar in the sense that its violation does not give rise to ungrammaticality but only yields slightly marked variants. It is shown in (104d-d’) that even the simultaneous violation of this phonetic tendency and the “arguments-closer-thanadjuncts” rule results in only marked sentence variants. Note that a more sophisticated theory-specific (Grohmann-style) syntactic structure, one similar to that given in (ii) in Remark 3, perfectly accounts for this distribution of grammaticality judgments by assuming that arguments and adjuncts (necessarily) coappear in an outer zone in which their order is adjusted by Behaghel’s Law.


	
(104) ● Arguments and free adjuncts in participial phrases


	
a. Emánuel meg-hív-ható az esküvőre előzetes egyeztetés nélkül.

Emánuel perf-invite-Ható the wedding.Sub previous agreement without

‘Emánuel can be invited to the wedding without any previous agreement’


	
a’. az előzetes egyeztetés nélkül az esküvőre meg-hív-ható fiú

the previous agreement without the wedding.Sub perf-invite-Ható boy

‘the boy who can be invited to the wedding without any previous agreement’


	
b. Emánuel meg-hív-ható egyeztetés nélkül

Emánuel perf-invite-Ható agreement without

Juli jövő hétre tervezett esküvőjére.

Juli next week.Sub planned wedding.Sub

‘Emánuel can be invited without any agreement to Juli’s wedding planned to be next week.’


	
b’. a Juli jövő hétre tervezett esküvőjére egyeztetés nélkül

the Juli next week.Sub planned wedding.Sub agreement without

meg-hív-ható fiú

perf-invite-Ható boy

‘the boy who can be invited without any agreement to Juli’s wedding planned to be next week’


	
c. (?)Emánuel meg-hív-ható Juli jövő hétre tervezett esküvőjére

Emánuel perf-invite-Ható Juli next week.Sub planned wedding.Sub

egyeztetés nélkül.

agreement without

‘Emánuel can be invited without any agreement to Juli’s wedding planned to be next week.’


	
c’. ?az egyeztetés nélkül Juli jövő hétre tervezett esküvőjére

the agreement without Juli next week.Sub planned wedding.Sub

meg-hív-ható Emánuel

perf-invite-Ható Emánuel

‘Emánuel who can be invited without any agreement to Juli’s wedding planned to be next week’


	
d. (?)Emánuel meg-hív-ható előzetes egyeztetés nélkül az esküvőre.

Emánuel perf-invite-Ható previous agreement without the wedding.Sub

‘Emánuel who can be invited to the wedding without any previous agreement’


	
d’. (?)az esküvőre előzetes egyeztetés nélkül meg-hív-ható fiú

the wedding.Sub previous agreement without perf-invite-Ható boy

‘the boy who can be invited to the wedding without any previous agreement’


	
e. *a [tegnap nagyon Ilit Petinek is le-szid-ó] lány

the yesterday very_much Ili.Acc Peti.Dat also down-scold-ó girl

Intended meaning: ‘the girl who also scolded Ili very much yesterday for Peti’


	
e’. . a [tegnap Ilit Petinek is nagyon le-szid-ó] lány

the yesterday Ili.Acc Peti.Dat also very_much down-scold-ó girl

‘the girl who also scolded Ili very much yesterday for Peti’


	
e”. az [Ilit tegnap Petinek is nagyon le-szid-ó] lány

the Ili.Acc yesterday Peti.Dat also very_much down-scold-ó girl

‘the girl who also scolded Ili very much yesterday for Peti’





As shown in (104e), the situation in the preparticipial zone(s) is even more complicated than that in the postparticipial zone. Certain adjuncts expressing mood and extent (see nagyon ‘very much’), for instance, cannot precede arguments in the preparticipial zone at all. Other kinds of adjuncts, however, such as ones expressing tense, can appear more freely, as exemplified by tegnap ‘yesterday’ in (104e’-e”). This variegated pre-head mixture of adjuncts and arguments (more precisely, argument occurrences in non-base-generated positions) has obviously to do with the scope-taking potential of satellites (and can also easily be accounted for in the more sophisticated theory-specific syntactic structure given in (ii) in Remark 3 in the introduction to 1.2). It is in the subsection devoted to the preparticipial modifier zone that this topic will be returned to, see 2.2.2. In connection with modification, thus, not only questions concerning adjuncts are discussed but also questions of scope taking arguments and adjuncts.


2.2.1.  Complementation 

This section discusses the innermost PartP core, that is, the pre- and postparticipial complement zone of the participle, within the complete PartP domain presented in (100–102) above.

Subsection 2.2.1.1 is devoted to the general characterization of the pre- and postparticipial complement zones, illustrated in (105a-a’) and (105b), respectively. In the preparticipial complement zone, all four types of participles are considered— with rationally limited illustration, being very similar in the respects relevant in this section, see (105a-a’))—while in the postparticipial complement zone only Ható-participles are discussed due to the fact that this is the only participle type which can readily appear as a predicate (105b). Subsection 2.2.1.2 deals with sentential arguments.


	
(105) ● Participles with respect to pre- and postcomplementation


	
a. a [PARTP talicskát a kert-ből a sufni-ba [PARTP át-tol-ó]] fiú

the wheelbarrow.Acc the garden-Ela the shed-Ill across-push-ó boy

‘the boy who pushed / [is pushing] the wheelbarrow from the garden to the shed’


	
a’. a [PARTP kert-ből a sufni-ba [PARTP át-tol-t / át-tol-andó /

the garden-Ela the shed-Ill across-push-T / across-push-andó /

át-tol-ható]] talicska

across-push-Ható wheelbarrow

‘the wheelbarrow which [has been] / [should be] / [can be] pushed from the garden to the shed’


	
b. Ez a talicska [PARTP [PARTP át-tol-ható a kert-ből a sufni-ba]].

this the wheelbarrow across-push-Ható the garden-Ela the shed-Ill

‘This wheelbarrow can be pushed from the garden to the shed.’






2.2.1.1.  General characterization of the complement zones 

Subsection 2.2.1.1.1 is devoted to the discussion of the pre- and postparticipial complement zones of participles in Hungarian. Subsection 2.2.1.1.2 discusses external and internal arguments of participles. Subsections 2.2.1.1.3 and 2.2.1.1.4 are concerned with the order and the information-structural function of arguments, respectively, both in the preparticipial complement zone and in the postparticipial complement zone.


2.2.1.1.1. Complement zones of participles 

Let us start with a discussion of the preparticipial complement zone of Hungarian participles, which will be followed by a discussion of the postparticipial complement zone.

In the preparticipial complement zone practically all categories of phrases can appear. This is obviously due to the fact that participles correspond to finite VPs; and Hungarian verbs—as well as the participles formed from them—can be immediately preceded by complements of the following categories: referential (106b) or bare noun phrases (106c-c’), and postpositional (106d), adjectival (106e), participial (106f), adverbial (106g), converbial (106h) or infinitival phrases (106i). Note that all phrases retain their forms in the course of participialization (namely, their categories and case markings); the only exception is the accusative case marking, which can be retained only in the case of ó-participialization, due to the fact that in the case of the other three participialization types the input accusative case marked argument referentially corresponds to the PartP-internal phonetically null subject and the matrix noun phrase (106c”), see also (5–7) in 2.1.1 and (16) in 2.1.2.1.


	
(106) ● Categories of preparticipial complements


	[PARTP ... [PARTP Complement Part ... ] ... ]

	
b. a [PARTP [DP Pestre] érkező] fiú

the Pest.Sub arrive.ó boy

‘the boy who is going to arrive in Pest’


	
c. a [PARTP minden reggel [NP kutyát] sétáltató] fiú

the every morning dog.Acc walk.ó boy

‘the boy walking dogs every morning’


	
c’. [PARTP a labdát [NP sarokba] gurító] fiú

the ball.Acc corner.Ill roll.ó boy

‘the / (a) boy rolling the ball into a corner’


	
c”. a [PARTP [NP sarokba] gurított / gurítandó / gurítható] labda

the corner.Ill roll.T / roll.andó / roll.ható ball

‘the ball which was / [should be] / [can be] rolled into a corner’


	
d. az [PARTP ezt a labdát [PP pad alá] gurító] fiú

the this.Acc the ball.Acc bench to_under roll.ó boy

‘the boy rolling this ball under benches’


	
e. az [PARTP ezeket a hintákat [AP pirosra] festő ] fiú

the this.Pl.Acc the swing.Pl.Acc red.Sub paint.ó boy

‘the boy painting these swings red’


	
f. az [PARTP ezt a házat [PARTP Marinak tetsz-ő-re] alakító] építész

the this.Acc the house.Acc Mari.Dat please-Part-Sub rebuild.ó architect

‘the architecht rebuilding this house into one that pleases Mari’


	
g. az [PARTP ezekkel a vendégekkel [ADVP udvariasan] bánó ] pincér

the this.Pl.Ins the guest.Pl.Ins politely treat.ó waiter

‘the waiter treating these guests in a polite manner’


	
h. az [PARTP ezt az üzletet mindig [CONVP nyitva] tartó] vezető

the this.Acc the shop always open.Conv keep.ó manager

‘the manager who always keeps this shop open’


	
i. a [PARTP mindig [INFP győzni] akaró]] fiú

the always win.Inf want.ó boy

‘the boy who always wants to win’


	
j. az [PARTP ezt a könyvet el (nem) olvasó] fiú

the this.Acc the book.Acc away not read.ó boy

‘the boy who does (not) read this book’





Example (106j) illustrates the use of the verbal particle. The verbal particle is in the same preverbal position left-adjacent to the verbal head as the discussed phrases in (106b-i); moreover, it is the most typical “occupier” of the given position. Nevertheless, it is not clear whether it can be regarded as a lexically selected argument of a participial head, or another status is to be attributed to it, and if so, what status? The example in (106j) also shows that it is not impossible to separate the particle from the participial head (and, as illustrated in 2.1.4.1, sub III, their order is sometimes interchangeable). All in all, the analogy suggests that the verbal particle occupies the preparticipial complement zone in (106j), but its argument status is questionable.

Note also that nominal elements of the given pre-head zone left-adjacent to the verbal or participial head can often be characterized by “reduced” complement status because they tend to lose their referential power, in order to obtain some “institutionalized” meaning (cf. P3.2.2.3). Examples (106c-d) illustrate the phenomenon; which also emerges in the case of the nominal components of the constructions presented in (107a,b). Even the DP status of the proper name Pestre ‘Pest.Sub’ in (106b) in the special preparticipial complement zone is questionable (probably there is only an N in the given position; but a detailed analysis of the problem would require theory-specific argumentation).


Remark 13. There is a general problem illustrated by the structure in (106c’), repeated below as (i). The problem concerns the definite article which is the first word in the given example: it is not clear whether it belongs to the entire attributive construction (as shown by the translation, a definite boy is referred to) or to the noun phrase on the left periphery of the PartP (a definite ball is talked about). The construction in question thus ought to contain two definite articles, next to each other, but this constellation is fully unacceptable in the Hungarian surface word order. There can only be theory-dependent explanations for the phenomenon (e.g., Szabolcsi and Laczkó 1992: 228–231, Bartos 2000: 747–752, Dékány 2021: 123–138), of which (i) illustrates Szabolcsi’s PF-based proposal, according to which, of two definite articles next to each other, the former is obligatorily deleted. The minimal pair of structures in (ii-ii’) illustrate that there are coinciding phonetic forms with different meanings (one definite article is pronounced in both variants), where the difference can be attributed to the presence of one (ii) or two (ii’) definite articles in some (theory-specific) background structures.



	
(i) a [PARTP a labdát [NP sarokba] gurító] fiú

the the ball.Acc corner.Ill roll.ó boy

‘the boy who is rolling the ball into a corner’


	
(ii) a [PARTP fiúkat nevelő] szülők the boy.Pl.Acc raise.ó parent.Pl

‘the parents who raise boys’


	
(ii’) a [PARTP a fiúkat nevelő] szülők the the boy.Pl.Acc raise.ó parent.Pl

‘the parents who raise the boys [salient in the given conversation]’




The problem could also have arisen in (106d,e,f,g,h,j), but it was avoided by using a demonstrative element which intervenes between the two definite articles, so both are present. Otherwise, we consider the practice of the simplified marking shown in (106c’) more advantageous than its semantically confusing alternatives: if the left periphery of a PartP contains a noun phrase that is intended to be interpreted as definite, its definite article will be displayed, without the potential other definite article left-adjacent to it represented (the one that belongs to the complete matrix noun phrase).


The preparticipial complement zone tends to host only one argument. Nevertheless, a few types of counterexamples can be created, as illustrated in the primeless examples in (107). The expression pairs in italics are regarded as constructing preparticipial complement zones for two reasons. First, they together bear a single stress (on the first syllable of the given [bare noun + verbal particle] sequence). Second, they can be situated between a low adverb (Surányi 2008: 176), which are ügyesen ‘skillfully’ and gyorsan ‘quickly’ in these particular examples, and the (non-finite) verb stem that the given adverb belongs to. As can be observed in the primed examples, the pre-head complement zone of finite verbs cannot host more than one expression. Thus, participles pattern with other categories with a verbal lexical basis (that is, infinitives and converbs, see the comments on (114) in 1.2.1.1.1 and on (99) in 3.2.1.1.1, respectively), including deverbal nominals (see N1.4.2.1.3, ex. (631) and N2.1.1.3, ex. (675–676)), in having a potentially two-slot pre-head complement zone.


	
(107) ● Several preparticipial complement positions?


	
a. a [PARTP Pétertől ügyesen [PARTP [NP 'pénzt] °kölcsön-kér-ő]] kereskedő

the Péter.Abl cleverly money.Acc loan-ask-ó merchant

‘the merchant who cleverly borrowed money from Péter’


	
a’. *Iván ügyesen 'pénzt °kölcsön-kért Pétertől.

Iván cleverly money.Acc loan-ask.Past.3Sg Péter.Abl

Intended meaning: ‘Iván cleverly borrowed money from Péter.’


	
b. a [PARTP magát ügyesen [PARTP [NP 'professzornak] °ki-ad-ó]] pincérnő the self.Acc skillfully professor.Dat out-give-ó waitress

‘the waitress who is skillfully pretending to be a professor’


	
b’. *Mari ügyesen 'professzornak °ki-adta magát.

Mari skillfully professor.Dat out-give.Past.DefObj.3Sg self.Acc

Intended meaning: ‘Mari skillfully pretended to be a professor.’


	
c. a [PARTP gyorsan [PARTP [NP 'békává]

°vissza-változtat-ott / the quickly frog.TrE back-transform-T / °vissza-változtat-andó / °vissza-változtat-ható]] királyfi back-transform-andó /

back-transform-Ható prince

‘the prince who [has been] / [should be] / [can be] quickly turned back into a frog’


	
c’. *A boszorkány gyorsan 'békává °vissza-változtatta a királyfit.

the witch quickly frog.TrE back-transform.Past.DefObj.3Sg the prince.Acc

Intended meaning: ‘The witch has quickly turned the prince back into a frog.’





Let us now turn to the question of postparticipial complement zones (108a). The series of examples presented in (108b-h’) is devoted to the illustration of the categories which can appear in this zone. As only ható-participles can readily appear as predicates, only they are investigated here. Note that constituency cannot be verified in this case as the copula, if it is explicitly present, appears between the ható-participle and its satellites (108b’), while if it is not present, it is typically held to still be there by syntacticians. In this theory-neutral book, what we can do is provide the data we consider relevant in the area in question and leave it to readers to analyze them in their own syntactic frameworks and then to decide what can appear in postparticipial complement zones.

A post-head complement position is prototypically occupied by a referential noun phrase (Alberti 1997); (108b) serves as an illustration of this in the case of participial heads. As shown below, however, similarly to verbs, practically almost all categories of phrases can appear in the postparticipial complement zone, obviously depending on the particular participial head; namely, referential and bare noun phrases (108b-c), and postpositional, adjectival, adverbial (or converbial) and infinitival phrases (108d,e,f,f’,g). As for participial phrases (108e’), those that can readily appear as predicates occupy a postparticipial complement position more readily. That is why ható-participles are more acceptable in this position than, say, ó-participles (cf. 2.1.4.2, sub VII). The only category ható-participles cannot host in their postparticipial complement zones is the category of finite verbs (NB: this possibility is also unavailable for infinitives and extremely exceptional even in the case of finite verbs; see the comments on (9c-c”) and (10c-c”) in 1.1.1 and (118) in 1.2.1.1.1).


	
(108) ● Categories of postparticipial complements


	[PART ... [PARTP ... Partható ... Complement(s)] ... ]

	
b. Ez az ötlet [PART eladható [DP a TV-nek] ].

this the idea away.sell.ható the TV-Dat

‘This idea can be sold to the TV.’


	
b’. Ez az ötlet [PART eladható 〈*[DP a TV-nek]〉] volt 〈✓[DP a TV-nek]〉.

this the idea away.sell.ható the TV-Dat be.Past.3Sg the TV-Dat

‘This idea could be sold to the TV.’


	
c. Ez a majom [PARTP megetethető [NP éretlen banánnal] ].

this the monkey perf.feed.ható unripe banana.Ins

‘This monkey can be fed with unripe bananas.’


	
d. A könyv [PART előszedhető [PP a pad alól] [DP Izabellának]].

the book forward.pick.ható the bench from_under Izabella.Dat

‘The book can be grabbed from under the bench for Izabella.’


	
e. Ez a hinta [PARTP átfesthető [AP zöldről] [AP pirosra] ].

this the swing repaint.ható green.Del red.Sub

‘This swing can be repainted red from green.’


	
e’. Ez a ház [PART átalakítható ?[PARTP Marinak tetszőre] /

this the house rebuild.ható Mari.Dat please.Part.Sub /

✓[PARTP geotermikus energiával fűthetőre] ].

geothermal energy.Ins heat.ható.Sub

‘This house can be rebuilt [into one that pleases Mari] / [into one that can be heated by geothermal energy].’


	
f. Az e egyenes [PART elhelyezhető [ADVP merőlegesenADV az f egyenesre] ].

the e line away.place.ható perpendicular.Adv the f line.Sub

‘Line e can be placed perpendicular to line f.’


	
f’. Az e egyenes [PART elhelyezhető [CONVP tengelyesen tükrözve] ].

the e line away.place.ható axially reflect.Conv

‘Line e can be placed by axially reflecting it.’


	
g. Ez a gyerek már [PARTP elküldhető [INFP bevásárolni] ].

this the kid already away.send.ható into.shop.Inf

‘This kid can already be sent to do some shopping.’


	
h. Most már [PARTP várható (az), [CP hogy megjelenik] ].

now already wait.ható that that perf.appear.3Sg

‘Now it can already be expected that he is going to appear.’


	
h’. Péter [PARTP rávehető ?(✓arra), [CP hogy megjelenjen] ]

Péter persuade.ható that.Sub that perf.appear.Subj.3Sg ‘Péter can be persuaded to appear.’





The last examples in (108h-h’) raise the question whether a subordinate clause (CP) can be regarded as an argument of a ható-participle in its postparticipial complement zone. The answer is theory-specific, depending on the stance concerning the status of the pronoun which the subordinate clause belongs to (but which does not necessarily appear explicitly). If the pronoun in question is considered to serve as a contentful pronoun (e.g., Szűcs 2017), the CP should be analyzed as not an argument of the participle but part of a DP, and this DP functions as the argument of the participle. According to the standard view (e.g., Kenesei 1994), on which the pronoun in question is an expletive, the CP can be regarded as the argument of the PartP.

All in all, with respect to their argument taking capacity, participles are highly similar to finite verbs, obviously due to the fact that participles originate from verbs (2.1.2.1).

As also shown above, even more than one phrase can readily co-appear in the postparticipial complement zone (108d,e); even if it is not at all easy to find convincing examples with more than one argument in the postparticipial complement zone. This is due to the fact that ható-participles have fewer (PartPinternal) explicit arguments than their finite-verb counterparts. The reason for this is obviously that the two basic arguments of finite verbs, that is, subjects and objects, can never be expressed in ható-participial constructions: subjects are always suppressed while objects correspond to the phonetically null PartP-internal subjects.


2.2.1.1.2. Arguments of participles 

This subsection discusses arguments of participles. Note, first of all, that sections on arguments typically begin with the topic of their differentiation from adjuncts. As declared in the Introduction to the whole volume on non-finite phrases (see B.I), we consider it a common property of non-finite constructions that the argument/adjunct distinction (and the distinction between arguments with respect to thematic roles) are determined at the level of the finite verbal construction which the given nonfinite construction corresponds to. What is determined on the level of the syntax of the given non-finite construction are only factors such as the expressibility of the given satellite (and its exact form) and the position of the argument. Hence, as for sophisticated details of distinguishing arguments from adjuncts, including tests, the interested reader is referred to V2.

The notion of complementation is usually associated with the verbal domain. Verbs have argument structures, specifying the number and thematic roles of their arguments. Arguments of verbs are (typically) divided into internal and external arguments (see subsection 2.1.2 in SoD-NP; on the debate on internal and external arguments in the Hungarian clause structure, see M9 and V2). The internal argument in a sense completes the predicate, as a result of which it can be predicated of the external argument. The semantic arguments of the verb are normally realized as syntactic arguments: the external argument typically corresponds to the subject (i.e., the nominative case marked argument in the finite clause), whereas internal arguments generally surface in Hungarian as accusative or oblique case marked noun phrases or postpositional phrases.

As participles are formed from verbs, they take the same arguments essentially in the same forms and combinations as the verbs they correspond to, with the following differences. Accusative case marked arguments retain their case marking in the course of ó-participialization, as illustrated in (16b,g) in 2.1.2.1, while the other three types are passive-like in the sense that the Theme argument, typically realized with accusative case, of the input verbal construction referentially corresponds to the t-, andó- and ható-participle-internal phonetically null subjects (and the matrix noun phrases), as shown in (5–7) in 2.1.1.

With all this in mind, let us now consider the series of examples in (109), which is devoted to the illustration of the difference between the role of external and internal arguments in participialization. As mentioned by Laczkó (2000b: 394– 395), there are several different theories on the external/internal distinction; it is according to his version concerning Hungarian how, of the arguments considered below, the external ones are separated from the internal ones. The external arguments are marked by underlined thematic labels below.


	
(109) ● External arguments of participles


	
a. PetiAgent átverte MaritTheme.

Peti across.hit.Past.DefObj.3Sg Mari.Acc

‘Peti deceived Mari.’


	
a’. a [MaritTheme át-ver-ő] fiúAgent the Mari.Acc across-hit-ó boy

‘the boy who deceived Mari’


	
a”. az [át-ver-t / ?át-ver-endő / ✓át-ver-hető] lányTheme the across-hit-T / across-hit-andó / across-hit-Ható girl

‘the girl who has been / [should be] / [can be] deceived’


	
b. [A rács]Instrument meg-szűrte [a masszá-t]Theme.

the grid perf-filter.DefObj.3Sg the mass-Acc

‘The grid filtered the mass.’


	
b’. [a masszá-t]Theme meg-szűr-ő rácsInstrument the mass-Acc perf-filter-ó grid

‘the grid that filters the mass’


	
b”. a meg-szűr-t / meg-szűr-endő / meg-szűr-hető masszaTheme

the perf-filter-T / perf-filter-andó / perf-filter-Ható mass

‘the mass that [has been] / [should be] / [can be] filtered’


	
c. [A fiú]Experiencer szereti [a lány-t]Theme.

the boy like.DefObj.3Sg the girl-Acc

‘The boy likes the girl.’


	
c’. [a lány-t]Theme szeret-ő fiúExperiencer

the girl-Acc like-ó boy

‘the boy who likes the girl’


	
c”. a szeret-ett / ??szeret-endő / ✓szeret-hető lányTheme

the like-T / like-andó / like-Ható girl

‘the girl that one likes / should / can like’


	
d. El-hervadt [a virág]Theme.

away-wither.Past.3Sg the flower

‘The flower withered.’


	
d’. az el-hervad-ó virágTheme

the away-wither-ó flower

‘the flower that is withering’


	
d”. az el-hervad-t virágTheme

the away-wither-t flower

‘the flower that has withered’





Four verbal inputs are investigated, these are presented in the primeless examples in (109). In (109a), the external argument is an Agent, in (109b), it is an Instrument, while in (109c), it is an Experiencer. Exactly these external arguments play the role of the PartP-internal phonetically null subject in the corresponding ó-participial constructions, see (109a’,b’,c’). If we follow Laczkó (2000b: 394–395) in assuming that a Theme can never function as an external argument and, in harmony with this stance, passivization is nothing else but making an argument structure externalargument-less, we should say that the three passive-like types of participialization produce constructions with no external arguments, as shown in (109a”,b”,c”). In the case of the (d)-type, as the input argument structure ab ovo contains no external argument (109d), the two possible participial constructions (cf. (35) in 2.1.2.3, sub VI) will contain no external argument either.

All this can be generalized for external arguments as follows: in participialization, the external argument, if any, will be associated with the phonetically null subjects in the case of ó-participles (109a’,b’,c’), and otherwise (in the case of the other three types of participle and if the verbal basis contains no external argument), the participial construction will contain no external argument.

Considering the other side of the coin, a generalization concerning internal arguments can be formulated as follows. An internal argument in the verbal basis will either appear within the PartP explicitly or is associated with the phonetically null subject referentially. All Sources, Goals, Beneficiaries, Co-Agents, and Locations in (110) and even the Themes occurring in (110a’,b’) exemplify the former case. The latter case emerges if, and only if, the PartP-internal phonetically null subject corresponds to either an input subject that happens to be an internal argument (practically a Theme, see (109d’-d”)) or an input object; this latter case is restricted to the three passive-like participles (110a”,b”). Since in the course of participialization arguments retain both their thematic functions and their forms (except for the input counterpart of the PartP-internal phonetically null subject), internal arguments can appear as accusative (110a-a”,b-b”) and oblique case marked noun phrases (110a-a”,b-b”,c-c’,e-e”) as well as postpositional phrases (110d-d’). Internal arguments can also serve as verbal modifiers in participial phrases, too, see the verbal modifiers which are verbal particles, át ‘across’ in (110a-a’) and oda ‘to’ in (110b-b”), and the oblique case marked one in (110e-e’).


	
(110) ● Internal arguments of participles


	
a. [A fiú]Agent át-tolja [a talicská-t]Theme [a kert-ből]Source

Peti boy across-push.DefObj.3Sg the wheelbarrow-Acc the garage-Ela

[a sufni-ba]Goal.

the shed-Ill

‘The boy is going to push the wheelbarrow from the garden to the shed.’


	
a’. [a talicskát]Theme [a kert-ből]Source [a sufni-ba]Goal át-tol-ó fiúAgent

the wheelbarrow.Acc the garden-Ela the shed-Ill across-push-ó boy

‘the boy who pushed / [is pushing] the wheelbarrow from the garden to the shed’


	
a”. [a kert-ből]Source [a sufni-ba]Goal át-tol-t / át-tol-andó /

the garden-Ela the shed-Ill across-push-T / across-push-andó /

át-tol-ható talicskaTheme

across-push-Ható wheelbarrow

‘the wheelbarrow which [has been] / [should be] / [can be] pushed from the garden to the shed’


	
b. [A fiú]Agent oda-adta [Peti-nek]Beneficiary [a könyv-et]Theme.

the boy to-give.Past.DefObj.3Sg Peti-Dat the book-Acc

‘The boy gave the book to Peti.’


	
b’. [a könyv-et]Theme [Peti-nek]Beneficiary oda-ad-ó fiúAgent

the book.Acc Peti-Dat to-give-ó boy

‘the boy who gave the book to Peti’


	
b”. a [Peti-nek]Beneficiary oda-ad-ott / oda-ad-andó / oda-ad-ható könyvTheme

the Peti-Dat to-give-T / to-give-andó / to-give-Ható book

‘the book which [has been] / [should be] / [can be] given to Peti’


	
c. [A fiú]Agent gyakran beszélget [Ili-vel]Co-Agent [a politiká-ról]Theme.

the boy often talk.3Sg Ili-Ins the politics-Del

‘The boy often talks politics with Ili.’


	
c’. az [Ili-vel]Co-Agent [a politiká-ról]Theme gyakran beszélget-ő fiúAgent

the Ili-Ins the politics-Del often talk-ó boy

‘the boy who often talks politics with Ili.’


	
d. [A fiú]Agent [Ili után]Goal koslat.

the boy Ili after go_after.3Sg

‘The boy goes after Ili.’


	
d’. az [Ili után]Goal koslat-ó fiúAgent the Ili after go_after-ó boy

‘the boy who goes after Ili’


	
e. Tavaly [a fiú]Agent [Bécs-ben]Location lakott.

last_year the boy Vienna-Ine live.Past.3Sg

‘Last year, the boy lived in Vienna.’


	
e’. . a tavaly még [Bécs-ben]Location lak-ó fiúAgent the last_year already Vienna-Ill live-ó boy

‘the boy who still lived in Vienna last year’





On the basis of the generalizations on the role of external and internal arguments in participialization, the following simple consequence can be formulated: there are no phonetically realized external arguments within participial phrases (note that Agents can be more or less readily “reintroduced” by optional by-phrases in passive participial constructions, see (5)-(7) in 2.1.1). That is, argument structures of PartPs consist of internal arguments.


Remark 14. A potential counterexample to the non-existence of external arguments within PartP is demonstrated in (i). Examples (i-ii) have been constructed in a way that the input counterparts of the otherwise phonetically null PartP-internal subjects have now phonetically realized PartP-internal counterparts, which is the emphatic pronoun maga ‘self’ (on an analogous phenomenon in the case of converbs, see Remark 5 in 3.2.1.1.2).



	
(i)	 ?Ismerek jó néhány [PartP a kollégáit mások

know.1Sg good some the colleague.Poss.Acc other.Pl

kihasználásával vádol-ó, de közben magaAgent is

out.use.Nmn.Poss.Ins accuse-ó but during himself also

másokat ki-használ-ó] embert.

other.Pl.Acc out-use-ó man.Acc

‘I know a lot of people who accuse their colleagues of using others but, at the same time, also use others themselves.’


	
(ii) ??Ismerek jó néhány [PartP másokat meg-aláz-ó

know.1Sg good some other.Pl.Acc perf-humiliate-ó

de közben maga / *magátTheme is sokak által meg-aláz-ott] embert.

but during himself / himself.Acc also other.Pl by perf-humiliate-T man.Acc

‘I know a lot of people who humiliate others while also having been humiliated themselves by many.’



We do not intend to draw far-reaching conclusions from the existence of this type of construction, for several reasons. First of all, it is not easy to construct convincingly acceptable examples; even the least artificial examples are judged with a high degree of speaker dependent variation. Second, the explicit PartP-internal subject must be an emphatic pronoun, which is not necessarily to be regarded as occupying the PartP-internal subject position (hence, this position can still be assumed to be occupied by an phonetically null PRO). Note in passing, however, that the fact that even the t-participial construction contains the PartP-internal pronoun in a nominative case marked form (while an accusative case marked alternative is fully unacceptable) is a valuable piece of evidence in favor of the hypothesis that passivization is an inherent element of t-participialization. The predicative use of participles, at least in the case of ható- and andó-participles, also suggests their passive-like character; the primary evidence is the appearance of the Theme as a subject, instead of the Agent, which is not expressed in the given constructions (iii).


	
(iii) A talicskaTheme *vissza-tol-t / ?vissza-tol-andó / ✓vissza-tol-ható

the wheelbarrow back-push-T / back-push-andó / back-push-Ható (volt) a sufniba.

be.Past.3Sg the shed.Ill


‘The wheelbarrow [has been] / [should be] / [can be] pushed back to the shed.’




Due to the inevitably theory-specific aspects of the question, however, we do not intend to analyze the status of the type of subject illustrated in (iii): it is counterintuitive to regard it as a PartP-internal subject. Instead, it seems to function as the subject of the corresponding clause. Moreover, predicative participles seem to “feed on” finite predicative sentential cores in a way that all of their arguments can reasonably be regarded as belonging to the finite clause level as performers of grammatical functions. That is why the description of argument structures of predicative participles is a task independent of the set of tasks concerning the description of argument structures of participial phrases.


2.2.1.1.3. Argument order in complement zones 

This subsection discusses the topic of argument orders both in the preparticipial and in the postparticipial complement zones.

Let us start with the discussion of argument order in the preparticipial complement zone. As illustrated in (107) in 2.2.1.1.1, partially repeated here as (111a,b) below, it is possible for more than one argument to appear in this zone, witnessed by the facts that these elements have only a single, initial-syllable, stress and are preceded by a low adverb (which can be regarded as separating the modifier zone from the complement zone in the preparticipial domain). The number of arguments, claimed to be potentially more than one, is practically at most two. It is illustrated in (111d) that the simultaneous presence of three arguments in the preparticipial complement zone, even in their best order given in the example, results in unacceptability.


	
(111) ● Argument order in the preparticipial complement zone


	
a. a [PARTP Pétertől ügyesen [PARTP [NP 'pénzt]Theme °kölcsön-kér-ő]] kereskedő

the Péter.Abl cleverly money.Acc loan-ask-ó merchant

‘the merchant who cleverly borrowed money from Péter’


	
b. a [PARTP gyorsan [PARTP [NP 'békává]Goal °vissza-változtat-ott /

the quickly frog.TrE back-transform-T / °vissza-változtat-andó / °vissza-változtat-ható]] királyfi back-transform-andó / back-transform-Ható prince

‘the prince who [has been] / [should be] / [can be] quickly turned back into a frog’


	
c. ??az [PARTP 'ügyesen [NP 'vízből]Source °ki-ment-ett katica

the skillfully water.Ela out-save-Inf ladybird

‘the ladybird which has been skillfully saved from water’


	
d. *?az [PARTP ügyesen [NP 'külföldinek]Beneficiary [NP °lakást]Theme °ki-ad-ó]

férfi the cleverly foreigner.Dat flat.Acc out-give-ó man

Intended meaning: the man who cleverly rents flats to foreigners’





As for the thematic build-up of two-slot preparticipial complement zones, (111a) presents the most typical pattern, which consists of a Theme and a verbal particle, strictly in this order. As for the first element of the two-slot preparticipial complement zone, in addition to the most typical Theme role (111a), Goals can also be regarded as typical occupiers of this position (111b). Sources, however, are highly marked in the preparticipial complement zone ((111c); cf. (125e) in 1.2.1.1.3). The three cases can be generalized as follows: a verbal particle can never occupy the first position in a two-slot preparticipial complement zone; that is, a verbal particle must immediately precede the participial head in this type of construction. We claim without illustration that, in addition to thematic roles, further factors also have an impact on the acceptability of the participial constructions containing two arguments in their preparticipial complement zone (e.g., the degree of institutionalization, the phonetic weight/length of bare nominal expressions; cf. (125) in 1.2.1.1.3).

Let us now turn to the argument order concerning the postparticipial complement zone. As was mentioned in the introduction to 2.2, of the four types, only ható-participles can readily appear as predicates; therefore, in the case of postparticipial complement zones, only ható-participles will be investigated.

The first thing to be noted in connection with the postparticipial complement zone of ható-participles is that it is not easy at all to find convincing examples with more than one argument here due to the fact that ható-participles have fewer (PartP-internal) explicit arguments than their finite-verb counterparts, since objects can never be expressed in ható-participial constructions, and the status of subjects is questionable in predicative ható-participial constructions (cf. the comments on (108) in 2.2.1.1.1 and (iii) in Remark 14).

A factor which influences the order of arguments in the postparticipial complement zone is their thematic role. The data presented in the series of examples in (112) below and the observations associated with them are to be regarded as a point of departure for systematic future research; for the sake of brevity, long words in (112d-e’) are abbreviated by their initials.


	
(112) ● Argument order in the postparticipial complement zone


	
a. Ez a gitár eladható [a szomszédnak]Beneficiary [100 fontért]Goal.

this the guitar away.sell.ható the neighbor.Dat 100 pound.Cau

‘This guitar can be sold to the neighbor for 100 pounds.’


	
a’. (?)Ez a gitár eladható [100 fontért]Goal [a szomszédnak]Beneficiary.

this the guitar away.sell.ható 100 pound.Cau the neighbor.Dat

‘This guitar can be sold to the neighbor for 100 pounds.’


	
b. Ez a bőrönd átcipeltethető PéterrelAgent this the suitcase transport.Cau.ható Péter.Ins

[a lakásból]Source [a sufniba]Goal [egy talicskával]Ins.

the flat.Ela the shed.Ill a wheelbarrow.Ins

‘This suitcase is such that one can make Péter transport it from the flat to the shed with a wheelbarrow.’


	
b’. ?Ez a bőrönd átcipeltethető [egy talicskával]Ins this the suitcase transport.Cau.ható a wheelbarrow.Ins [a lakásból]Source [a sufniba]Goal PéterrelAgent.

the flat.Ela the shed.Ill Péter.Ins

‘This suitcase is such that one can make Péter transport it from the flat to the shed with a wheelbarrow.’


	
c. ? átcipeltethető [a sufniba]Goal [a lakásból]Source transport.Cau.ható the shed.Ill the flat.Ela

‘it can be transported (by someone) from the flat to the shed’


	
d. átcipeltethető ??[P-relAgent egy t-valIns] / *?[egy t-valIns P-relAgent]

transport.Cau.ható P-Ins a wb-Ins / a wb-Ins P-Ins

‘it can be transported by Péter with a wheelbarrow’


	
e. átcipeltethető 〈P-relAg〉 a lakásbólSource ??〈P-relAg〉 a sufnibaGoal ?〈P-relAg〉 transport.Cau.ható P-Ins the flat.Ela P-Ins the shed.Ill P-Ins

‘it can be transported by Péter from the flat to the shed’


	
e’. átcipeltethető ??〈egy t-valIns〉 a lakásbólSource ??〈egy t-valIns〉
 
transport.Cau.ható a wb-Ins the flat.Ela a wb-Ins

[a sufnibaGoal ✓〈egy t-valIns〉

the shed.Ill a wb-Ins

‘it can be transported from the flat to the shed with a wheelbarrow’





A Beneficiary, for instance, preferably precedes the Goal in the postparticipial complement zone (112a); the reverse order is slightly less acceptable (112a’).

The natural order of a (Forced) Agent, Source, Goal and Instrument in the postparticipial complement zone is exemplified in (112b). Putting the Source and the Goal in the opposite order results in a marked construction (112c). Placing a (Forced) Agent immediately next to an Instrument in this order results in a highly marked construction while the reverse order is unacceptable, as shown by the first and the second variants in (112d), respectively; the high level of unacceptability in these cases is presumably due to the coinciding case suffixes. If, however, the (Forced) Agent and the Instrument are separated from each other, though still in this order, the resulting construction is fully acceptable (112b). The reverse order is also only marked (112b’). It is illustrated in (112e-e’) that a (Forced) Agent is quite acceptable (‘?’) even at the end of a postparticipial complement zone, while constructions with an Instrument heading the complex postparticipial complement zone are not really acceptable. It is also shown in (112e-e’) that neither a (Forced) Agent nor an Instrument can readily appear between a Source and a Goal; it is generally true that it is disadvantageous to separate the arguments referring to the two extreme points of a movement. What is common in all these observations is that, of two participants comparable with respect to activity, the more active participant preferably precedes the less active one. Note that the tendencies are the same as those observed in the case of infinitives (see (129) in 1.2.1.1.3) and nouns (see N2.1.1.3 ex. (648)).

Phonetic weight, grammatical function and degree of referentiality are other potential factors that may have more or less of an impact on argument order in the postparticipial complement zone.

Of these, the role of phonetic weights is briefly illustrated first (112), to serve as a point of departure. In the case of equal phonetic weight and equality in other relevant factors, the thematic roles define the ideal word order. If the weights of arguments differ, they tend to follow each other according to Behaghel’s Law (É. Kiss 2009b) in the post-head complement zone. As illustrated in (113a-a’), although there is a slight preference for the Goal to precede the Beneficiary (cf. (112a-a’) above), a significantly lighter Beneficiary can readily precede a heavier Goal.


	
(113) ● Other factors influencing argument order in the postparticipial complement zone


	
a’. (?)Ez a gitár eladható [100 fontért]Goal [a szomszédnak]Beneficiary.

this the guitar away.sell.ható 100 pound.Cau the neighbor.Dat

‘This guitar can be sold to the neighbor for 100 pounds.’


	
a’. Ez a gitár eladható [100 fontért]Goal this the flat away.sell.ható 100 pound.Cau

[a hozzánk legközelebb lakó szomszédnak] Beneficiary. the All.1Pl closest live.ó neighbor.Dat

‘This guitar can be sold for 100 pounds to the neighbor who lives closest to us.’


	
b. Eladhatóak [a gitárok]Theme [a szomszédnak]Beneficiary.

away.sell.ható.Pl the guitar.Pl the neighbor.Dat

‘The guitars can be sold to the neighbor.’


	
b’. Eladhatóak [a szomszédnak]Beneficiary [a gitárok]Theme.

away.sell.ható.Pl the neighbor.Dat the guitar.Pl

‘The guitars can be sold to the neighbor.’


	
c. ??Eladható [gitár]Theme [szomszédnak]Beneficiary.

away.sell.ható guitar neighbor.Dat

‘Guitars can be sold to neighbors.’


	
c’. *?Eladtam / ✓[Adtam már el] [gitár-t]Theme [szomszédnak]Beneficiary.

away.sell.Past.1Sg / sell.Past.1Sg already away guitar-Acc neighbor.Dat

Intended meaning: ‘I sold guitars to neighbors.’ / ‘There has already been an instance or several instances when I sold guitars to neighbors.’


	
d. *?Eladható [egy gitár]Theme [egy szomszédnak]Beneficiary.

away.sell.ható a guitar a neighbor.Dat

Intended meaning: ‘A guitar can be sold to a neighbor.’


	
d’. Eladtam [egy gitár-t]Theme [egy szomszédnak]Beneficiary.

away.sell.Past.1Sg a guitar-Acc a neighbor.Dat

‘I sold a guitar to a neighbor.’





The minimal pair in (113b-b’) illustrates, first of all, that there is agreement in number between the predicative ható-participle and the subject, see also (14) in 2.1.1. One might think that the immediate neighborhood between the elements that stand in agreement is preferred but the fact that both variants in the minimal pair are fully acceptable does not verify this prediction (but see the comments on (iii) in Remark 14 concerning the uncertain status of subjects).

The examples in (113c-d’) pertain to degrees of referentiality. The postparticipial complement zone of ható-participles slightly more readily hosts bare noun phrases than does the posthead zone of neutral finite verbal phrases, from which bare noun phrases are essentially excluded (113c-c’). The difference can be attributed to the modal flavor typical of ható-participles; we intend to corroborate this assumption by illustrating in (113c’) that even the posthead zone of a finite phrase can readily host bare noun phrases if it is completed with the special existential construction. (113d) illustrates the somewhat surprising fact that indefinite noun phrases are also not the best candidates to be hosted in the postparticipial complement zone, in contrast to those of finite verbs (113d’). The question of degrees of referentiality in the postparticipial complement zone of ható-participles (with emphasis on its potential role in an exhaustive pragmasemantic description of this special type of participle) requires future research; there may be further factors to unveil in this area (e.g., countability, cf. the fully acceptable bare noun phrase in the zone in question in (108c) in 2.2.1.1.1).


2.2.1.1.4. Operators in complement zones 

Since research into information structure plays a crucial role in the Hungarian generative literature, it is worth investigating whether the pre- and postparticipial complement zones can host various types of operators. The (basic) operators to be investigated are listed in (5) in the Introduction to the volume (in A.IV), also see 1.1.4.1, sub VII.

Let us first consider the capability of the preparticipial complement zone for hosting operators.

As is briefly illustrated in the series of examples in (114) below (by means of mind- and is-quantifiers, which proved to serve readily as PartP-internal operator expressions in 2.1.4.1, sub VII), the preparticipial complement zone, in general, cannot host the arguments as operators. This is obviously in connection with the fact that nominal expressions that can appear in this zone at all are single words or non-fully-fledged expressions while operators are based on a degree of referentiality which is incompatible with them not being ‘fully-fledged’ (cf. the comments on (106b) in 2.2.1.1.1 concerning the potential N status of proper names instead of their default DP status).


	
(114) ● Operators in the preparticipial complement zone?


	
a. a Pétert 'Pécsre / 'vidékre °küld-ő főnök

the Péter.Acc Pécs.Sub / countryside.Sub send-ó boss

‘the boss who is going to send Péter to Pécs / [the country]’


	
a’. *a Pétert 'Pécsre / 'vidékre 'küld-ő főnök

the Péter.Acc Pécs.Sub / countryside.Sub send-ó boss

Intended meaning: ‘the boss who is going to send Péter to Pécs / [the country]’


	
a”. a Pétert 'Pécsre / 'vidékre 'el-küld-ő főnök

the Péter.Acc Pécs.Sub / countryside.Sub away-send-ó boss

‘the boss who is going to send Péter to Pécs / [the country]’


	
b. *a Pétert 'mindkét °városba °küld-ő főnök

the Péter.Acc both city.Ill send-Ó boss

Intended meaning (with the stress pattern indicated): ‘the boss who is going to send Péter to both cities’


	
b’. *a Pétert 'mindkét °városba 'küld-ő főnök

the Péter.Acc both city.Ill send-Ó boss

Intended meaning (with the stress pattern indicated): ‘the boss who is going to send Péter to both cities’


	
b”. a Pétert 'mindkét °városba 'el-küld-ő főnök

the Péter.Acc both city.Ill away-send-Ó boss

‘the boss who is going to send Péter to both cities’


	
c. *a Pétert 'Pécsre °is °küld-ő főnö

the Péter.Acc Pécs.Sub also send-Ó boss

Intended meaning (with the stress pattern indicated): ‘the boss who is going to send Péter to Pécs, too’


	
c’. *a Pétert 'Pécsre °is 'küld-ő főnök

the Péter.Acc Pécs.Sub also send-Ó boss

Intended meaning (with the stress pattern indicated): ‘the boss who is going to send Péter to Pécs, too’


	
c”. a Pétert 'Pécsre °is 'el-küld-ő főnök

the Péter.Acc Pécs.Sub also away-send-Ó boss ‘the boss who is going to send Péter to Pécs, too’





As for the details, (114a) shows the stress pattern of the preparticipial complement zone with non-operator-like minimal (word-size?) nominal expressions, the defining factor of which is that the participial head is unstressed. If it is stressed, the resulting construction is unacceptable (114a’). The non-finite element can be stressed, but only at the cost of attaching a verbal particle to the participial head; in this case, however, it is the verbal particle that will bear the stress, providing a construction in which the nominal expression before the participial head with a verbal particle will serve as a topic outside the preparticipial complement zone (114a”).

As the series of examples (114b-b”) and (114c-c”) are constructed in an analogous way to the series in (114a-a”), the distribution of grammaticality judgments suggests that the quantified noun phrases under investigation cannot occupy a position in the preparticipial complement zone (114b,c) but only outside of it (114b”,c”), before a version of the participial head which obligatorily has a verbal particle, cf. (114b’,c’). Participles thus pattern with infinitives in not hosting operators in their pre-head complement zones (137) in 1.2.1.1.4.

The postparticipial complement zone can be investigated only in the case of ható-participles as this is the only participle type that can readily function as a predicate; see the comments on (108) in 2.2.1.1.1. As discussed in connection with (108b-b’), constituency cannot be verified in this case as the copula, if it is explicitly present, appears between the ható-participle and its satellites (108b’). As the zone in question can be regarded as peripheral (NB: the attributive use, and hence head-finalness, being widely considered to be typical of participles) and the status of arguments following a predicative ható-participle is uncertain, we provide only one series of examples in this subsection to present the global picture of whether it is possible at all for certain types of operators to appear here. The data in (115) is worth comparing to those in (84–89) in 2.1.4.1, sub VII, where the same operators were investigated in the preparticipial zone (see also the comments there on the non-emergence of scopal ambiguity between internal and external readings).


	
(115) ● Operators in the postparticipial complement zone


	
a. Ez az infós el-küld-hető mindkét konferenciára.

this the IT_guy away-send-Ható both conference.Sub

‘This IT guy can be sent to both conferences.’


	
a’. Ezt az infóst (sajnos) el-küld-het-ik … + ✓(a)/ ✓(b)/*(c)/*(f) in (115) this the IT_guy.Acc unfortunately away-send-Mod-3Pl

‘(Unfortunately) they can send this IT guy…’


	
b. Ez az infós el-küld-hető a berni konferenciára is.

this the IT_guy away-send-Ható the Bern.Adj conference.Sub also

‘This IT guy can be sent to the Bern conference, too.’


	
c. *Ez az infós sajnos el-küld-hető / [küld-hető el]

this the IT_guy unfortunately away-send-Ható / send-Ható away

csak a berni konferenciára.

only the Bern.Adj conference.Sub

Intended meaning: ‘This IT guy, unfortunately, can be sent only to the Bern conference.’


	
c’. ?Ez az infós küld-hető el csak a berni konferenciára.

this the IT-guy send-Ható away only the Bern.Adj conference.Sub

Available double focus: ‘It is this IT guy that can be sent only to the Bern conference.’


	
c”. (?)Ezt az infóst küld-het-ik el csak a berni konferenciára.

this the IT_guy.Acc send-Mod-3Pl away only the Bern.Adj conference.Sub

Available double focus: ‘It is this IT guy that they can send only to the Bern conference.’


	
d. *Ez az infós el-küld-hető / [küldhető el] nem a berni konferenciára.

this the IT_guy away-send-Ható / send-Ható away not the Bern.Adj conference.Sub

Intended meaning: ‘This IT guy can be sent not to the Bern conference but somewhere else.’


	
e. Ez az infós nem ??el-küld-hető / (?)[küld-hető el]

this the IT_guy not away-send-Ható / send-Ható away

semelyik konferenciára (sem).

none conference.Sub not

‘This IT guy can be sent to none of the conferences.’


	
e’. . Ezt az infóst nem *el-küld-het-ik / ✓[küld-het-ik el]

this the IT_guy.Acc not away-send-Mod-3Pl / send-Mod-3Pl away

semelyik konferenciára (sem).

none conference.Sub not

‘They can send this IT guy to none of the conferences.’


	
f. *Ez az infós el-küld-hető / [küld-hető el] melyik konferenciára?

this the IT_guy away-send-Ható / send-Ható away which conference.Sub

Intended meaning: ‘To which conference can this IT guy be sent?’





It is exemplified that, of the six types of operators, the three quantifier-like types— mind-quantifiers (115a), is-quantifiers (115b) and negative quantifiers (115e)—can readily appear after ható-participles while the three narrow-focus-like types— csak-foci (115c), negative foci (115d) and wh-words (115f)—cannot be hosted there. This pattern of grammaticality judgments is the same as in the case of finite verbal constructions, as illustrated by the corresponding examples in (115a’,e’). This strong similarity corroborates the hypothesis, raised in Remark 14 in 2.2.1.1.2, that predicative participles “feed on” (or factually serve as) finite predicative sentential cores. Moreover, as suggested by the corresponding translations, the predicative ható-participial constructions can be regarded as serving in the system of the Hungarian language as the passive counterpart (with no specified Agent) of active sentences (in which the Agent should be specified, at least with a pronoun).

The similarity in question even manifests itself in the case in which the posthead focus is legitimized by a pre-head focus in a multiple-focus construction, presented in (115c’-c”). We show this peripheral case because the sentence in (115c) without sajnos ‘unfortunately’ is difficult to evaluate according to the intended post-head-focus reading due to the interference with this, acceptable, double-focus reading.

The similarity between predicative ható-participles and finite verbal constructions also holds true for the case of negative quantifiers (115e-e’), in which there are several options to overview. Of these, the variants with a [head+verbal particle] order are acceptable, and neither the appearance nor the absence of the special particle sem ‘not’ will decrease the level of acceptability (for further information on the negative particle sem, see the comments on (88) in 2.1.4.1, sub VII).

To sum up, quantifier-like operators can readily, while narrow-focus-like types cannot, be hosted in the postparticipial complement zone.

The last series of examples in this subsection (116) illustrate that it is possible to have more than one operator in the postparticipial complement zone. The predicative participial construction, also in this respect, patterns with its finite counterpart in showing scope ambiguity (cf. (92) in 2.1.4.1, sub VII, see also É. Kiss 2002: 115–122).


	
(116) ● Complex information structures in the postparticipial complement zone


	
a. A főnök el-küldte az infósokat

the boss away-send.Past.DefObj.3Sg the IT_guy.Pl.Acc

mindkét konferenciára többször is.

both conference.Sub several_times also

[TO_BOTH_CONFERENCES > SEVERAL_TIMES > SEND]

‘It holds for both conference series that the boss sent the IT guys to them several times.’

[SEVERAL_TIMES > TO_BOTH_CONFERENCES > SEND]

‘It holds for several years that the boss sent the IT guys to both [annual] conference series in the given years.’


	
b. Ezek az infósok el-küld-hető-ek mindkét konferenciára többször is.

this.Pl the IT_guy.Pl away-send-ható-Pl both conference.Sub several_times also

[TO_BOTH_CONFERENCES > SEVERAL_TIMES > SEND]

‘It holds for both conference series that these IT guys can be sent to them several times.’

[SEVERAL_TIMES > TO_BOTH_CONFERENCES > SEND]

‘It holds for several years that these IT guys can be sent to both [annual] conference series in the given years.’






2.2.1.2.  Sentential arguments 

As a separate volume is devoted to subordination (see volume E), here the topic is only illustrated.

Verbs with a propositional argument (see Laczkó (2000b: 344); see also V4.4) (117a,c) can readily be participialized in the case of predicative ható-participles (117b,d) but cannot be participialized in the case of attributive participles (117b’,d’-d”). This restriction holds for all four types of participles, presumably due to a kind of constraint that does not license right-branching constituents in attributive participial constructions; see (129) in 2.2.2.1.3. As shown in (117e-e’), the corresponding intended meanings in (117d’-d”) can be expressed by means of fully acceptable participial constructions if we avoid right branching via nominalization (and adjectivization corresponding to it).


	
(117) ● Participles with sentential arguments


	
a. János azt hiszi, hogy Mária a bűnös.

János that.Acc believe.DefObj.3Sg that Mária the culprit

‘János believes that Mária is the culprit.’


	
b. Az újságban olvas-ható (az), hogy Mária a bűnös.

the newspaper.Ine read-Ható that that Mária the culprit

‘It can be read in the newspaper that Mária is the culprit.’


	
b’. *Az (újságban) olvas-ható (az), hogy Mária a bűnös meglep.

the newspaper.Ine read-Ható that that Mária the culprit surprise.3Sg

Intended meaning: ‘That it can be read in the newspaper that Mária is the culprit is a surprise.’


	
c. János megbízza a lányt azzal, hogy őrködjön (éjszaka).

János entrust.DefObj.3Sg the girl.Acc that.Ins that guard.Subj.3Sg night

‘János entrusts the girl with the task of watching (at night).’


	
d. A lány megbíz-ható azzal, hogy őrködjön (éjszaka).

the girl entrust-Ható that.Ins that guard.Subj.3Sg night

‘The girl can be entrusted with the task of watching (at night).’


	
d’. *?Az azzal, hogy őrködjön (éjszaka), megbíz-ott / megbíz-andó / the that.Ins that guard.Subj.3Sg night entrust-T / entrust-andó /

megbíz-ható lánnyal találkozom. entrust-Ható girl.Ins meet.1Sg

Intended meaning: ‘I am going to meet the girl who [has been] / [should be] / [can be] entrusted with the task of watching (at night).’


	
d”. *?A Marit azzal, hogy őrködjön (éjszaka), megbíz-ó fiúval the Mari.Acc that.Ins that guard.Subj.3Sg night entrust-ó boy.Ins

találkozom.

meet.1Sg

Intended meaning: ‘I am going to meet the boy who has entrusted Mari with the task of watching

(at night).’


	
e. Az (éjszakai) őrköd-és-sel megbíz-ott / megbíz-andó / the night.Adj guard-Nmn-Ins entrust-T / entrust-andó /

megbíz-ható lánnyal találkozom.

entrust-Ható girl.Ins meet.1Sg

‘I am going to meet the girl who [has been] / [should be] / [can be] entrusted with the task of watching (at night).’


	A Marit (éjszakai) őrköd-és-sel megbíz-ó fiúval találkozom. the Mari.Acc night.Adj guard-Nmn-Ins entrust-ó boy.Ins meet.1Sg ‘I am going to meet the boy who has entrusted Mari with the task of watching (at night).’





2.2.2.  Modification 

This subsection discusses the various forms of modification within the PartP, essentially on the basis of the schema in (118) below (also presented as (100) in the introductory part of 2.2).


	
(118) ● The general structure of the participial phrase

[PARTP prePart-modifier(s) [PARTP Complement(s) Part Complement(s)] postPart-modifier(s)]



The series of examples presented in (101) in the introductory part of 2.2, repeated here as (119a-d) below, demonstrates the five positions in the participial construction from the center outward, where the center is the italicized participial head (119a). Then (119b) and (119b’) show the “appearance” of a preparticipial and a postparticipial complement, respectively, in the internal PartP-zone according to (118). Finally, (119c) and (119c’) exemplify a preparticipial modifier position and a postparticipial modifier position, outside the internal PartP-zone, as is shown in (118), too. Note that both postparticipial zones can occur only in the case of predicative ható-participial constructions, presented in (119a-d) (all other participial types can (readily) appear only as attributes (119d-h), which are obligatorily head-final in Hungarian and due to this fact they cannot have postparticipial zones).


	
(119) ● The basic structure of the PartP as a predicate and as an attribute


	
a. [PARTP tol-ható]

push-ható

‘something which can be pushed’


	
b. [PARTP át-tol-ható] across-push-Ható

‘something which can be pushed from somewhere to somewhere’


	
b’. [PARTP át-tol-ható a sufniba]

across-push-Ható the shed.Ill

‘something which can be pushed from somewhere to the shed’


	
c. [PARTP gyorsan [PARTP át-tol-ható a sufniba] ]

quickly across-push-Ható the shed.Ill

‘something which can be pushed quickly from somewhere to the shed’


	
c’. [PARTP gyorsan [PARTP át-tol-ható a sufniba] ma éjjel]

quickly across-push-Ható the shed.Ill today night

‘something which can be pushed quickly from somewhere to the shed tonight’


	
d. Ez a talicska [PARTP gyorsan [PARTP át-tol-ható a sufniba] ma éjjel].

this the wheelbarrow quickly across-push-Ható the shed.Ill today night

‘This wheelbarrow can be pushed quickly from somewhere to the shed tonight.’


	
e. [PARTP tol-ó]

push-Ó

‘someone who is pushing something’


	
f. [PARTP át-tol-ó] across-push-ó

‘someone who is pushing something from somewhere to somewhere’


	
g. [PARTP ma éjjel a sufniba a talicskát gyorsan [PARTP át-tol-ó]]

today night the shed.Ill the wheelbarrow.Acc quickly across-push-ó

‘someone who is going to push the wheelbarrow quickly from somewhere to the shed tonight’


	
h. a [PARTP ma éjjel a sufniba a talicskát gyorsan [PARTP át-tol-ó] ] fiú

the today night the shed.Ill the wheelbarrow.Acc quickly across-push-ó boy

‘the boy who is going to push the wheelbarrow quickly from somewhere to the shed tonight’





As also discussed in the introductory part of 2.2, the structure presented in (118) and (119a-d), however, cannot be held as a structure typical of participles due to the fact that, of the four types, only ható-participles can readily appear as predicates. The three other types of participles serve as attributes, which are obligatorily headfinal structures in Hungarian (119h); see also the comments on the (a)-examples in (78–80) in 2.1.4.1, sub III. Therefore, participles typically do not have postparticipial complement and modifier zones; instead, as presented in (119e-h) by means of an ó-participle, all arguments and free adjuncts have to appear in the preparticipial complement (119f) and modifier zones (119g).

The schema in (118) shows a highly idealized lexical-semantics-based picture according to which a head is immediately surrounded by its arguments in an inner ring, called a complement zone, embedded in an outer ring for adjuncts, called a modifier zone. Nevertheless, the basic structure of the PartP can be overridden in cases in which an argument of the participial head is phonetically heavier than an adjunct that also belongs to the given head. This can be attributed to a Behagheltype phonetic effect (see É. Kiss (2009b)), according to which the optimal order of satellites of V, and, in this case, of Part, in the right periphery is such that heavy phrases tend to come last. This effect is illustrated in the series of examples in (104) in the introductory part of 2.2, the relevant part of which is repeated here as (120).


	
(120) ● Arguments and free adjuncts in participial phrases


	
a. Emánuel meg-hív-ható az esküvőre előzetes egyeztetés nélkül.

Emánuel perf-invite-Ható the wedding.Sub previous agreement without

‘Emánuel can be invited to the wedding without any previous agreement’


	
a’. az előzetes egyeztetés nélkül az esküvőre meg-hív-ható fiú

the previous agreement without the wedding.Sub perf-invite-Ható boy

‘the boy who can be invited to the wedding without any previous agreement’


	
b. Emánuel meg-hív-ható egyeztetés nélkül

Emánuel perf-invite-Ható agreement without Juli jövő hétre tervezett esküvőjére.

Juli next week.Sub planned wedding.Sub

‘Emánuel can be invited without any agreement to Juli’s wedding planned to be next week.’


	
b’. a Juli jövő hétre tervezett esküvőjére egyeztetés nélkül

the Juli next week.Sub planned wedding.Sub agreement without

meg-hív-ható fiú

perf-invite-Ható boy

‘the boy who can be invited without any agreement to Juli’s wedding planned to be next week’





Let us consider the kinds of satellites whose characterization this subsection is devoted to as modifiers of participles in the above, theory-neutral, and hence highly simplified, sense (see Remark 6 in the introductory part of 1.2.2). Note that postmodifiers are possible only in the case of predicative ható-participial constructions, see the comments on (101–102) in the introductory part of 2.2 and on the (a)-examples in (78–80) in 2.1.4.1, sub III. First of all, free adjuncts should be discussed, both as post-modifiers (121a-a’) and as pre-modifiers (121b). As in Hungarian the left periphery of verb-based phrases serves as an operator zone, scope taking arguments (121c) and scope taking adjuncts (121c’) are also to be discussed here, as pre-modifiers. Scope taking adjuncts are also to be investigated as post-modifiers (121c”), in the same way as scope taking arguments are discussed in 2.2.1.1.4. Arguments before the complement zone with no (obvious, logically definable) scope-taking character should also be considered in this subsection (121d); they can be regarded as topicalized elements.

Note that, as discussed in connection with (108b’) in 2.2.1.1.1, constituency cannot be verified in the case of predicative ható-participles as the copula, if it is explicitly present, is to appear between the ható-participle and its satellites (see lesz ‘will be’ in (121a’)), while if it is not present, as in (121a,c”), it is still typically held to be there by syntacticians. In this theory-neutral book, what we can do is provide the data we consider relevant in the area in question and leave it to readers to analyze them in their own syntactic frameworks and then to decide what can appear in postparticipial zones. In particular, the syntactic structure provided in (121a) is likely to be considered in most generative theories to be a syntactic construction emerging in a phase of syntactic derivation (but not one serving as part of an “ultimate” syntactic representation).


	
(121) ● Post- and pre-modifiers of the PartP


	
a. [S … [PARTP [PARTP Meg-néz-hető a film] holnap] … ]

perf-watch-Ható the movie tomorrow

‘The movie can be watched tomorrow.’


	
a’. Meg-néz-hető lesz a film holnap.

perf-watch-Ható will_be.3Sg the movie tomorrow

‘The movie can be watched tomorrow.’


	
b. a [PARTP holnap [PARTP meg-néz-hető]] film

the tomorrow perf-watch-Ható movie

‘the movie that can be watched tomorrow’


	
c. [PARTP a boltba is [PARTP el-küld-hető] fiú

the shop.Ill also away-send-Ható boy

‘the boy who can be sent to the shop, too’


	
c’. a [PARTP holnap is [PARTP meg-néz-hető]] film

the tomorrow also perf-watch-Ható movie

‘the movie that can be watched tomorrow, too’


	
c”. [PARTP [PARTP Meg-néz-hető a film] holnap is].

perf-watch-Ható the movie tomorrow also

‘The movie can be watched tomorrow, too.’


	
d. [PARTP a boltba [PARTP el-küld-hető]] fiú

the shop.Ill away-send-Ható boy

‘the boy who can be sent to the shop’





The next question to discuss is the category and the form (e.g., case marking) of the modifiers of PartPs. The following generalization, as a point of departure, can be formulated on the basis of 2.1.2.1 and 2.1.4.1, sub IV: both the syntactic category and the form of both pre- and postmodifiers of participles are the same as they would be in the corresponding finite verbal constructions. The only exception is the connection between the PartP-internal phonetically null subject and its input counterpart: in the case of ó-participles, the PartP-internal subject corresponds to the subject of the finite verbal construction, while in the case of the other three participle types, it corresponds to the input Theme argument, which basically appears as the object of the finite verbal construction. As for free adjuncts, high, medium and low adverbs are readily hosted in all types of participial constructions; the sporadic cases of incompatibility between certain adverbs and certain participle types can be due to semantic, and not syntactic, factors, as presented in (18–20) in 2.1.2.1. Participles, thus, inherit both the argument structure and the free adjuncts of the input verb.

The topics illustrated in (121) are organized as follows. Subsection 2.2.2.1 deals with pre-head modification, including the topics of adjuncts both in general and as scope taking operators (121b,c’), and of arguments as scope takers (121c,d). Subsection 2.2.2.2 is devoted to the question of post-head modification: here free adjuncts are discussed generally and as scope takers (121a,c”) but they are investigated only in predicative ható-participial constructions.


2.2.2.1.  Pre-head modification 

This subsection discusses pre-head modification from three aspects. 2.2.2.1.1 reviews the types of free adjuncts which can appear as pre-head modifiers in participial constructions. In 2.2.2.1.2 free adjuncts are investigated as operators. As in the theory-neutral approach of this book series arguments appearing before the pre-head complement zone are inevitably to be regarded as pre-modifiers, they are discussed here; subsection 2.2.2.1.3 is devoted to this topic, also including the investigation of arguments as operators.


2.2.2.1.1. Free adjuncts as pre-head modifiers 

Let us start our investigation by reviewing the syntactic categories of free adjuncts that can appear as pre-head modifiers in participial constructions; here t-participial constructions are used as illustrations. The preparticipial modifier prototypically has the form of an oblique case marked referential noun phrase (122b), or a postpositional phrase (122d). It is not impossible, either, that a preparticipial modifier appears in the form of a bare noun phrase (122c), of an adverbial or of a converbial phrase (122e).


	
(122) ● Categories of preparticipial modifiers


	a. [PARTP prePart-modifiers [PARTP ... Part ...] … ]

	
b. [PARTP [DP a diófa árnyékában] [PARTP elfogyasztott]] kávé

the walnut_tree shadow.Poss.Ine consume.T coffee

‘the coffee that was consumed in the shade of the walnut-tree’


	
c. a [PARTP [NP barna cukorral] [PARTP elfogyasztott]]

kávé brown sugar.Ins consume.T coffee

‘the coffee that was consumed with brown sugar’


	
d. [PARTP [PP a bőséges reggeli után] [PARTP elfogyasztott]] kávé

the substantial breakfast after consume.T coffee

‘the coffee that was consumed after the substantial breakfast’


	
e. a [PARTP [[AdvP tűzforrón] vagy [ConvP felmelegítve]] [PARTP elfogyasztott]] kávé

fire_hot.Adv or up.warm.Conv consume.T coffee ‘the coffee that was consumed piping hot or warmed’





These kinds of free adjuncts can also be combined (123a). The distribution of grammaticality judgments associated with the word-order variants presented in (123b-c’), however, suggests that the order of their combination is not totally free. In this respect, it is predicational affiliation that proves to count, judging from the (b)-examples, which present the three adjuncts combined pairwise in the opposite order relative to the perfect order given in (123a). Thus, the optimal order is as follows: the adjunct that predicates of the Theme is the one closest to the participial head, preceded by the one that predicates of the Agent, while the adjunct that predicates of the state of affairs precedes the others. One might suggest, on the basis of the relation of phonetic weights which can be observed in the fully acceptable example in (123a), that the heavier an adjunct is, the farther from the participial head it tends to be, but the (c)-examples do not corroborate such a Behaghel-style tendency in the pre-head zone. It is illustrated in (123d) with an ó-participle that the optimal order of the different types of free adjuncts, presented in (123a) with a Tparticiple, does not depend on the choice of the input counterpart of the PartPinternal phonetically null subject. As also illustrated, the optimal position of the object, within the PartP, is on the left periphery, not between or after the adjuncts. What may also count in the case of all types of participles (as a dispreferred factor) is the PartP-internal emergence of definite articles (123b’-b”,d).


	
(123) ● Order of free adjuncts in the preparticipial modifier zone


	
a. az [ez után a bőséges reggeli után] [egy szál pólóban] [tűzforrón]

the this after the substantial breakfast after a single T-shirt.Ine fire_hot.Adv

elfogyasztott kávé

consume.T coffee

‘the coffee that was consumed after this substantial breakfast just wearing a T-shirt piping hot’


	
b. ?a [tűzforrón] [egy szál pólóban] elfogyasztott kávé

the fire_hot.Adv a single T-shirt.Ine consume.T coffee


	
b’. ??a [tűzforrón] [a bőséges reggeli után] elfogyasztott kávé

the fire_hot.Adv the substantial breakfast after consume.T coffee


	
b”. ?az [egy szál pólóban] [a bőséges reggeli után] elfogyasztott kávé

the a single T-shirt.Ine the substantial breakfast after consume.T coffee


	
c. az [ebéd után] [tűzforrón vagy jól felmelegítve] elfogyasztott kávé

the lunch after fire_hot.Adv or well up.warm.Conv consume.T coffee

‘after lunch piping hot or well warmed’


	
c’. ??a [tűzforrón vagy jól felmelegítve] [ebéd után] elfogyasztott kávé

the fire_hot.Adv or well up.warm.Conv lunch after consume.T coffee


	
d. 〈a kávét〉 [a bőséges reggeli után] 〈(?)a kávét〉 [egy szál pólóban]

the coffee.Acc the substantial breakfast after the coffee.Acc a single T-shirt.Ine

〈?a kávét〉 [tűzforrón] 〈??a kávét〉 elfogyasztó szomszéd

the coffee.Acc fire_hot.Adv the coffee.Acc consume.ó neighbor

‘the neighbor who will consume the coffee after the substantial breakfast just wearing a T-shirt piping hot’





Another potential investigation concerning the occurrence of adjuncts in the preparticipial modifier zone may be based on Surányi’s (2008) adverb classification in finite clauses, which rests upon Cinque’s (1999) universal hierarchy. As in the final part of subsection 2.1.2.1, this investigation has been exhaustively executed in a way that all Cinque-types of adjunct have been tested in pre-head positions (see the series of examples in (18–20) in 2.1.2.1); here a few types are presented to illustrate the generalization that basically all types of high- (124a), medium- (124b) and low-level (124c) adverbs can readily appear as preparticipial modifiers.


	
(124) ● High-, medium- and low-level adverbs in the preparticipial modifier zone


	
a. Az Ilit szerintem / szerencsére / állítólag / valószínűleg / egyszer /

the Ili.Acc according_to.1Sg / fortunately / allegedly / probably / once /

talán / általában / esetleg a fogadásra is

perhaps / usually / possibly the reception.Sub also

meg-hív-ó kolléga Juli volt.

perf-call-ó colleague Juli be.Past.3Sg

‘The colleague who, [in my opinion] / fortunately / allegedly / probably / once / perhaps / necessarily / usually / possibly invited Ili to the reception, too, was Juli.’


	
b. az Ilit megint / [még mindig] mindenhova meg-hív-ó kolléga

the Ili.Acc again / still always to_everywhere perf-call-ó colleague ‘the colleague who [invites Ili everywhere again] / [has still invited Ili everywhere]’


	
c. a fura kérdéseket is mindig röviden / teljesen / ügyesen

the strange question.Pl.Acc also always briefly / completely / well meg-válaszol-ó kolléga perf-answer-ó colleague

‘the colleague who always answers briefly / completely / well the strange questions, too’






2.2.2.1.2. Free adjuncts as pre-head operators 

In this subsection, it is investigated—via the operator types listed in (5) in the Introduction to the volume—which operator types can appear in the preparticipial modifier zone. The results are worth comparing with the corresponding ones in the areas of scope-taking arguments in the postparticipial complement zone in 2.2.1.1.4 and in the preparticipial modifier zone in 2.2.2.1.3, and of scope-taking adjuncts in the postparticipial modifier zone in 2.2.2.2.2.

Of the six operator types listed in (5) in the Introduction to the volume, five can appear as free adjuncts in the preparticipial modifier zone (125a-e) (not only the quantifier-like types, as postparticipially; see (115) in 2.2.1.1.4). As for the case of wh-expressions, it is difficult to evaluate their PartP-internal occurrence: it would be tempting to say that this position is not available to wh-expressions. As shown in (125f), however, it is possible to construct not fully unacceptable sequences of words that can be construed as echo questions (NB: an argument for considering the given examples to be echo questions is that more elaborated wh-expressions are preferred in the given constructions to basic ones).


	
(125) ● Adjuncts as operators in the preparticipial modifier zone


	
a. a [mindkét napon] át-olvas-ott szöveg

the both day.Sup across-read-T text

‘the text read [on both days]’


	
b. a [ma is] át-olvas-ott szöveg

the today also across-read-T text

‘the text read [also today]’


	
c. a [csak ma] át-olvas-ott szöveg

the only today across-read-T text

‘the text read [only today]’


	
d. (?)a [nem ma] át-olvas-ott szöveg

the not today across-read-T text

‘the text read [on another day than today]’


	
e. a [semelyik napon] át nem olvas-ott szöveg

the none day.Sup across not read-T text

‘the text not read [on any day]’


	
f. A *?mikor / ??[melyik napon] át-olvas-ott szöveggel van problémád? the when

which day.Sup across-read-T text.Ins be.3Sg problem.Poss.2Sg

‘Which is the day that is such that you have some problem with the text read that day?’





The next part of this subsection is devoted to the investigation whether it is possible to have more than one operator in the preparticipial modifier zone (126a-a’), or to have operators both before and after the participial head (126b-b’). As illustrated in the series of examples mentioned, the answer to both questions is positive.

Let us first consider the case in which two adjuncts function as operators in the preparticipial modifier zone, on the basis of the data presented in (126a-a’). In contrast to the situation in the postparticipial complement zone (see (116) in 2.2.1.1.4), the examples in (126a-a’) are unambiguous due to the following fact: in Hungarian, pre-head operators are ordered scopally (cf. Remark 6 in the introductory part of 1.2.2), in contrast to operators in the post-head zone (É. Kiss 1992: 167).


	
(126) ● More than one scope taking adjunct in the preparticipial modifier zone and in both the pre- and the postparticipial modifier zone


	
a. a [Szegeden is] [mindkét napon] árusított könyvek

the Szeged.Sup also both day.Sup sell.T book.Pl

[ALSO > ∀]: ‘the books which are such that there is at least one place in addition to Szeged where they are sold on both days’


	
a’. a [mindkét napon] [Szegeden is] árusított könyvek the both day.Sup Szeged.Sup also sell.T book.Pl

[∀ > ALSO]: ‘the books which are such that it holds for both days that they are sold in Szeged, too’ [it holds for both days that the given books are sold in more than one place, but it is not necessarily true that there is a particular shared place in addition to Szeged where it can be sold on both days]


	
b. Ez a könyv [Szegeden is] árusítható [mindkét napon].

this the book Szeged.Sup also sell.ható both day.Sup

[ALSO > ∀]: ‘This book is such that there is at least one place in addition to Szeged where it can be sold on both days’

[∀ > ALSO]: ‘This book is such that it holds for both days that it can be sold in Szeged, too.’


	
b’. Ez a könyv [mindkét napon] árusítható [Szegeden is].

this the book both day.Sup sell.ható Szeged.Sup also

Both meanings provided in (126b) are also available here.





If there are two scope taking adjuncts but only one of them is placed in the pre-head modifier zone while the other appears in the post-head modifier zone, scopal ambiguity emerges (126b-b’). A post-head operator is claimed not to be ordered scopally relative to another operator, either another post-head one or a pre-head one (see É. Kiss (1992: 167), see also Remark 6 in the introductory part of 1.2.2; NB: stress can result in disambiguation, see Varga (2016)). Therefore, both (126b) and (126b’) are predicted to be scopally ambiguous. Although the surface-order reflecting scopal order is preferred in both cases, the prediction is to be regarded as being borne out.

The last case to investigate in this subsection is the combination in which there are two scope taking operators but only one of them is an adjunct, placed in the preparticipial modifier zone, while the other is now an argument appearing in the postparticipial complement zone (2.2.1.1.4). As illustrated in (127), these kinds of constructions are ambiguous in the same way as constructions containing two adjuncts, one preparticipially and the other postparticipially (126b-b’).


	
(127) ● Operators in both the preparticipial modifier zone and the postparticipial complement zone

Ez az infós [mindkét évben] el-küld-hető [a berni konferenciára is].

this the IT_guy both year.Ine away-send-Ható the Bern.Adj conference.Sub also

[∀ > ALSO]: ‘This IT guy is such that it holds for both years that he can be sent to the Bern conference, too.’

[ALSO > ∀]: ‘This IT guy is such that there is at least one place in addition to Bern where he can be sent to in both years.’




2.2.2.1.3. Arguments as pre-head operators 

In this subsection we investigate—via the operator types listed in (5) in the Introduction to the volume—which operator types can appear as arguments in the preparticipial modifier zone. The results are worth comparing with the corresponding ones in the areas of scope-taking arguments in the postparticipial complement zone in 2.2.1.1.4 and of scope-taking adjuncts in the preparticipial modifier zone in 2.2.2.1.2.

Of the six operator types, just like in the case of scope-taking adjuncts in the preparticipial modifier zone (2.2.2.1.2), five can appear as arguments in the preparticipial modifier zone (128a-e) (not only the quantifier-like types, as postparticipially; see (115) in 2.2.1.1.4). The case of wh-expressions also shows the analogy: it is difficult to evaluate the PartP-internal occurrence of wh-expressions. As shown in (128f), it is possible to construct not fully unacceptable sequences of words but these can only be construed as echo questions (NB: an argument for considering the given examples to be echo questions is that more elaborated whexpressions are preferred in the given constructions to basic ones).


	
(128) ● Arguments as operators in the preparticipial modifier zone


	
a. a [min the both conference.Sub away-send-T IT_guy

‘the IT guy sent [to both conferences]’


	
b. [a berni konferenciára is] el-küld-ött infós

the Bern.Adj conference.Sub also away-send-T IT_guy

‘the IT guy sent [also to the conference in Bern]’


	
c. a [csak a berni konferenciára] el-küld-ött / *[küld-ött el] infós

the only the Bern.Adj conference.Sub away-send-T / send-T away IT_guy

‘the IT guy sent [only to the conference in Bern]’


	
d. (?)a [nem a berni konferenciára] el-küld-ött infós

the not the Bern.Adj conference.Sub away-send-T IT_guy

‘the IT guy sent [to another conference than the one in Bern]’


	
e. a [semelyik konferenciára] el nem küldött infós

the none conference.Sub away not send-T IT_guy

‘the IT guy not sent [to any of the conferences]’


	
f. A *?hová / ??[melyik konferenciára] el-küld-ött infóssal van problémád?

the where / which conference.Sub away-send-T IT_guy.Ins be.3Sg problem.Poss.2Sg

‘Which is the place/conference that is such that you have some problem with the IT guy sent to that place/conference?’





As shown in (128c), as well as in (129b) below, attributive participial constructions must be head-final, that is, nothing can appear after the participial head within the PartP (see also the (a)-examples in (78–80) in 2.1.4.1, sub III). Moreover, attributive participial constructions do not tolerate the appearance of non-head-final phrases within the PartP, either, as illustrated in (129c) by a right-branching noun phrase (on branching restrictions in Hungarian, for a systematic review, see Alberti et al. (2015) and Alberti and Farkas (2017)). These constraints do not hold for predicative participial constructions, see (129a). The given sentence is ambiguous: the ablative case marked noun phrase right-adjacent to the nominal head ‘poem’ can be interpreted as a satellite that belongs to either this nominal head or the participial head ‘can be learnt’. The former interpretation suggests that predicative participial constructions can host right branching satellites while both interpretations suggest that a predicative PartP can be such that satellites of the participial head appear after this head.


	
(129) ● Right-branching problems in participial constructions


	
a. 〈[DP A versN Móricztól]〉 könnyedén meg-tanul-hatóPart 〈[DP a versN Móricztól]〉.

the poem Móricz.Abl easily perf-study-Ható the poem Móricz.Abl

‘The poem (written) by Móricz can be easily learnt.’

A non-intended meaning that the given sequence of words can also be associated with:

‘The poem can be easily learnt from (a person who happens to be called) Móricz.’


	
b. *Találkoztam a [PartP könnyedén meg-tanul-ó a verset (Móricztól)] fiúval.

meet.Past.1Sg the easily perf-study-ó the poem.Acc Móricz.Abl boy.Ins

Intended meaning: ‘I met the boy who learnt the poem (written) by Móricz easily.’


	
b’. Találkoztam [PartP a Móricz-verset könnyedén meg-tanul-ó] fiúval.

meet.Past.1Sg the Móricz-poem.Acc easily perf-study-ó boy.Ins

‘I met the boy who learnt the Móricz-poem easily.’


	
b”. Találkoztam [PartP a Móricz-verset (bezzeg) könnyedén meg-tanul-ó] fiúval.

meet.Past.1Sg the Móricz-poem.Acc [reproach+] easily perf-study-ó boy.Ins

‘I met the boy who learnt the Móricz-poem easily, in contrast to other things/poems.’


	
c. *Találkoztam a [PartP mindkét verset Móricztól könnyedén meet.Past.1Sg the both poem.Acc Móricz.Abl easily

meg-tanul-ó] fiúval.

perf-study-ó boy.Ins

Intended meaning: ‘I met the boy who learnt both poems (written) by Móricz easily.’

A non-intended meaning that the given sequence of words can be associated with: ‘I met the boy who learnt both poems from (a person who happens to be called) Móricz.’


	
c’. (?)'Találkoztam a [PartP 'mindkét 'verset 'Móricztól °meg-tanul-ó] °fiúval.

meet.Past.1Sg the both poem.Acc Móricz.Abl perf-study-ó boy.Ins

‘I met the boy who learnt both poems written by MÓRICZ.’

A non-intended meaning that the given sequence of words can also be associated with: ‘I met the boy who is such that it is from (a person who happens to be called) Móricz that he learnt both poems to be learnt.’


	
c”. Találkoztam a [PartP Móricztól (bezzeg) mindkét verset könnyedén meet.Past.1Sg the Móricz.Abl [reproach+] both poem.Acc easily

meg-tanul-ó] fiúval.

perf-study-ó boy.Ins

(?)‘I met the boy who is such that, as for Móricz, he learnt easily both poems written by this author.’

A non-intended meaning that the given sequence of words can also be associated with: ‘I met the boy who is such that, as for Móricz (a person who happens to be called this way), from him he learnt easily both poems.’





Example (129b’) presents particular ways of avoiding the types of right branching within PartPs: on the one hand, satellites can always be topicalized, on the other, certain right-branching noun phrases can be turned into compound words. In (129b’), thus, the PartP as well as the DP in question are already head-final while the meaning of (129b) could be preserved. It is illustrated in (129b”) that attributive participial constructions can even contain contrastively topicalized satellites, in their preparticipial modifier zones.

As illustrated in (129c), attributive participial constructions cannot host right branching arguments functioning as operators, either. The sequence of words in question can only be associated with the meaning according to which the noun phrase Móricz functions immediately as a satellite of the participle and not that of the noun head ‘poem’ (cf. the meanings in (129a)). However, it is possible to evoke (also) the intended meaning (according to which Móricz is the writer of the poem) in the case of the same sequence of words if the complex noun phrase is separated into two noun phrases functioning as separate operators, for instance, a quantifier and a focus, as in (129c’), or a contrastive topic and a quantifier (in the word order presented), as in (129c”). It is also illustrated in (129c’-c”) that the order of the two simplex noun phrases into which the complex (right-branching) noun phrase has been divided is not restricted. Note that the other meaning according to which the two noun phrases are two different satellites immediately of the participial head is, obviously, still available in (129c’-c”).

The next part of this subsection concentrates on the investigation whether it is possible to have at least two arguments functioning as operators in the preparticipial modifier zone (see also the non-intended readings of the (c)-examples in (129), or to have operators both before and after the participial head. As illustrated in (130), the answer to both questions is positive; that is, there is no difference in this respect between arguments and adjuncts (cf. the also fully acceptable corresponding constructions in (126) in 2.2.2.1.2).

Let us first consider the case in which two arguments function as operators in the preparticipial modifier zone (130a-a’). As in the case when two adjuncts appear here, the noun phrases presented in (130a-a’) are also unambiguous due to the fact that in Hungarian pre-head operators are ordered scopally (cf. Remark 6 in the introductory part of 1.2.2), in contrast to operators in the post-head zone (É. Kiss 1992: 167).


	
(130) ● More than one scope taking adjunct in the preparticipial modifier zone and in both the pre- and the postparticipial modifier zone


	
a. a [mindkét infóst] [a berni konferenciára is] the both IT_guy.Acc the Bern.Adj conference.Sub also

el-küld-ő főnök

away-send-ó boss

[ALSO > ∀]: ‘the boss who is such that it holds for both IT guys that he sent them to the Bern conference, too.’


	
a’. [a berni konferenciára is] [mindkét infóst] el-küld-ő főnök the Bern.Adj conference.Sub also both IT_guy.Acc away-send-ó boss

[∀ > ALSO]: ‘the boss who is such that there is at least one conference in addition to the Bern conference to which he sent both IT guys’


	
b. [Mindkét infós] el-küld-hető [a berni konferenciára is].

both IT_guy away-send-Ható the Bern.Adj conference.Sub also

[∀ > ALSO]: ‘It holds for both IT guys that they can be sent to the Bern conference, too.’ [ALSO > ∀]: ‘It holds for the Bern conference, in addition to at least one other conference, that both IT guys can be sent there.’


	
b’. [A berni konferenciára is] el-küld-hető [mindkét infós].

the Bern.Adj conference.Sub also away-send-Ható both IT_guy

Both meanings provided in (130b) are also available here.





If there are two scope taking arguments but only one of them is placed in the prehead modifier zone while the other appears in the post-head zone, scopal ambiguity emerges (130b-b’) (just like in the case of adjuncts, see (126b-b’) in 2.2.2.1.2). A post-head operator is claimed not to be ordered scopally relative to another operator, either another post-head one or a pre-head one (see É. Kiss (1992: 167), see also Remark 6 in the introductory part of 1.2.2; NB: stress can result in disambiguation, see Varga (2016)). Therefore, both (130b) and (130b’) are predicted to be scopally ambiguous. Although the surface-order-reflecting scopal order is preferred in both cases, the prediction is to be regarded as being borne out.

Let us now turn to a topic mentioned in the introductory part of 2.2.2: there may be arguments before the pre-head complement zone with no (obvious, logically definable) scope-taking character; see example (121d) in that section. These arguments can be regarded as topicalized elements in a preparticipial modifier zone, see (131), on the basis of similar finite constructions presented in (183) in 1.2.2.1.3.

It is discussed in connection with the series of examples in (183) in 1.2.2.1.3 that, on the finite sentence level, both subjects and other arguments can appear as topics. In Hungarian, there can be more than one topic before the verb, with no restricted order. It is also illustrated in the given series of examples that topics in Hungarian, at least in finite constructions, considered by É. Kiss (2002: 11), are referential and specific; according to this, an indefinite subject of a sentence is obligatorily to be interpreted in a specific way.

With all this in mind, let us now consider participial constructions containing topics. The distribution of grammaticality judgments associated with the variants presented in (131a-a’) suggests that it is highly marked or definitely unaccepted for a topic in a PartP to be non-referential but specificity is not required in the case of an indefinite noun phrase; definite noun phrases, as expected, are fully acceptable as topics in PartPs, too. As shown in the (b)-examples, however, it is not excluded that non-referential noun phrases appear as topics in PartPs: it simply depends, in the case of all four types of participles, on the appropriate choice of the matrix construction, together with an also appropriate choice of the internal participial pragmasemantics, whether PartPs can readily host non-referential noun phrases as topics.


	
(131) ● Topics in preparticipial modifier zones


	
a. Találkoztál már a tavaly [a / egy / ??– híres nyelvésszel]

meet.Past.2Sg already the last_year the / a / – famous linguist.Ins már az első napon össze-ismerked-ő kollégámmal?

already the first day.Sup together-get_to_know-ó colleague.Poss.1Sg.Ins

‘Have you ever met my colleague who, last year, got to know [the/a famous linguist] / [one or more famous linguists] as early as the first day?’


	
a’. Találkoztál már a tavaly [a / egy / *?– konferenciára] meet.Past.2Sg already the last_year the / a / – conference.Sub [egy infóst] el-küld-ő főnökkel?

an IT_guy.Acc away-send-ó boss.Ins

‘Have you ever met my colleague who, last year, sent an IT guy [to the/a conference] / [to one or more conferences]?’


	
b. Nem ismerek [külföldi konferenciára] [angolul nem beszélő infóst]

not know.1Sg foreign conference.Sub in_English not speaking IT_guy.Acc

valaha is el-küld-ő főnököt.

ever also away-send-ó boss.Acc

‘I do not know any boss who has ever sent to a conference abroad an IT guy who does not speak

English.’


	
b’. Nem ismerek [külföldi konferenciára] valaha is el-küld-ött infóst.

not know.1Sg foreign conference.Sub ever also away-send-T IT_guy.Acc

‘I do not know any IT guy who has ever been sent to a conference abroad’


	
b”. Nem ismerek [külföldi konferenciára] feltétlenül el-küld-endő infóst.

not know.1Sg foreign conference.Sub by_all_means away-send-andó IT_guy.Acc

‘I do not know any IT guy who should be sent to a conference abroad by all means’ b”’. Nem ismerek [külföldi konferenciára] el-küld-hető infóst.

not know.1Sg foreign conference.Sub away-send-Ható IT_guy.Acc

‘I do not know any IT guy who could be sent to a conference abroad’


	
c. az [Ilit] [a lublini konferenciára] végül mégis el-küld-ő főnök

the Ili.Acc the Lublin.Adj conference.Sub finally even away-send-ó boss

‘the boss who finally did send Ili to the Lublin conference’


	
c’. [a lublini konferenciára] [Ilit] végül mégis el-küld-ő főnök

the Lublin.Adj conference.Sub Ili.Acc finally even away-send-ó boss

‘the boss who finally did send Ili to the Lublin conference’





As illustrated in (131c-c’), participles pattern with finite constructions and infinitives in tolerating several topics, potentially in all possible orders.

Note that, in addition to the “normal” type of topic, which has no logically definable scope-taking character, there is a special, contrastive, type of topic, see (183d-d”) in 1.2.2.1.3, characterized by É. Kiss (2002: 22–23) as follows: it is “pronounced with a particular, contrastive intonation comprised of a brief fall and a long rise” and “it conveys the implicature that there is also an alternative referent for whom an alternative predicate holds”. Note that there is a special discourse marker in Hungarian, namely bezzeg (with a reproachful overtone), which makes the contrastive interpretation clear, even if the aforementioned intonation is not carefully carried out, see also the comments on (100) in 1.1.4.1, sub VII in Chapter 1. Another characteristic feature of contrastive topics is that they are not necessarily referential expressions (É. Kiss 1992: 109). As discussed in connection with the series of examples in (90) in 2.1.4.1, sub VII, contrastive topics are also readily hosted in PartPs; see also (129c”) above.

It is illustrated in (132) that participles only partially pattern with infinitives in what is referred to as “licensing extraction from deep syntactic strata” in the comments on (186) in 1.2.2.1.3. Possessive as well as non-possessive arguments of PartP-internal complex noun phrases can be extracted from their (presumably) basegenerated positions to PartP-internal operator positions (132a,b), but not to further PartP-external operator positions (132a’,b’). That the extraction of remnant noun phrases from PartPs, leaving their satellites within Part is also illustrated in (132a”,b”). It is also not possible to extract any kind of arguments, with or without arguments, from PartPs at all (132a’”). Note that the mixed use of five different types of operators altogether in (132) is intended to express that the freedom of PartP-internal extraction and its lack in a PartP-external relation are not operatorspecific.


	
(132) ● Extraction of arguments inside and outside PartPs and extraction of whole PartPs from attributive constructions?


	
a. Találkoztam a [PartP Péternek (is) tavaly mindkét könyvét

meet.Past.1Sg the Péter.Dat also last_year both book.Poss.Acc

el-olvas-ó] lánnyal.

away-read-ó girl.Ins

‘I met the girl who, last year, read both books of Péter’s (too).’


	
a’. *Péternek (is) találkoztam a [PartP tavaly mindkét könyvét

Péter.Dat also meet.Past.1Sg the last_year both book.Poss.Acc el-olvas-ó] lánnyal.

away-read-ó girl.Ins

Intended meaning: (132a)


	
a”. *Mindkét könyvét találkoztam a [PartP Péternek (is) tavaly

both book.Poss.Acc meet.Past.1Sg the Péter.Dat also last_year

el-olvas-ó] lánnyal.

away-read-ó girl.Ins

Intended meaning: (132a)


	
a”’. *Mindkét könyvét (Péternek (is)) találkoztam a [PartP tavaly

both book.Poss.Acc Péter.Dat also meet.Past.1Sg the last_year

el-olvas-ó] lánnyal.

away-read-ó girl.

Ins Intended meaning: (132a)


	
b. Találkoztam a [PartP Móricztól (bezzeg) csak a tehenes verset

meet.Past.1Sg the Móricz.Abl [reproach+] only the cow.Adj poem.Acc

meg-tanul-ó] fiúval.

perf-study-ó boy.Ins

(?)‘I met the boy who is such that, as for Móricz, he learnt only the poem about cows by this author.’

A non-intended meaning that the given sequence of words can also be associated with: ‘I met the boy who is such that, as for Móricz (a person who happens to be called this way), from him he learnt only the poem about cows.’


	
b’. *Móricztól (bezzeg) találkoztam a [PartP csak a tehenes verset

Móricz.Abl [reproach+] meet.Past.1Sg the only the cow.Adj poem.Acc meg-tanul-ó] fiúval.

perf-study-ó boy.Ins

Potential (but non-available) meanings: both variants in (132b)


	
b”. *Csak a tehenes verset találkoztam a [PartP Móricztól (bezzeg)

only the cow.Adj poem.Acc meet.Past.1Sg the Móricz.Abl [reproach+]

meg-tanul-ó] fiúval.

perf-study-ó boy.Ins

Potential (but non-available) meanings: both variants in (132b)


	
c. *[PartP Móricztól csak a tehenes verset meg-tanul-ó(-val)] találkoztam

Móricz.Abl only the cow.Adj poem.Acc perf-study-ó(-Ins) meet.Past.1Sg a / egy / – fiúval.

the / a / – boy.Ins

Intended meaning: ‘I have met [the / a boy] / boys who had learnt only the poem about cows by Móricz.’





Whole PartPs cannot be extracted from their matrix attributive constructions, either (NB: the same holds for almost all satellites of nouns except for possessor and nonpossesor arguments, and quantifier determiners to a certain extent); presumably due to the fact that, in Hungarian, attributes show no kind of agreement with the nominal head they belong to (132c).

The next series of examples are devoted to the overview of the operator orders (im)possible in participial constructions relative to those in finite ones, discussed in connection with the series of examples in (187) in 1.2.2.1.3.

It was shown in (187) in 1.2.2.1.3 that the basic “finite” operator order is [Topic > Quantifier > Focus], on the basis of É. Kiss (2002: 112–113), while the opposite orders [Quantifier > Topic], [Focus > Topic] and [Focus > Quantifier] were shown to be unacceptable, at least in what can be referred to as the ‘preverbal field’ according to the explicit (“surface”) position of the verb stem appearing in the word orders. The sufficiently acceptable “opposite” word orders are all such that the subordinate operator (in the scope of another operator) follows the verb stem (in the theory-neutral sense, in which no distinction can be made between arguments spelt out in their base-generated positions after/outside an operator domain and arguments spelt out in an operator domain after the lifted copy of the verb appearing somewhere in the left periphery of the operator domain in question). As was also mentioned, assuming a topic position after the verb and the verbal particle is illegitimate in most syntactic theories we know, but in the theory-neutral approach of this book it is useful to consider these, otherwise perfect, word-order alternatives as part of the relevant set of permutations.

This lengthy demonstration of the basic pre-head “finite” operator orders and the acceptable alternatives, based on the placement of the two operators considered on the two sides of the head, is of importance due to the fact that, in attributive participial constructions, there is no post-head zone potentially available to the lower operators. Perhaps as compensation for this reduction, it is not only the basic [Topic > Quantifier > Focus] operator order that is acceptable in preparticipial modifier zones (133a,b,c,d) but all the pairwise constructable opposite orders are at worst marked (133b’,c’,d’). If one of the two operators co-considered is a topic, the two orders cannot be associated with different meanings (133b-c’), and the [NonTopic > Topic] orders are slightly (but only surprisingly slightly) dispreferred to the standard order. The [Quantifier > Focus] order, however, is associated with a meaning different from the one associated with the [Focus > Quantifier] order (133d-d’), in accordance with the case of pre-head operators in finite constructions.


	
(133) ● Order of operators in the pre-head zone in attributive participial constructions


	
a. Csalódtam a [Petivel]Topic [Ilit is / mindkét lányt]Quantifier

be_disappointed.Past.1Sg the Peti.Ins Ili.Acc also / both girl.Acc

[csak Vilinek]Focus be-mutattat-ó kollégában.

only Vili.Dat into-introduce.Caus-ó colleague.Ine

‘I am disappointed with the colleague who made Peti introduce [Ili also] / [both girls] only to Vili.’


	
b. Találkoztál már a tegnap [Marit]Topic

meet.Past.1Sg already the yesterday Mari.Acc

[a főzésre is / mindkét munkára]Quantifier

the cooking.Sub also / both work.Sub

váratlanul meg-kér-ő kollégával?

unexpectedly perf-ask-ó colleague.Ins

‘Have you met the colleague who, yesterday, unexpectedly asked Mari for [also the cooking] /

[both jobs]?’


	
b’. (?)Találkoztál már a tegnap [a főzésre is / mindkét munkára]Quantifier

meet.Past.1Sg already the yesterday the cooking.Sub also / both work.Sub

[Marit]Topic váratlanul meg-kér-ő kollégával?

Mari.Acc unexpectedly perf-ask-ó colleague.Ins

‘Have you met the colleague who, yesterday, unexpectedly asked Mari [also to cook] / [for both jobs]?’


	
c. Találkoztál már a [Marit]Topic

[csak a főzésre]Focus

meet.Past.1Sg already the Mari.Acc only the cooking.Sub meg-kér-ő kollégával?

perf-ask-ó colleague.Ins

‘Have you met the colleague who asked Mari only to cook?’


	
c’. ?Találkoztál már a [csak a főzésre]Focus [Marit]Topic

meet.Past.1Sg already the only the cooking.Sub Mari.Acc

meg-kér-ő kollégával?

perf-ask-ó colleague.Ins

‘Have you met the colleague who asked Mari only to cook?’


	
d. Találkoztál már a [mindkét lányt]Quantifier [csak a főzésre]Focus

meet.Past.1Sg already the both girl.Acc only the cooking.Sub

meg-kér-ő kollégával?

perf-ask-ó colleague.Ins

‘Have you met the colleague who asked both girls only to cook?’ [Neither of the two girls have been asked for any further jobs.]


	
d’. (?)Találkoztál már a [csak a főzésre]Focus

[mindkét lányt]Quantifier meet.Past.1Sg already the only the cooking.Sub both girl.Acc

meg-kér-ő kollégával?

perf-ask-ó colleague.Ins

‘Have you met the colleague who is such that the only job both girls are asked for is the cooking?’ [Each of the two girls may have been separately asked for further jobs.]





The possible operator orders in predicative ható-participial constructions, however, are exactly the same as in the finite verbal constructions. This is presumably due to the fact that the ható-participle is the main predicate of the matrix clause, see the comments on the series of examples in (115) in 2.2.1.1.4 and see also Remark 14 in 2.2.1.1.2. We briefly illustrate this similarity to finite constructions, and difference from attributive participial ones, in (134) with the semantically relevant operator pair, that of a quantifier and a focus. The [Quantifier > Focus] order is to be expressed in the pre-head zone in the case of all finite constructions (134a), attributive participial ones (133d) and predicative participial ones (134a’). The [Focus > Quantifier] order, however, can (and must) be expressed in the pre-head zone only in the case of attributive participial constructions (133d) (cf. (134c-c’)) while predicative participial constructions pattern with finite constructions in inevitably exploiting the post-head zone as well (134b-b’).


	
(134) ● Order of operators in the pre-head zone in predicative ható-participial constructions


	
a. [Mindkét lányt]Quantifier [csak a főzésre]Focus kérik meg.

both girl.Acc only the cooking.Sub ask.DefObj.3Pl perf

‘They ask both girls only to cook.’ [Neither of the two girls have been asked for any further jobs.]


	
a’. [Mindkét lány]Quantifier [csak a főzésre]Focus kér-hető meg.

both girl only the cooking.Sub ask-Ható perf

‘Both girls can be asked only to cook.’ [Neither of the two girls can be asked for any further jobs.]


	
b. [Csak a főzésre]Focus kérik 〈meg〉 [mindkét lányt]Quantifier 〈?meg〉.

only the cooking.Sub ask.DefObj.3Pl perf both girl.Acc perf

‘The only job for which they ask both girls is the cooking.’ [Each of the two girls may be separately asked for further jobs.]


	
b’. [Csak a főzésre]Focus kér-hető 〈meg〉 [mindkét lány]Quantifier 〈?meg〉.

only the cooking.Sub ask-Ható perf both girl perf

‘The only job for which both girls can be asked for is the cooking.’ [Each of the two girls may be separately asked for further jobs.]


	
c. *[Csak a főzésre]Focus [mindkét lányt]Quantifier 〈meg-〉kérik 〈meg〉.

only the cooking.Sub both girl.Acc perf-ask.DefObj.3Pl perf

Intended meaning: the same as the one provided in (134b)


	
c’. *[Csak a főzésre]Focus [mindkét lány]Quantifier 〈meg-〉kér-hető 〈meg〉.

only the cooking.Sub both girl perf-ask-Ható perf

Intended meaning: the same as the one provided in (134b’)





The last question to discuss in this subsection is where different adverb types can be inserted into the word order determined by the basic [Topic > Quantifier > Focus] operator structure. It is a plausible hypothesis, as a point of departure, that in this respect participial constructions pattern with finite verbal constructions; see  Table 4.

As illustrated in (135), the hypothesis can unquestionably be retained in the case of high adverbs (listed in (18) in 2.1.2.1) and low adverbs (listed in (20) in 2.1.2.1): while a low adverb accepts only the position left-adjacent to the verbal-modifier position (135c-c’), it is exactly this position from which high adverbs are essentially excluded (135a-a’). As for medium-level adverbs (listed in (19) in 2.1.2.1), their connection to the “quantifier zone” is still obvious but their appearance in the “topic zone” and between the focus and the verbal-modifier position is, respectively, less unacceptable (135b-b’) and radically less acceptable (135b), compared to the situation in finite contexts. The former difference may have to do with the freer operator order, illustrated in (133), while the latter might have to do with what is also in the background of this freedom, the lack of post-head positions in attributive participial constructions.


	
(135) ● High-, medium- and low-level adverbs in the word order determined by the basic [Topic > Quantifier > Focus] operator structure in the preparticipial modifier zone


	
a. a(z) 〈szerencsére〉 [engem]Topic 〈szerencsére〉 [mindig]Quantifier

the fortunately I.Acc fortunately always

〈(?)szerencsére〉 [csak az érdekes konferenciákra]Focus 〈*szerencsére〉

fortunately only the interesting conference.Pl.Sub fortunately

el-küld-ő főnök

away-send-ó boss

‘the boss who fortunately always sends me only to the interesting conferences’


	
a’. az [engem]Topic 〈szerencsére〉 [az érdekes konferenciákra]Topic

the I.Acc fortunately the interesting conference.Pl.Sub

[mindig]Quantifier 〈??szerencsére〉 el-küld-ő főnök always fortunately away-send-Ó boss

‘the boss who fortunately always sends me to the interesting conferences’


	
b. a(z) 〈??szándékosan〉 [engem]Topic 〈(?)szándékosan〉 [mindig]Quantifier

the intentionally I.Acc intentionally always

〈✓szándékosan〉 [csak az unalmas konferenciákra]Focus 〈*szándékosan〉

intentionally only the boring conference.Pl.Sub intentionally

el-küld-ő főnök

away-send-ó boss

‘the boss who always intentionally sends me only to the boring conferences’


	
b’. az [engem]Topic 〈??szándékosan〉 [az unalmas konferenciákra]Topic

the I.Acc intentionally the boring conference.Pl.Sub

[mindig]Quantifier 〈✓szándékosan〉 el-küld-ő főnök

always intentionally away-send-Ó boss

‘the boss who always intentionally sends me to the boring conferences’


	
c. a 〈*teljesen〉 [a problémát]Topic 〈*teljesen〉 [mindig]Quantifier

the completely the problem.Acc completely always

〈*teljesen〉 [csak harmadszorra]Focus 〈✓teljesen〉

completely only for_the_third_time fortunately

meg-old-ó szerelő

perf-solve-ó mechanic

‘the mechanic who always completely solves the problem only for the third time’


	
c’. [a problémát]Topic 〈*teljesen〉 [a szerelővel]Topic [mindig]Quantifier

the problem.Acc completely the mechanic.Ins always ✓

〈 teljesen〉 meg-oldat-ó főnök

completely perf-solve.Caus-ó boss

‘the boss who always makes the mechanic completely solve the problem’






2.2.2.2.  Post-head modification

This subsection is devoted to the question of post-head modification: free adjuncts are discussed generally (2.2.2.2.1) and more specifically as scope takers (2.2.2.2.2). Note that only predicative ható-participles will be investigated in these subsections due to the fact that only they can readily appear as predicates (and attributive participles are always head-final constructions, that is, no phonetic material can appear after their head). Note also that constituency cannot be verified in this case as the copula, if it is explicitly present, is to appear between the ható-participle and its satellites, while if it is not present, it is still typically held to be there by syntacticians (see the comments on (108b’) in 2.2.1.1.1). In this theory-neutral book, what we can do is provide the data we consider relevant in the area in question and leave it to readers to analyze them in their own syntactic frameworks and then to decide what can appear in postparticipial complement zones.


2.2.2.2.1. Free adjuncts as post-head modifiers

The series of examples presented in (136) is devoted to the illustration of the categories which can appear in the postparticipial modifier zone (136a). The matrix construction is given in (136b).

It is a plausible hypothesis that categories that can appear as pre-head modifiers can also appear as post-head ones. As shown in (136), this hypothesis is completely borne out as all the categories serving as pre-head adjuncts (see (122) in 2.2.2.1.1) can readily appear in post-head zones, too, that is, referential and bare noun phrases (136c-c’), postpositional (136d), adverbial and converbial phrases (136e). As shown in (136f), even more than one phrase can readily co-appear here.


	
(136) ● Categories of postparticipial modifiers


	a. [PARTP … [PARTP... Part ...] postPart-modifiers]

	
b. A kávé elfogyaszt-ható [….].

the coffee consume-Ható

‘Coffee can be consumed […].’


	
c. [DP a diófa árnyékában]] the walnut_tree shadow.Poss.Ine

‘in the shade of the walnut-tree’


	
c’. [NP barna cukorral]]

brown sugar.Ins

‘with brown sugar’


	
d. [PP a bőséges reggeli után]]

the substantial breakfast after

‘after the substantial breakfast’


	
e. [[AdvP tűzforrón] vagy [ConvP felmelegítve] ]]

fire_hot.Adv or up.warm.Conv

‘piping hot or warmed’


	
f. [AdvP jó forrón] [NP barna cukorral]

good hot.Adv brown sugar.Ins

[DP a diófa árnyékában] [PP a bőséges reggeli után]]

the walnut_tree shadow.Poss.Ine the substantial breakfast after

‘very hot with brown sugar

in the shade of the walnut-tree after the substantial breakfast’





Another potential investigation concerning the occurrence of adjuncts in the postparticipial modifier zone may be based on Surányi’s (2008) adverb classification in finite clauses, which rests upon Cinque’s (1999) universal hierarchy. In the final part of subsection 2.1.2.1, this investigation has been exhaustively executed in a way that all Cinque-types of adjunct have been tested in pre-head positions (see the series of examples in (18–20) in 2.1.2.1); here a few types are presented to illustrate the generalization that, although it is obvious that this placement is not the preferred one, basically all types of high- (137a), medium- (137b) and low-level (137c) adverbs can readily appear as postparticipial modifiers.


	
(137) ● High-, medium- and low-level adverbs in the postparticipial modifier zone


	
a. (?)Ili meg-hív-ható a fogadásra is

Ili perf-invite-Ható the reception.Sub also

szerintem / szerencsére / állítólag / valószínűleg / egyszer / according_to.1Sg / fortunately / allegedly / probably / once /

talán / általában / esetleg.

perhaps / usually / possibly

‘[In my opinion] / fortunately / allegedly / probably / once / perhaps / necessarily / usually / possibly Ili can be invited to the reception, too.’


	
b. (?)Ili meg-hív-ható a fogadásra is megint / [még mindig].

Ili perf-invite-Ható the reception.Sub also again / still always

‘Ili can still be invited to the reception, too, again.’


	
c. (?)A fura kérdések is mindig meg-válaszol-ható-ak

the strange question.Pl also always perf-answer-ható-Pl

röviden / teljesen / ügyesen.

briefly / completely / well

‘Even the strange questions can always be answered briefly / completely / well.’






2.2.2.2.2. Free adjuncts as post-head operators

It is exemplified that, of the six types of operator listed in (5) in the Introduction to the volume, the three quantifier-like types—mind-quantifiers (138a), is-quantifiers (138b) and negative quantifiers (138e)—can readily appear after ható-participles while the three narrow-focus-like types—csak-foci (138c), negative foci (138d) and wh-words (138f)—cannot be hosted there. The results are worth comparing to those in (115) in 2.2.1.1.4, where arguments were investigated after a ható-participial head: in the area of description considered, adjuncts can be characterized by the same distribution of acceptance as arguments.


	
(138) ● Adjuncts as operators in the postparticipial modifier zone


	
a. A szöveg át-olvas-ható [mindkét napon].

the text across-read-Ható both day.Sup

‘The text can be read [on both days].’


	
b. A szöveg át-olvas-ható [ma is].

the text across-read-Ható today also

‘The text can be read [today as well].’


	
c. *A szöveg át-olvas-ható [csak ma].

the text across-read-Ható only today

Intended meaning: ‘The text can be read [only today].’


	
d. *A szöveg át-olvas-ható [nem ma].

the text across-read-Ható not today

Intended meaning: ‘The text can be read [on another day than today]’


	
e. A szöveg nem olvasható át [semelyik napon].

the text not read-Ható across none day.Sup

‘The text cannot be read [on any day].’


	
f. *A szöveg át-olvas-ható mikor / [melyik napon]?

the text across-read-Ható when / which day.Sup

Intended meaning: ‘Which is the day that is such that you have some problem with the text read that day?’





The next part of this subsection is devoted to the investigation of whether it is possible to have more than one operator in the postparticipial modifier zone. As illustrated in (139), two adjuncts can readily appear in the postparticipial modifier zone; and, just like in the case of postparticipial arguments (see (116) in 2.2.1.1.4), the examples in (139a-b) are ambiguous (with a negligible preference associated with the word-order-reflecting scopal order) due to the fact that, in Hungarian, posthead operators are not ordered scopally (É. Kiss 1992: 167).


	
(139) ● More than one scope taking adjunct in the postparticipial modifier zone


	
a. Ez a könyv árusít-ható [Szegeden is] [mindkét napon].

this the book.Pl sell.ható Szeged.Sup also both day.Sup

[ALSO > ∀]: ‘This book is such that there is at least one place in addition to Szeged where it can be sold on both days’

[∀ > ALSO]: ‘This book is such that it holds for both days that it can be sold in Szeged, too.’


	
b. Ez a könyv árusít-ható [mindkét napon] [Szegeden is].

this the book.Pl sell.ható both day.Sup Szeged.Sup also

Both meanings provided in (139a) are also available here.





The last case to investigate in this subsection is the combination in which there are two scope taking operators but only one of them is an adjunct, placed in the postparticipial modifier zone, while the other is now an argument appearing in the preparticipial modifier zone (2.2.2.1.3). As illustrated in (140), these kinds of constructions are ambiguous (with a negligible preference associated with the wordorder reflecting scopal order) in the same way as constructions containing two adjuncts postparticipially (139).


	
(140) ● Operators in both the preparticipial and the postparticipial modifier zone

Ez az infós [a berni konferenciára is] el-küld-hető [mindkét évben].

this the IT_guy the Bern.Adj conference.Sub also away-send-Ható both year.Ine

[ALSO > ∀]: ‘This IT guy is such that there is at least one place in addition to Bern where he can be sent to in both years.’

[∀ > ALSO]: ‘This IT guy is such that it holds for both years that he can be sent to the Bern conference, too.’




2.3.  External syntax of participles 

This section discusses the distribution of participial phrases within the clause, and the differences between the four types with respect to their distributional properties. Sections 2.3.1 and 2.3.2 deal with the syntactic functions and the syntactic positions of participial phrases, respectively. We have organized the discussion on the basis of two factors: the category of the matrix element that subcategorizes for the participle, and the function of the given participle: whether it is an argument, an adjunct or a predicate. This section is relatively short, given that some of the issues discussed here are discussed in more detail elsewhere (see volumes N and A).


2.3.1.  Syntactic functions of participial phrases 

This subsection mainly focuses on the syntactic functions of participial phrases, which the authors consider to be more or less the same as adjectives have but there is unquestionably a major speaker dependent and semantic-content sensitive variation (cf. (11–15) in 2.1.1). We begin with a discussion of the functions participial phrases can fulfill as arguments. This is followed by a discussion of participial phrases as adjuncts and as predicates. This subsection contains examples from section 2.1 as well; here we reiterate the crucial points from the point of view of the external syntax of participles. Our strategy is to recapitulate the major points with the help of a few examples, then to refer the reader to the appropriate section for more detailed discussion.

A general comment is required in advance. Certain syntactic positions weakly tolerate phrases which are richly branching and/or have a major phonetic weight. These positions are thus such that the most easily acceptable examples with participles occupying them contain trivial PartPs. As pointed out by Lipták and Kenesei (2017), however, it is not easy to decide in the case of a single word whether it is a trivial participle, formed from a trivial verbal basis with no change in meaning, or an adjective. The failure of forming a comparative form and a variant modified by an intensifier, on the one hand, and the existence of a relative-clause paraphrase with no change in meaning, on the other (see the (a-a”)-examples in (ii-v) in Remark 2 in 2.1.1) can serve as good (but not necessarily conclusive) arguments for qualifying a trivial phrase to be a participle. The latter test can be illustrated with the minimal pair síró/sírós. The matrix noun phrase a síró lány ‘the weep.ó girl’ can be said to contain an ó-participle with a stage-level interpretation on the grounds that it means ‘the girl who is weeping’ while a sírós lány has a distinct individual-level meaning: ‘the girl who often weeps’ (NB: -s is a semiproductive adjectivalizer with the meaning ‘who often does so’).

First of all, we declare that participial phrases, at least ó-, T- and andó-participles, are held to be predestined to serve as attributive constructions and to be excluded from other grammatical functions (Laczkó 2000a: 410, 441, Kenesei 2000: 127). Nevertheless, due to their high degree of adjectivalness (see 2.1.4.2 and  Table 3 in 2.1.4.3), there may occur more or less marginal examples of participials in nonattributive functions as well, obviously in strong positive correlation with the subtype-specific levels of adjectivalness within the four subtypes.

Some examples can be created, for instance, in which an ó-participial phrase appears as an argument of a verb (141a), in the special role of an oblique case marked secondary predicate. As a straightforward consequence of this fact, however, an ó-participial phrase can even be the argument of other nonfinite/deverbal categories (formed from the same small group of verbs), such as infinitives (141b), various types of participles (141c-c’), or converbs (141d), deverbal nominals (141e) and deverbal adjectives (141f) (cf. (2a-a’) in 2.1.1). An Óparticipial phrase, however, cannot be the argument of a noun or adjective that has not been derived from a verb.


	
(141) ● Categories taking ó-participial phrases as their arguments


	
a. [VP Átalakítom a házat [PARTP neked is tetsz-ő-re]].

rebuild.DefObj.1Sg the house.Acc you.Dat also please-ó-Sub

‘I am going to rebuild the house into one that also pleases you.’


	
a’. [VP Átminősítették a problémát [PARTP *?meg-old-ott-ra /

reclassify.Past.DefObj.3Pl the problem.Acc perf-solve-t-Sub / ?[sürgősen meg-old-andó-ra] / (?)[nehezen meg-old-ható-ra]].

urgently perf-solve-andó-Sub / difficultly perf-solve-ható-Sub

‘The problem was reclassified as solved / [one to be urgently solve] / [difficult to solve].’


	
b. (?)Szeretném [INFP átalakíta-ni a házat [PARTP még neked is tetsz-ő-re]].

like.Cond.DefObj.1Sg rebuild-Inf the house.Acc even you.Dat also please-Part-Sub

‘I would like to rebuild the house into one that pleases even you.’


	
c. ?[PARTP a házat [PARTP még neked is tetsz-ő-re] átalakít-ó] építész

the house.Acc even you.Dat also please-Part-Sub rebuild-ó architect

‘the architect who has rebuilt the house into one that pleases even you’


	
c’. ?a [PARTP még neked is tetsz-ő-re] átalakít-ott /átalakít-andó /átalakít-ható] ház

even you.Dat also please-Part-Sub rebuild-T / rebuild-andó / rebuild-Ható house

‘the house that [has been] / [should/can be] rebuilt into one that pleases even you’


	
d. [CONVP Átalakít-va a házat [PARTP még neked is tetsz-ő-re]]

rebuild-Conv the house.Acc even you.Dat also please-Part-Sub

végre elkezdtem a másik munkát.

finally begin.Past.1Sg the other job.Acc

‘Having rebuilt the house into one that pleases even you, finally I have begun the other job.’


	
e. [DP a ház átalakít-ás-a [PARTP még neked is tetsz-ő-re]]

the house rebuild-Nmn-Poss even you.Dat also please-Part-Sub

‘the rebuilding of the house into one that pleases even you’


	
f. a [PARTP neked tetsz-ő-re] átalakít-hatatlan] ház

you.Dat please-Part-Sub rebuild-Adjr house

‘the house that cannot be rebuilt into one that pleases you’





It is illustrated in (141a’) that t-participles cannot appear as arguments of verbs, while andó-participles are somewhat better in this function, and ható-participles can readily serve as arguments of certain verbs. We claim without illustration that these generalizations also hold for other non-finite/deverbal categories as argument takers as well.

As discussed in connection with the series of examples in (15) in 2.1.1, t-, andó- and ható-participles can readily appear as verbal modifiers in finite verbal phrases (142a), also in the function of (oblique case marked) secondary predicates. As predicted (cf. (141), these participle types can also be arguments of other nonfinite/deverbal categories such as infinitives (142b), various types of participles (142c-c’), or converbs (142d), deverbal nominals (142e), and deverbal adjectives (142f).


	
(142) ● Categories taking T-, andó- and ható-participial phrases as their verbal modifier arguments


	
a. Ezt a problémát [VP [PARTP meg-old-ott-nak / meg-old-andó-nak /

this.Acc the problem.Acc perf-solve-t-Dat / perf-solve-andó-Dat /

/ meg-old-ható-nak] minősítették].

/ perf-solve-ható-Dat qualify.Past.DefObj.3Pl

‘This problem was qualified as one that [has been] / [should be] / [can be] solved.’


	
b. Ezt a problémát sosem fogják [INFP [PARTP meg-old-ott-nak /

this.Acc the problem.Acc never will_be.DefObj.3Sg perf-solve-t-Dat /

/ meg-old-andó-nak / meg-old-ható-nak] minősít-eni].

/ perf-solve-andó-Dat / perf-solve-ható-Dat qualify-Inf

‘This problem will never be qualified as one that [has been] / [should be] / [can be] solved.’


	
c. [PARTP a problémát [PARTP meg-old-ott-nak / meg-old-andó-nak /

the problem.Acc perf-solve-t-Dat / perf-solve-andó-Dat /

/ meg-old-ható-nak] minősít-ő] főnök

/ perf-solve-ható-Dat qualify-ó boss

‘the boss who qualifies the problem as one that [has been] / [should be] / [can be] solved’


	
c’. a [PARTP [PARTP meg-old-ott-nak / meg-old-andó-nak / meg-old-ható-nak]

the perf-solve-t-Dat / perf-solve-andó-Dat / perf-solve-ható-Dat

minősít-ett / minősít-endő / minősít-hető] probléma

qualify-T / qualify-andó / qualify-Ható problem

‘the problem which [has been] / [should be] / [can be] qualified as one that [has been] / [should be] / [can be] solved’


	
d. [CONVP A problémát [PARTP [PARTP meg-old-ott-nak / meg-old-andó-nak /

the problem.Acc perf-solve-t-Dat / perf-solve-andó-Dat /

meg-old-ható-nak] minősít-ve] végre elkezdtem a másik munkát.

perf-solve-ható-Dat qualify-Conv finally begin.Past.1Sg the other job.Acc

‘Having rebuilt the house into one that pleases Mari, finally I have begun the other job.’


	
e. [DP A probléma [PARTP meg-old-ott-nak / meg-old-andó-nak /

the problem perf-solve-t-Dat / perf-solve-andó-Dat /

meg-old-ható-nak] minősít-és-e] nem a te dolgod.

perf-solve-ható-Dat qualify-Nmn-Poss not the you thing.Poss.2Sg

‘Qualifying the problem as one that [has been] / [should be] / [can be] solved is not your business.’


	
f. a [AP [PARTP meg-old-ott-nak / meg-old-andó-nak / meg-old-ható-nak]

the perf-solve-t-Dat / perf-solve-andó-Dat / perf-solve-ható-Dat minősít-hetetlen] probléma

qualify-Adjr problem

‘the problem which cannot be qualified as one that [has been] / [should be] / [can be] solved’





As illustrated in (11a-d) in 2.1.1, all four types of participles readily appear in attributive functions (143a-a’), see also Laczkó (2000a: 441). ható- and andó-participles can also appear as special kinds of adjuncts functioning as contrastive topics in clauses where the matrix predicate is also a ható- or an andó-participle (143b-b’) (cf. (224–227) in 1.3.2); and due to this latter constraint, the construction in question is restricted to these two types of participle (cf. (13) in 2.1.1).


	
(143) ● Categories taking participial phrases as their adjuncts


	
a. [DP [PARTP a könyvet el-olvas-ó] lány

the book.Acc away-read-ó girl

‘the girl who is going to read the book’


	
a’. [DP az [PARTP el-olvas-ott / el-olvas-andó / el-olvas-ható] könyv]

the away-read-T / away-read-andó / away-read-Ható book

‘the book which [has been] / [should be] / [can be] read’


	
b. [PARTP El-olvas-ható-nak el-olvas-ható] ez a könyv, de kicsit unalmas.

away-read-ható-Dat away-read-Ható this the book but a_bit boring

‘It’s true that this book can be read, but it’s a bit boring.’


	
b’. (?)[PARTP El-olvas-andó-nak el-olvas-andó] ez a könyv, de nem most.

away-read-andó-Dat away-read-andó this the book but not now

‘It’s true that this book should be read, but not now.’





Just like adjectival phrases and relative clauses (see the volume on Adjectival Phrases), participial phrases can contribute to the semantic content of the matrix attributive construction not only restrictively, as in (143a-a’) above, for instance, but also in a non-restrictive, that is, additive, manner. This latter option is illustrated in (144a-d), in the case of all four types of participles, with (144e) exemplifying the additive contribution of an AP to the semantic content of an attributive construction.


	
(144) ● Nouns taking participial phrases as their additive attributes


	
a. [DP [PARTP a könyvet el-olvas-ó] feleségem]

the book.Acc away-read-ó wife.Poss.1Sg

‘my wife, who is going to read the book’

Non-intended restrictive reading: ‘the wife of mine, of my several wives, who is going to read the book’


	
b. [DP a [PARTP feleségem által is el-olvas-ott] első regényem]

the wife.Poss.1Sg by also away-read-T first novel.Poss.1Sg

‘my first novel, which has also been read by my wife’


	
c. [DP a [PARTP minden diáknak kötelezően el-olvas-andó] Egri csillagok

the every student.Dat obligatorily away-read-andó Eger.Adjr star.Pl

‘the Eclipse of the Crescent Moon, which every student should obligatorily read’


	
d. [DP [PARTP a gyerekek számára is ajánl-ható] Egri csillagok

the child.Pl for also recommend-Ható Eger.Adjr star.Pl

‘the Eclipse of the Crescent Moon, which can even be recommended for children’


	
e. [DP a [AP manapság is népszerű] Egri csillagok

the nowadays also popular Eger.Adjr star.Pl

‘the Eclipse of the Crescent Moon, which is still popular today’





andó- and ható-participles can serve as predicates (145) while the two other types, that is, ó- and t-participles, cannot have this function; see the series of examples in (13) in 2.1.1. Participles can also function as secondary predicates, as exemplified in (141–142) above.


	
(145) ● Participles functioning as predicates


	
a. Ez az infós el-küld-hető arra a konferenciára.

this the IT-guy away-send-Ható that.Sub the conference.Sub

‘This IT guy can be sent to that conference.’


	
b. ?Ez az infós el-küld-endő arra a konferenciára.

this the IT-guy away-send-andó that.Sub the conference.Sub

‘This IT guy should be sent to that conference.’






2.3.2.  Syntactic positions of participial phrases

This subsection discusses the information-structural positions in which participial phrases can appear. That is, it is investigated whether participles can appear in posthead positions, as verbal modifiers, and as various types of quantifiers, focus and topic. In view of the fact that these roles are linked to arguments while participles are predestined to serve as attributes (Laczkó 2000a: 410, 441, Kenesei 2000: 127), the types in question of the application of participles can be regarded as exceptional, rather than typical; in this subsection, hence, we restrict ourselves to a brief discussion.

Of the head types which an ó-participial phrase can belong to, listed in (141) in 2.3.1, the following categories can host the participial phrase in a post-head position (without any kind of operator character): a verb (146a), an infinitive (146b), a converb (146d), and a deverbal nominal (146e). Participles and adjectives can host participles in a post-head position only if they serve as predicates (146c”,f’), and not as attributes (146c-c’,f), due to the fact that attributive constructions are always head-final in Hungarian, see the (a)-examples in (78–80) in 2.1.4.1, sub III. As discussed in connection with (141a’), andó- and ható-participles (but not the Tparticiples) are also hosted as arguments to a certain extent, and we claim without illustration that these phrases can also appear in the same positions illustrated by Óparticiples in (146b,c”-e,f’) to the same extent as in (146a’), and they cannot appear in the positions from which ó-participles are excluded.


	
(146) ● Positions of participles: I. Post-head position


	
a. [VP Átalakítom a házat [PARTP Marinak tetsz-ő-re]].

rebuild.DefObj.1Sg the house.Acc Mari.Dat please-Part-Sub

‘I am going to rebuild the house into one that pleases Mari.’


	
a’. [VP Átminősítették a problémát [PARTP *?meg-old-ott-ra /

reclassify.Past.DefObj.3Pl the problem.Acc perf-solve-t-Sub /

?[sürgősen meg-old-andó-ra] / (?)[nehezen meg-old-ható-ra]].

urgently perf-solve-andó-Sub / difficultly perf-solve-ható-Sub

‘The problem was reclassified as solved / [one to be urgently solve] / [difficult to solve].’


	
b. Szeretném [INFP átalakíta-ni a házat [PARTP Marinak tetsz-ő-re]].

like.Cond.DefObj.1Sg rebuild-Inf the house.Acc Mari.Dat please-Part-Sub

‘I would like to rebuild the house into one that pleases Mari.’


	
c. *[PARTP a házat átalakít-ó [PARTP Marinak tetsz-ő-re]] építész

the house.Acc rebuild-ó Mari.Dat please-Part-Sub architect

Intended meaning: ‘the architect who has rebuilt the house into one that pleases Mari’


	
c’. *az átalakít-ott / átalakít-andó / átalakít-ható[PARTP Marinak tetsz-ő-re]] ház

the rebuild-T / rebuild-andó / rebuild-Ható Mari.Dat please-Part-Sub house

Intended meaning: ‘the house that [has been] / [should/can be] rebuilt into one that pleases Mari’


	
c”. Ez a ház átalakít-ható [PARTP Marinak tetsz-ő-re].

this the house rebuild-Ható Mari.Dat please-Part-Sub

‘This house can be rebuilt into one that pleases Mari.’


	
d. [CONVP Átalakít-va a házat [PARTP Marinak tetsz-ő-re]]

rebuild-Conv the house.Acc Mari.Dat please-Part-Sub

végre elkezdtem a másik munkát.

finally begin.Past.1Sg the other job.Acc

‘Having rebuilt the house into one that pleases Mari, finally I have begun the other job.’


	
e. [DP a ház átalakít-ás-a [PARTP Marinak tetsz-ő-re]]

the house rebuild-Nmn-Poss Mari.Dat please-Part-Sub

‘the rebuilding of the house into one that pleases Mari’


	
f. *az [AP átalakít-hatatlan [PARTP Marinak tetsz-ő-re]] ház

the rebuild-Adjr Mari.Dat please-Part-Sub house Intended meaning: ‘the house that cannot be rebuilt into one that pleases Mari’


	
f’. Ez a ház átalakít-hatatlan [PARTP Marinak tetsz-ő-re].

this the house rebuild-Adjr Mari.Dat please-Part-Sub

‘This house cannot be rebuilt into one that pleases Mari.’





As for further positions for PartPs, an example presented in (142a) in 2.3.1 serves as a point of departure for the series of examples below, repeated here as (147a): here a PartP appears as a verbal modifier.


	
(147) ● Positions of non-attributive participles: II. Other positions


	
a. Ezt a problémát [VP [PARTP meg-old-andó-nak]VMod minősítették].

this.Acc the problem.Acc perf-solve-andó-Dat qualify.Past.DefObj.3Pl

‘This problem has been qualified as one that should be solved.’


	
b. (?)Mind érdekesnek, [PARTP mind sürgősen meg-old-andó-nak]Quant csak te

all interesting.Dat all urgently perf-solve-andó-Dat only you minősíted ezt a problémát.

qualify.DefObj.2Sg this.Acc the problem.Acc

‘This problem has been qualified both as interesting and as one that should be urgently solved only by you.’


	
c. [PARTP Sürgősen meg-old-andó-nak is]Quant csak te minősíted

urgently perf-solve-andó-Dat also only you qualify.DefObj.2Sg

ezt a problémát.

this.Acc the problem.Acc

‘It was only you who qualified this problem as also one that should be urgently solved.’


	
d. (?)Tegnap [PARTP sürgősen meg-old-andó-ra]Focus minősítették

yesterday urgently perf-solve-andó-Sub qualify.Past.DefObj.3Pl

át ezt a problémát.

across this.Acc the problem.Acc

‘Yesterday this problem was reclassified as one that should be urgently solved.’


	
e. Ezt a problémát [PARTP ??[nem meg-old-andó-nak] /

this.Acc the problem.Acc not perf-solve-andó-Dat / ?[meg nem old-andó-nak]]Focus minősítették.

perf not solve-andó-Dat qualify.Past.DefObj.3Pl

‘This problem has been qualified as one that need not be solved.’


	
f. Milyen-nekwh minősítették ezt a problémát?

what_like-Dat qualify.Past.DefObj.3Pl this.Acc the problem.Acc

‘What like has this problem been qualified as?’


	
g. [PARTP Sürgősen meg-old-andó-nak]Topic négy kolléga

urgently perf-solve-andó-Dat four colleague

minősítte ezt a problémát.

qualify.Past.DefObj.3Sg this.Acc the problem.Acc

‘Four colleagues qualified this problem as one that should be urgently solved.’


	
h. [PARTP Sürgősen meg-old-andó-nak]CTopic bezzeg csak a másik

urgently perf-solve-andó-Dat [reproach+] only the other

problémát minősítték.

problem.Acc qualify.Past.DefObj.3Pl

‘As for qualifying problems as one that should be urgently solved, only the other problem has been qualified this way [unfortunately, our problem has not been qualified this way].’





As participles do not form expressions that could be categorized as basic universal quantifiers, the construction presented in (147b) is of the atypical kind illustrated, in the case of infinitives, in Remark 9 in 1.3.2. It is not difficult, however, to create examples of PartPs appearing as is-quantifiers (147c), positive and negative foci (147d-e), and non-contrastive and contrastive topics (147g-h); on a special type of contrastive topic construction, see (143b-b’) in 2.3.1. It is also possible to replace a PartP with a wh-expression, as shown in (147f). Nevertheless, although the resulting question is undoubtedly such that a congruent answer to it can be created with a PartP, there is no argument for qualifying the suitable wh-expression as a participial phrase; it is rather an adjectival one.

As participial expressions fundamentally serve as attributes, we conclude this discussion of their external syntax with a series of examples that demonstrates PartPs as wholes in (broad) scopal domains of certain operators within attributive constructions. In this theory-neutral book, we simply provide certain data we consider relevant in the area in question, at least as a point of departure for future research, and leave it to readers to analyze them in their own syntactic frameworks and base upon them a more extended, systematic survey.

In (148a), for instance, is ‘also’ is exemplified as a broad-domain additive operator (Surányi 2018, Farkas et al. 2020, Szabolcsi 2017, Balogh and Langer 2020, Alberti et al. 2023). It is worth observing that the particle itself occupies a position between the participial head and the verbal particle that belongs to this head and precedes it. Note that, if there is no verbal particle, which is otherwise permitted in the case of the verb from which the participial head is formed, there is simply no position for is (148a’). The same pair of phenomena can also be observed in the case of a special broad-domain is, whose counterpart in English is ‘indeed’ (Alberti and Farkas 2017, 2018, Balogh and Langer 2020, Alberti et al. 2023), as shown by the minimal pair in (148b-b’).


	
(148) ● Attributive participles in operator roles?


	
a. Ő [a szakember számát meg-szerz-ő,

she the specialist number.Poss.Acc perf-acquire-andó

és [PARTP neki másnap oda is telefonál-ó ]Quant] titkárnő.

and Dat.3Sg next_day to also phone-ó secretary

‘She is the secretary who had acquired the number of the specialist and the next day also phoned to him.’


	
a’. *Ő [a szakember számát meg-szerz-ő,

she the specialist number.Poss.Acc perf-acquire-andó

és [PARTP neki másnap 〈is〉 telefonál-ó 〈is〉]Quant titkárnő.

and Dat.3Sg next_day also phone-ó also secretary

Intended meaning: ‘She is the secretary who had acquired the number of the specialist and the next day also phoned to him’


	
b. Ő [az elnöknek hónapok óta oda-telefonál-ni készül-ő,

this the president.Dat month.Pl for to-phone-Inf prepare-ó

és [PARTP végül tegnap oda is telefonál-ó]Quant ] kollégám.

and finally yesterday to also phone-ó colleague.Poss.1Sg

‘He is the colleague of mine who has been prepared for phoning the president for months and finally yesterday he did indeed phone him.’


	
b’. *Ő [az elnöknek hónapok óta telefonál-ni készül-ő,

this the president.Dat month.Pl for phone-Inf prepare-ó

és [PARTP végül tegnap 〈is〉 telefonál-ó 〈is〉]Quant ] kollégám.

and finally yesterday also phone-ó also colleague.Poss.1Sg

Intended meaning: ‘He is the colleague of mine who has been prepared for phoning the president for months and finally yesterday he did indeed phone him.’


	
c. ?Ez egy [mind érdekes, [PARTP mind sürgősen meg-old-andó]Quant] probléma.

this an all interesting all urgently perf-solve-andó-Dat problem

‘This is a problem which is both interesting and one that should be solved.’


	
d. Ez egy [se(m) nem érdekes, [PARTP se(m) sürgősen megoldandónak

this an also_not not interesting also_not urgently perf-solve-andó-Dat

nem nevez-hető ]Quant ] probléma.

not name-Ható problem

‘This is a problem that is neither interesting nor can be said to be in urgent need of solving.’


	
e. Ez egy [hasznosnak aligha nevez-hető,

this an useful.Dat scarcely name-Ható

[PARTP csupán a látszat fenntartására szolgál-ó]Focus ] tevékenység.

only the appearance maintain.Nmn.Poss.Sub serve-ó activity

‘This is an activity that can scarcely be categorized as useful but has aimed only at maintaining appearances .’


	
f. Ez egy [PARTP ?[nem meg-old-andó] / ✓[meg nem old-andó]Focus ] probléma.

this a not perf-solve-andó / perf not solve-andó problem

‘This problem is one that need not be solved.’


	
g. ??Ez egy [PARTP vajonwh sürgősen meg-old-andó] probléma?

this an I_wonder urgently perf-solve-andó problem

‘Is this a problem really in urgent need of solving? [This is a problem concerning which I wonder whether it should be urgently solved].’





The special use of positive and negative universal quantifiers, illustrated, in the case of infinitives, in Remark 9 in 1.3.2, is illustrates in (148c-d); interestingly, the negative variant is significantly more acceptable than the positive one.

In (148e-f), it is in the area of foci that positive and negative variants are exemplified.

The last variant, the one in (148g), is an attempt to construct an example in which a PartP is taken in the domain of a wh-expression. We have qualified its acceptability as ‘unclear’, in harmony with the fact that, as an echo-question, it is more or less acceptable for certain speakers.


2.4.  Bibliographical notes 

The Hungarian participle markers are traditionally referred to as derivational suffixes (Keszler 2000a: 317, see also Laczkó 2000a: 409). In this volume, however, we essentially follow Kenesei’s alternative stance, who argues for their status as non-finite clause type marking inflectional suffixes (Kenesei 2000: 116– 128). Another difference between traditional and new stances is that, instead of considering three participial suffixes (e.g., Laczkó 2000a, Kiefer and Ladányi 2000a, b: 161), ható-constructions are also considered as participles (Farkas 2013, Lipták and Kenesei 2016, 2017). Special participial constructions are discussed by Laczkó (2000a: 431–434) and Nádasdi (2012).
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Introduction

This chapter discusses converbs. According to the protocol sketched in the Introduction to the whole volume, section 3.1 deals with the head; it provides a survey of the most distinctive syntactic, semantic and morphological characteristics of the different types of converb, with special emphasis on their formation from their verbal basis (which is not regarded as a type of derivation in current generative grammars, see Kenesei (2000: 116–128); nevertheless, we use the marking ‘ConvP’, but only as a shorthand, with no theoretical commitment to the traditional derivational approach, see Keszler (2000a: 317)). This will help readers to identify converbs and converbial phrases in Hungarian on the basis of their form, function and position in the sentence. Section 3.2 focuses on the internal syntax, while 3.3 on the external syntax of converbial constructions, that is, the syntactic uses and sentence-internal distribution of converbs.


3.1 Formation of converbs

This section will give a general characterization of Hungarian converbs and converbial phrases, often referred to in the relevant literature as adverbial participles, through some of their more conspicuous properties.

Subsection 3.1.1 is devoted to the morphological properties of converbs; it discusses the suffix variants they take and the productivity of the morphological process they are formed by.

Subsection 3.1.2 investigates the relationship between the converb and its verbal basis. It is mainly concerned with the effects of the formation process, with special emphasis on the inheritance of arguments and the semantic roles and information-structural functions of these arguments.

Although converbialization is almost fully productive, even it has restrictions on the formation process depending on the type of the input verb. This topic is discussed in 3.1.3.

Converbialization results in forms that pattern with adverbs with respect to their syntactic distribution but retain a number of the syntactic and semantic characteristics of the input verb. Subsection 3.1.4 will inspect what kind of verbal and adverbial properties Hungarian converbs have, and to what extent.


3.1.1. Forms of the converbs

Three converbial suffixes are considered in Hungarian grammars (see Laczkó 2000a): -vA, -vÁn and -AndÓ. From these, only the first one, -vA (1a), is claimed to be unquestionably productive, -vÁn (1b) and -AndÓ (1c) are considered to be somewhat archaic and/or non-productive (Laczkó 2000a: 409, 443, Bartos 2009: 75–76; cf. Kiefer and Ladányi 2000a: 161). Note that, as a participial suffix, -AndÓ is productive and follows the passive pattern of grammatical-function assignment (see Chapter 2), with its converbial counterpart following the active pattern of grammatical-function assignment (1c). It is also to be noted that it would require thorough research based on tests, corpus investigation and statistical methods to point out that VÁN- and ANDÓ-converbs are factually archaic and non-productive in all areas of language; there might be areas of the Hungarian grammar in which their use is productive and/or not based on an intention of speakers to supply their speech with an archaic flavor. It can also be argued that the fact that they are more accustomed and frequent in Educated Hungarian than in Colloquial Hungarian does not necessarily mean that they are non-productive and should be excluded from the discussion of present-day Hungarian.

In this volume we provide a systematic discussion only in the case of -vA- converbialization, primarily due to space limitations, leaving it to other sorts of books to systematically reveal how acceptable, synchronically, the two less frequent converb types are in different genres and registers of speakers, among different generations, and according to education and sociolinguistic status. Nevertheless, we intend to discuss and illustrate VÁN-converbialization in all areas where the use of VÁN-converbs can plausibly be considered to be not simply based on an intention of speakers to enrich their speech with an archaic/elevated stylistic feature.


	
● Suffixes of converbs


	
Be-lép-ve a terembe, bekapcsoltam a számítógépet.

into-step-VA the room into.switch.Past.1Sg the computer.Acc

‘Having entered the room, I switched on the computer.’


	
(?)Meg-old-ván egy komoly problémát a prímszámopkkal kapcsolatban, perf-solve-VÁN a serious problem.Acc the prime.number.Pl.Ins relation.Ine a figyelmem más irányba fordult.

the attention.Poss.1Sg other direction.Ill turn.Past.3Sg

‘After solving a serious puzzle concerning prime numbers, my attention has turned to another direction.’


	
(?)El-kerül-endő a komolyabb bonyodalmakat, más megoldást away-avoid-ANDÓ the serious.Comp complication.Pl.Acc other solution.Acc választottunk.

choose.Past.1Pl

‘To avoid more serious complications, we have chosen another solution.’





As for the forms of the suffixes of the VA-converb, it has allomorphs (2). The basic picture is presented in (2a,b), in which the choice of the suffix depends on frontness vowel harmony (on vowel harmony in Hungarian, see, for instance, Törkenczy (2011), Rebrus and Törkenczy (2015), and a brief summary on the topic in N1.1.1.2). In certain cases, there are paradigm gaps, that is, there are no convincingly acceptable VA-converbial forms (2c-c’); this group also contains the special subgroup of IK-verbs known as not having subjunctive forms ((2d-d’), cf. csuklik ‘hiccup.3Sg’ ~ *csuk(o)l-j-on ‘hiccup-Subj-3Sg’), see, for instance, Kálmán (2010), Törkenczy (2013). In other cases, a -vÁn-form appears in the meaning of the corresponding potential VA-converb, as a blocking form (2e-e’) (Bartos 2009: 75, footnote 1).


	
● Allomorphs of the Hungarian converbial suffix


	
a. kiabál-va / lát-va

scream-VA / see-VA


	
b. néz-ve / lő-ve / té-ve

watch-va / shoot-va / put-VA


	
c. eszik ~?? é-ve / *ed-ve

eat.3Sg eat-VA / eat-VA


	
c’. iszik ~*? í-va / *id-va

drink.3Sg drink-VA / drink-VA


	csuklik ~ *csukl-va /*? csukol-va hiccup.3Sg hiccup-VA / hiccup-VA

	
d’ hámlik ~ *háml-va /*? hámol-va

e. peel.3Sg peel-VA / peel-VA


	
lesz ~ *lé-ve /✓ lé-vén

will_be.3Sg will_be-VA / will_be-VÁN 


	
e’ hisz ~ ?? hí-ve /? hí-vén

believe.3Sg believe-VA / believe-VÁN





Laczkó (2000a: 445–446) argues that there are two types of VA converbial suffixes: an active and a passive one; see (3a-b’) and (3c-d’), respectively (cf. Velcsovné 1968a, b; Komlósy 1992, Bartos 2009). In this chapter we partly follow Laczkó (2000a) in separating them as two patterns of formation, but instead of referring to them as VA1- and VA2-converbs, we refer to them as an active converbial pattern VAACT and a passive one VAPASS . The two patterns can obviously be defined in the case of a transitive verbal basis: it is the input subject, typically an Agent, that serves as the subject in the active VAACT-construction (3a-a’) while the subject in the passive VAPASS-construction is the input object, typically a Theme (3c-c’). If the input verb is intransitive, it depends on the thematic role of the subject whether the formation process is regarded as following an active pattern (3b-b’), or a passive one (3d-d’). All the four cases are illustrated with a perfective (3a,b,c,d) and an imperfective (3a’,b’,c’,d’) VA-converbial construction.


	
● Active (VAACT ) and passive (VAPASS ) patterns of converbs


	
a. [A nehéz feladatot meg-old-va PROAg ], fiú kiment játszani.

the difficult task.Acc perf-solve-VAACT the boy out.go.Past.3Sg play.Inf ‘Having solved the difficult task, the boy went out to play.’


	
a’. A fiú [a Yesterday-t énekel-ve PROAg ] közeledett.

the boy the Yesterday-Acc sing-VAACT approach.Past.3Sg

‘The boy was getting closer while singing Yesterday.’


	
b. [Be-lép-ve PROAg a terembe], Peti kinuitotta az ablakokat.

into-step-VAACT the room.Ill Peti out.open.Past.3Sg the window.Pl.Acc

‘Having entered the room, Peti opened the window.’


	
b’. A fiú [fütyörész-ve PROAg ] közeledett.

the boy whistle-VAACT approach.Past.3Sg

‘The boy was getting closer while whistling.’


	
c. [Az erdő közepén be-kerít-ve PROTh ], a csapatunknak

the forest middle.Poss.Ine into-sorround-VAPASS the team.Poss.1Pl.Dat

taktikát kellett változtatnia.

tactic.Acc must.Past.3Sg change.Inf.3Sg

‘Having been enclosed in the middle of the forest, our team had to change tactics.’ (Laczkó 2000a: 444, ex. (69h)


	
c’. [Mindenhonnan szorongat-va PROTh ], a csapatunknak taktikát

from_everywhere clutch-VAPASS the team.Poss.1Pl.Dat tactic.Acc

kellett változtatnia.

must.Past.3Sg change.Inf.3Sg

‘Being harassed from everywhere, our team had to change tactics.’

(Laczkó 2000a: 444, ex. (69g)


	
d. Az eltűnt kisfiút Peti [ki-merül-ve PROTh ] találta meg.

the disappeared boy.Acc Peti out-dive-VAPASS find.Past.DefObj.3Sg perf

‘Peti found the little boy who had disappeared in an exhausted state.’


	
d’. [Pereg-ve PROTh ] hullik a vakolat.

trickle-VAPASS fall.3Sg the plaster

‘The plaster is falling trickling from the wall.’

(Bartos 2009: 80, ex. (8), based on Bene (2005: 83))





Note that the subject of VA-converbs is not (explicitly) expressed within the corresponding phrase but it is to be identified with an argument of the matrix verb, preferably with the subject, as its controller, relative to which it can be called its controllee (see (9-10) below). If it is relevant in an example, the “invisible” subject is referred to by a PRO, which is the usual practice in the relevant literature (e.g., Bartos 2009: 94–99); in this theory-neutral volume, however, neither the position of the PRO in the given word order nor the linguistic content of this kind of empty category within the system of empty categories in transformational generative linguistics are relevant.


Remark 1. VÁN-converbs significantly differ from VA-converbs in that they can have their own subjects in the Nominative (or unmarked for case, depending on the particular theory), illustrated in (i) and (vi), or be formed from verbs which do not have any arguments (ii); see Komlósy (1992: 465–466), Sárik (1998), Tóth (2000b), and Nádasdi (2012).



	
? Péter be-lép-vén a terembe, Mari elájult.

Péter into-step-VÁN the room.Ill Mari away.faint.Past.3Sg

‘After Péter has entered the room, Mari fainted.’


	
(?) Be-esteled-vén, tüzet raktunk.

into-night_fall-VÁN fire.Acc put.Past.1Pl

‘After night had fallen, we made a fire.’




 Example (iii) presents another subtype than (i-ii): one that patterns with VA-converbs in having a PRO subject, in contrast to the subtypes shown in (i-ii).




	
(?) A földre feküd-vén, álomba merült.

the ground.Sub lie-VÁN dream.Ill sink.Past.3Sg

‘Having lain on the ground, he fell asleep.’ (Bartos 2009: 76, ex. (1b)




 Example (iii) can be used to illustrate Bartos’s (2009: 75) observation concerning a difference between corresponding VA- and VÁN-converbial forms: for speakers for whom both VA- and VÁN-converbial forms are available, VÁN-converbs have “a strong tendency for a temporally anterior reading (with respect to the time of the matrix), while VA is more neutral in this respect.” This anteriority has something to do with their syntactic function: they serve as sentential modifiers (Bartos 2009: 96; see also (135d-d’) in 3.3.1), which is practically the only syntactic configuration in which VÁN-converbs can factually be merged. We have observed, by creating all the corresponding potential VÁN-converbial counterparts of the VA-converbial constructions considered in (6)-(8) below, that, in all non-sententialmodifier functions VA-converbs are known to readily fulfill, VÁN-converbs are unacceptable. The only more or less acceptable VÁN-converbial counterpart belongs to the subtype of purpose adverbials, shown in (6e); the function of the converb in question, however, can plausibly be classified as a sentential modifier, too, as regards the distinct basics of classifications:




	Ablakot nyitottam, utat enged-ve /? enged-vén a füstnek. window.Acc open.Past.3Sg way.Acc allow-VAACT/ allow-VÁN the smoke.Dat ‘I opened the window, letting out the smoke.’



In the subsection devoted to the investigation of converbs with a deviant verbal basis, we consider a minimal pair, example (55d) in 3.1.3, sub IV, numbered here as (iv), which shows a case when, of a VA-converbial construction and its VÁN-counterpart, the latter is more acceptable for those who do not radically refuse VÁN-converbs.



	Ártatlan-nak?? tűn-ve /? tűn-vén, a fiút nem ítélték el. innocent-Dat seem-VAPASS/ seem-VÁN the boy.Acc not judge.Past.DefObj.3Sg away ‘As he seemed to be innocent, the boy was not sentenced.’




	v’Miután ártatlannak tűnt, a fiút nem ítélték el. after innocent-Dat seem.Past.3Sg the boy.Acc not judge.Past.DefObj.3Sg away ‘Since he seemed to be innocent, the boy was not sentenced.’



The surprising distribution of grammaticality judgments is presumably due to the fact that the given example also belongs to the sentential modifier subtype, and the VÁN-converb provides an additional ‘reason’ semantic factor, the presence of which this subtype prefers. Note that the semantic content in question can be expressed by means of subordinate clauses introduced by the conjunctive miután ‘after which’ / ‘since/because’, which also simultaneously contains the semantic factors ‘anteriority’ and ‘reason’ (v’). We also discuss in that subsection that the speakers for whom the given VA-converbial construction is even less acceptable than for the authors of this chapter but the VÁN-converbial counterpart is more acceptable also prefer the VÁN-counterparts in the case of various psych-verb based converbial constructions (see (58b), (60b) and (64c) in 3.1.3, sub IV), also due to the ‘reason’ factor.

As for the competititon between VA- and VÁN-converbial forms, the copular verbal basis provides an interesting phenomenon, due to the fact that van ‘be’ has no regular VA- converbial form (*van-va, *vol-va, *lé-ve) but, instead, it is the -vÁn-form lé-vén that appears in the meaning of the corresponding potential VA-converb. Lévén is thus to be regarded as a blocking form (Bartos 2009: 75, footnote 1). Due to it simultaneously being a VÁN-converb, however, it can still have an explicit subject of its own, in contrast to the potential VA- converb that is “blocked” (vi).




	Ili buddhista lé-vén, a család nem ment el a körmenetre. Ili Buddhist be-VÁN the family not go.Past.3Sg away the procession.Sub ‘As Ili is a Buddhist, the family did not go to the procession.’


The separation of the converbial patterns into an active pattern VAACT and a passive one VAPASS according to the typical thematic role of the controllee and the two features of the verb that serves as the basis (transitive or intransitive, perfective or not), illustrated in the series of examples in (3), is presented in  Table 1.



Table 1 : Basic differentiation of two VA-converbial patterns based on Laczkó (2000a: 448–449) ⏎


	
	Agent
	Theme



	transitive
	+perf
	VAACT (3a) 
	VAPASS (3c) 


	–perf
	VAACT (3a’) 
	VAPASS (3c’) 


	intransitive
	+perf
	unergative
	VAACT (3b) 
	unaccusative
	VAPASS (3d) 


	–perf
	VAACT (3b’) 
	VAPASS (3d’) 


The data in (4) below exhibit the productivity of both types of converbialization, which is proven by the fact that even neologisms (4a,b) and nonce verbs (4a’,b’) can readily serve as input.


	● Is converbialization a productive formation process?

	vaact-converbs


	
a. A diák facebookoz-va töltötte az időt

the student facebook-VAACT spend.Past.DefObj.3Sg the time.Acc

‘The student spent the time with Facebooking.’


	
a’. A diák a zinget gorpol-va jött be a terembe.

the student the zing.Acc gorp-VAACT come.Past.3Sg into the room.Ill

‘The student entered the room gorping the zing.’





	vapass-converbs

	
b. ez a téma szkippe;-ve lett.

this the topic skip-VAPASS become.Past.3Sg

‘This topic got skipped.’


	
b’. Össze-gorpol-va találtunk rá.

together-gorp-VAPASS find.Past.1Pl Sub.3Sg

‘We found her gorped.’








Both types of VA-converbial constructions can be associated with a simultaneous (5a,b) as well as an anterior (5a’,b’) reading with respect to the time of the matrix construction (Laczkó 2000a: 444), in strong correlation with the imperfective/perfective character of the verbal basis; see (3a,b,c,d) and (3a’,b’,c’,d’), respectively. As illustrated by Bartos (2009: 76), a VAACT-converbial construction can also be associated with a posterior reading with respect to the time of the matrix (5a”). Note in passing that the archaic VÁN-converb has a strong tendency for a temporally anterior reading (Bartos 2009: 75); see (1b) and (i-ii) in Remark 1 above), while the also archaic ANDÓ-converbs complete this system with forms with a posterior interpretation, see (1c) above.


	
● Simultaneous, anterior and posterior readings of converbs


	
a. gyerekek játsz-va tanulnak.

the children play-VAACT learn.3Pl

‘Children learn while playing.’


	
a’. Be-lép-ve a terembe, kinyitottam az ablakokat.

into-step-VAACT the forest.Ill out.open.Past.1Sg the window.Pl.Acc

‘Having entered the room, I opened the window.’


	
a”. Kinyitottam az ablakokat, utat enged-ve a friss levegőnek.

out.open.Past.1Sg the window.Pl.Acc way.Acc allow-VAACT the fresh air.Dat

‘I opened the window, letting in the fresh air.’

(based on Bartos 2009: 76, ex. (2e)


	
b. Mindenhonnan szorongat-va, a csapatunk más taktikát

from_everywhere clutch-VAPASS the team.Poss.1Pl.Dat other tactic.Acc

választott.

choose.Past.3Sg

‘Being harassed from everywhere, our team chose another tactic.’

(based on Laczkó 2000a: 444, ex. (69g)


	
b’. Az erdő közepén be-kerít-ve, a csapatunk

the forest middle.Poss.Ine into-sorround-VAPASS the team.Poss.1Pl.Dat

más taktikát választott.

other tactic.Acc choose.Past.3Sg

‘Having been enclosed in the middle of the forest, our team chose another tactic.’

(based on Laczkó 2000a: 444, ex. (69h)





The series of examples in (6), based on similar examples provided by Bartos (2009: 76, ex. (2), is devoted to an illustration of the functions traditionally attributed to VA-converbs (on an extended updated classification of converbial functions, see the system presented in (135) in 3.3.1; see also 3.1.4.2, sub IV). In what follows, when it is necessary, these six basic functions are referred to by means of the abbreviations given in the rows of the examples of the particular constructions in (6a-e). Note that the classification of the VA-converbial construction as a ‘smallclause predicate’ or a ‘complement’ in (6b) is theory-dependent (Bartos 2009: 76– 77); our marking VA2ndPred, referring to its ‘secondary predicate’ character, is intended to serve as a common reference to both notions.


	
● Functions of VA-converbs


	
a. lock-VAPASS be.Past.3Sg the door VAstPred

‘The door was locked.’


	
a’. A ajtó nem lett *(✓ be-)zár-va. PREDICATE (DYNAMIC)

the door not become.Past.3Sg (into-)lock-VAPASS VAdynPred

‘The door has not been locked.’


	
b. Be-zár-va találtuk az ajtót. SMALL-CLAUSE PREDICATE

into-lock-VAPASS find.Past.DefObj.1Pl the door.Acc (COMPLEMENT)

‘We found the door locked.’ VA2ndPred 


	
c. Laci teljesen fel-öltöz-ve várt minket. STATE ADVERBIAL

Laci completely up-dress-VAACT wait.Past.3Sg we.Acc VAstate

‘Laci waited for us completely dressed.’


	
d. Fut-va igyekeztünk haza. MANNER ADVERBIAL

run-VAACT hurry.Past.1Pl home VAmanner

‘We hurried home running.’


	
e. Ablakot nyitottam, utat enged-ve a füstnek. PURPOSE ADVERBIAL

window.Acc open.Past.3Sg way.Acc allow-VAACT the smoke.Dat VApurpose

‘I opened the window, letting out the smoke.’





In what follows, two well-defined functions are presented; partly in order to make the difference clear between the two patterns presented in (3) and the functions of converbs, which can be characterized essentially based on the two patterns but in a way far from trivial.


Remark 2. Laczkó (2000a: 448–449) claims that the pattern of an [active transitive or unergative] vs. [passive transitive or unaccusative] grouping (represented in  Table 1 above)—a seemingly clear distinction, easily captured by referring to argument structure (presence vs. absence of an external argument)—matches the traditional ‘manner’ vs. ’state’ distinction in interpretation. Bartos (2009: 78–79), however, points out that this match is much more complicated and fine-grained than this: (i) not all instances of the VA-converb fall into one of these two readings, as illustrated in (6e); (ii) the two readings cannot always be neatly told apart, especially in the ‘transparent adverbial’ cases (cf. Geuder 2004), as illustrated in (i-ii) below.



	
[Kezében puskát tart-va] bukkant fel

hand.Poss.Ine gun.Acc hold-VAACT emerge.Past.3Sg up

a. vadász a bozótból.

the hunter the bush.Ela

‘The hunter emerged from the bush holding a gun in his hand.’

(Bartos 2009: 78, ex. (4a)


	
[Az ingujját sem tűr-ve fel]

the sleeve.Poss.Acc also_not roll-VAACT up

a. kondérban turkált.

the cauldron.Ine poke.Past.3Sg

‘Not even rolling up his sleeves, he was poking around in the cauldron.’

(Bartos 2009: 78, ex. (4b)



The converbial construction fulfilling the stative-predicate function (VAstPred ), illustrated in (6a) above (see also V7.3.3.2), can straightforwardly be characterized based on the active/passive patterns (7), as follows. The fact that the examples in (7a-b’) are not acceptable shows that the VAstPred-construction cannot function according to the active pattern, independent of the perfective / imperfective character of the input verb. As illustrated in (7c-c’,d-d’), it functions according to the passive pattern; but the perfective character is also required (7c”,d”’). As pointed out by Bartos (2009: 83), however, even perfectivity itself is not enough; it is preferred for the construction in question to contain an argument that undergoes a change of state, after which the result state is ‘clearly visible’, and/or the resulting state holds for a longer period (compare (7c’) to (7c). Of the unaccusatives, only those may occur in the predicative construction that are telic, though not all of them; for instance, verbs of creation, although telic, do not generally occur in this construction; see (7d”).


	
●Predicative use of VA-converbs(VAstPred )


	
a. *A fiú a nehéz faladatot jól meg van old-va.

the boy the difficult task.Acc well perf be.3Sg solve-VAACT

Intended meaning: ‘The boy has solved the difficult task well.’

a’. *A fiú a Yesterday-t van énekel-ve.

the boy the Yesterday-Acc be.3Sg sing-VAACT

Intended meaning: ‘The boy is / [has been] singing Yesterday.’


	
*? Peti be van lép-ve a terembe. b.

Peti into be.3Sg step-VAACT the room.Ill

Intended meaning: ‘Peti has entered the room.’

b’. *A fiú fütyörész-ve van.

the boy whistle-VAACT be.3Sg

Intended meaning: ‘The boy is / [has been] whistling.’


	the difficult task well perf be.Past.3Sg solve-VAPASS ‘The difficult task has been solved well.’ c. ?A nehéz feladat jól meg van old-va.
c’. A hús jól át van süt-ve.

the meat well across be.3Sg roast-VAPASS

‘The meat is / [has been] roasted well.’

c” ?? A csapatunk mindenhonnan szorongat-va van.

the team.Poss.1Pl from_everywhere clutch-VAPASS be.3Sg

‘Our team is / [has been] being harassed from everywhere.’


	
a. kisfiú nagyon ki van merül-ve.

the boy very out be.3Sg dive-VAPASS

‘The little boy is / [has been] very much exhausted.’

d’ A hús jól át van sül-ve.

the meat well across be.3Sg roast-VAPASS

‘The meat is / [has been] roasted well.’

d” *? A kórus meg van alakul-va.

the choir perf be.3Sg emerge-VAPASS

Intended meaning: ‘The choir has been formed.’

d’” *A vakolat pereg-ve van.

the plaster trickle-VAPASS be.3Sg

Intended meaning: ‘The plaster is peeling.’





The distribution of the VAstPred-construction according to input-verb types in the system of the two patterns presented in  Table 1 above is demonstrated in two columns of  Table 2 below. The table also provides an analogous distribution of another VA-construction, the state adverbial one (6c), systematically presented in (8) below. What tend to be primarily represented by the two VA-converbs of opposite characters are a Theme in its result state (VAstPred ), on the one hand, and an Agent in action (VAstate ), on the other (although VAstate is more or less compatible with both the active and the passive patterns, with some preference to imperfective input verbs; compare (8a’,b’,c’,d”) to (8a,b,c,d-d’). The shading of the two pairs of columns spectacularly displays the essential difference between the characters of the two VA-converbial constructions under comparison.



Table 2 : Comparison between two functions of VA-converbs listed in (6)⏎


	
	Agent (VAACT)
	Theme (VAPASS)


	VAstPred 
	VAstate 
	VAstPred 
	VAstate 



	transitive
	+perf
	*(7a) 
	?(8a) 
	✓/?(7c-c’) 
	? (8c)


	–perf
	*(7a’) 
	✓(8a’) 
	?? (7c”)
	✓(8c’) 


	intransitive
	+perf
	*?(7b) 
	? (8b)
	✓(7d-d”) 
	? (8d-d’)


	–perf
	*(7b’) 
	✓(8b’) 
	*(7d”’) 
	✓(8d”) 


Note, however, that the picture is not black and white across the board. As shown by the grammaticality judgments associated with the VAstate-constructions in (8d-d’), for instance, the evaluation is sometimes radically influenced by factors such as to what extent the converbial expression is elaborated (NB: a corresponding adverbialized participle will appear in a context considered in (8d) preferably to a VAstate-converb). The acceptability of particular subtypes of converbial expressions, thus, also depends on such formal factors as phonological heaviness, in addition to the semantic factor illustrated by the minimal pair (7c-c’) above, where the question was whether a physical or a psychological state is referred to. Note that aspectual differences can also influence the acceptability of particular subtypes of converbial expressions; see in (138) in 3.3.1.


	
● State-adverbial use of VA-converbs (VAstate)


	
a. ?Peti a pulykát meg-süt-ve várt minket.

Peti the turkey.Acc perf-roast-VAACT wait.Past.3Sg we.Acc

‘Peti waited for us having roasted the turkey.’


	
a’. Peti a Yesterday-t énekel-ve várt minket.

Peti the Yesterday-Acc sing- VAACT wait.Past.3Sg we.Acc

‘Peti waited for us singing Yesterday.’


	
b. ?Peti a teraszra ki-lép-ve várt minket.

Peti the terrace.Sub out-step-VAACT wait.Past.3Sg we.Acc

‘Peti was waiting for us having stepped to the terrace.’


	
b’. Peti fütyörész-ve / [a teraszon áll-va] várt minket.

Peti whistle-VAACT/ the terrace.Sup stand-VAACT wait.Past.3Sg we.Acc

‘Peti was waiting for us whistling / [standing on the terrace].’


	
c. ?Peti gúzsba köt-ve várta az erősítést.

Peti loop.Ill tie-VAPASS wait.Past.DefObj.3Sg the reinforcement.Acc

‘Peti waited for the reinforcement tied up.’


	
c’. A csapatunk mindenhonnan szorongat-va

the team.Poss.1Pl from_everywhere clutch-VAPASS

várta az erősítést.

wait.Past.DefObj.3Sg the reinforcement.Acc

‘Our team was waiting for the reinforcement harassed from everywhere.’


	d. Az ezredes ??((?)egy puskagolyótól súlyosan) meg-sebesül-ve/the colonel the rifle_bullet.Abl seriously perf-be_wounded-VAPASS/ ✓sebesülten várta a felmentő sereget.

wounded.Advr wait.Past.DefObj.3Sg the relief army.Acc

the colonel the rifle_bullet.Abl seriously perf-be_wounded-VAPASS/

‘The colonel was waiting for the relief army wounded (seriously from a rifle bullet).’


	
d’ Peti?? (✓ az előkészületektől teljesen) ki-merül-ve várt minket.

Peti the preparation.Pl.Abl completely out-dive-VAPASS wait.Past.3Sg we.Acc

‘Peti was waiting for us (totally) exhausted (by the preparations).’


	
d” Peti a vízben lebeg-ve várta az estét.

Peti the water.Ill float-VAPASS wait.Past.DefObj.3Sg the evening.Acc

‘Peti was waiting for the evening floating in the water.’





In the following two series of examples, the potential controllers are taken into account, in a systematic way. The analysis we rely upon basically comes from Bartos (together with the examples illustrating it, see Bartos (2009: 83–99)), who had developed it primarily on the basis of his critique of the accounts by Komlósy (1992) and Laczkó (2000a). Bartos’s intuition is that the sets of potential controllers, among other characteristic properties of the different VA-constructions, depend on their “merge points” in a scale of (lower and higher) syntactic levels from the immediate neighborhood of the main verb of the matrix clause (9a) up to a complete clausal domain (9d). Note that providing the theory-specific syntactic details would go beyond the scope of this theory-neutral book; nevertheless, the intuition of a syntactic hierarchy of one sort or another is a shared assumption in the scientific community of (formal) syntacticians. It is also to be noted that there is no one-to-one correspondence between Bartos’s merge-point based classification of VA-constructions and the traditional classification sketched in (6) above; see Remark 3 below. Nevertheless, the two classifications are not radically different; in (9), hence, we also provide the labels given in (6), with some comments.


	● Potential controllers for controllees in different VA-constructions

	No Separate Controller: Ø

	
a. A hús jól át van sül-ve.

the meat well across be.Past.3Sg fry-VAPASS

‘The meat is roasted well.’ (VAstPred)


	
a’. A hús jól át van / lett süt-ve.

the meat well across be.Past.3Sg / become.Past.3Sg fry-VAPASS

‘The meat is / got roasted well by someone.’ (VAstPred/VAdynPred)


	
a” Abban a szobában már ki van takarít-va.

that.Ine the room.Ine already out be.3Sg clean-VAPASS

‘The cleaning has already been done in that room.’ (VAstPred)

(based on Bartos (2009: 88, footnote 13); cf. Tóth (2000b: 252))





	Selected Controller: Theme (Obj > Subj)

	
b. Nyit-va hagytuk /találtuk az ablakot.

open-VAPASS leave.Past.DefObj.1Pl / find.Past.DefObj.1Pl the window.Acc

‘We left/found the window open(ed).’ (VA2ndPred) THEME (OBJ)


	
b’. Nyit-va maradt az ablak.

open-VAPASS remain.Past.3Sg the window

‘The window remained open.’ (VA2ndPred) THEME (SUBJ)


	
b” ? A konyhában vacsoráz-va hagytuk / találtuk Lacit.

the kitchen.Ine have_supper-VAACT leave.Past.DefObj.1Pl / find.Past.DefObj.1Pl Laci.Acc

‘We left / found Laci having supper in the kitchen.’ (VA2ndPred) THEME (OBJ)

(based on Bartos (2009: 93, ex. (31d)





	Controller: What is Salient (Subj ≥ Obj ≥…)

	
c. A fotós mosolyog-va fényképezte le a lányt.

the photographer smile-VAACT take_a_photo.Past.DefObj.3Sg down the girl.Acc

‘The photographer took a photo of the girl smiling.’ (VAstate) SUBJ / OBJ

(based on Bartos (2009: 94, ex. (32a)


	
c’. A vízbe esett kisfiút ki-merül-ve húztam ki a partra.

the water.Ill fall.Past.3Sg boy.Acc out-dive-VAPASS pull.Past.1Sg out the shore.Sub

‘I pulled the little boy fallen into the water out onto the shore exhausted.’ SUBJ / OBJ

(Bartos 2009: 94, ex. (33b) (VAmanner/VAstate)


	
c”. A vízbe esett kisfiút [kétségbeesetten tempóz-va] / ki-merül-ve

the water.Ill fall.Past.3Sg boy.Acc desperately crawl-VAACT/ out-dive-VAPASS

követtem a hullámok közt.

follow.Past.1Sg the wave.Pl among SUBJ

‘I was following the little boy fallen in the water [by desperately crawling] / exhausted.’

(based on Bartos 2009: 94, ex. (33a) (VAmanner/VAstate)





	Controller: Subject (Unless Logophoric, see (10)

	
d. Be-lép-ve a terembe, (habozás nélkül) kinyitottam az ablakokat.

into-step-VAACT the room.Ill hesitation without out.open.Past.1Sg the window.Pl.Acc

‘Having entered the room, I opened the window (without hesitation).’ (VAmanner/VAstate ?) SUBJ


	
d’ Ablakot nyitottam, utat enged-ve a füstnek.

window.Acc open.Past.3Sg way.Acc allow-VAACT the smoke.Dat

‘I opened the window(s), letting out the smoke.’ (VApurpose) SUBJ

(based on Bartos 2009: 98, ex. (39a)


	
d” Ablakot nyit-va, utat engedtem a füstnek.

window.Acc open-VAACT way.Acc allow.Past.1Sg the smoke.Dat

‘I let out the smoke by opening the window(s).’ (VAmanner) SUBJ

(based on Bartos 2009: 98, ex. (39b)








Type A, illustrated in (9a-a”), is the type of VA-converbial copular construction (that is, the VAPASS-converb based VAstPred-construction, see  Table 2 above), in which the converb serves as the main semantic predicate and the subject of the construction is itself the subject of the matrix clause. In this type, thus, no separate controllers can be distinguished from controllees (9a-a’). As pointed out by Tóth (2000b: 251–252), the controller may even remain implicit (9a”) (NB: the null phonetic form of the Theme is not due to pro-drop but a peculiar sort of passivization, which “household” verbs happen to undergo).

In Type B, the VA-construction can be regarded as a “small clause” (with a “secondary predicate” in its center) selected by the predicate of the main clause. It is determined in the lexical characterization of this predicate which of its arguments should serve as the controller for the controllee in the VA-construction (Komlósy 1992: 469–470): in Hungarian, the predicates subcategorizing for VA-constructions are uniformly such that the controller is the object (9b), if any, and, otherwise (and only “otherwise”), the subject (9b’). It is another shared property of the appropriate predicates that the controller, independently of its transitive (9b) or intransitive (9b’) character, is a Theme.

Bartos (2009: 93) points out that in this type we can find typical cases of the Geuderian depictive type, in the case of which, per definitionem, there is just an incidental temporal overlap between the event and a stage-level property of an argument-individual (Geuder 2004); that is, the VA-converb denotes a state or process temporally overlapping with (practically containing) the matrix event time. Bartos (2009: 93), based on the marked but not unacceptable examples presented in (9b”), argues that the passive flavor (cf. ‘VAPASS-converb’) characteristic of the converb in the VAstPred-construction is absent here, as is the perfectivity restriction (see the comments on (7) and  Table 2 above; NB: the marked status of the examples in question does refer to a certain level of the presence of the passive flavor and the perfectivity restriction).


Remark 3. The reference to a depictive type above forms part of a classification of converbs that Bartos (2009: 84–85) offers as an alternative to the traditional classification sketched in (6) above. He argues that the ‘manner’ ~ ‘state’ duality is not valid as it is neither a duality nor a clear-cut distinction. Instead, he prefers Geuder’s (2004) approach, in which there is a spectrum from pure manner adverbials (e.g., ‘Max solved the problem quickly’) merely predicating of the event variable, through transparent adverbials (e.g., ‘Joe angrily left the meeting’), denoting a transparent relation between the event and an individual (represented by one of the arguments), to depictives (e.g., ‘Max ate tired’) in the case of which there is just an incidental temporal overlap between the event and a stage-level property of an argument-individual. Bartos claims that Hungarian converbs are never construed as pure manner adverbials, but the classic cases of the manner readings of these converbs are transparent adverbials while the state readings are either typical instances of depictives or also transparent adverbials, hence not genuinely distinct from the ‘manner’ ones.


In Type C, the VA-construction serves as an adjunct within the clause, which does not support any kind of lexical determination of the controller for the controllee in the VA-construction. In a situation like this, the controller is selected from the “salient arguments”, which practically means the subject and the object (but see (10a-a’), even if this potentially results in ambiguity (9c-c’), with some preference towards the subject (Komlósy 1992: 463). This preference also manifests itself in a way that, in certain cases, only the subject can serve as a controller (9c”). In other words, the subject of the matrix domain is always a potential controller for the controllee in a converbial construction, but in some cases, like (9c-c’), the matrix object may alternatively control it.

Semantically, there is again a temporal overlap between the matrix and the embedded eventualities, which may either be unmotivated, yielding a depictive reading for the converb, or in the ‘motivation relation’, characteristic of transparent adverbials in Geuder’s (2004) typology. Bartos (2009: 95–96) claims that there is also a correlation between the choice of controller and the adverbial interpretation of the converb. With object control, the converb tends to function as a pure depictive, that is, the girl’s smiling is not necessarily related to and/or induced by the photographing event in (9c), nor is the boy exhausted by being pulled to the shore, in (9c’). With subject control, a transparent adverbial reading is possible, or maybe even preferred: there is a sense of motivation between the act of photographing the girl and the smile on Laci’s face (9c), and, likewise, between the act of pulling the boy to the shore, and the exhaustion of the savior (9c’) or the desperate crawling of the speaker, in (9c”).

Type D is a VA-converbial construction that can be characterized by having a rich clausal functional structure with an obligatorily covert (PRO) subject, which is syntactically or logophorically (Williams 1994, Sells 1987) controlled (Bartos 2009: 99). If the control is syntactic, only the subject can serve as a controller (Bartos 2009: 96), as illustrated by different types of VA-constructions in (9d-d”); logophoric control is presented in (10c) below.

The minimal pair in (9d’-d”) shows an interesting phenomenon concerning temporal sequencing (Bartos 2009: 97–98, citing Tai (1985)). Of the two eventualities referred to in the given examples, either of them can be expressed as a converbial construction, with the other one formed as a finite clause. It depends on the choice of whether the VA-construction is to be classified in the system sketched in (6) above as a VApurpose-construction (9d’) or a VAmanner-construction (9d”).

The series of examples in (10) is devoted to the illustration of the fact that it can occur sporadically, in Types C (10a-b) and D (10c-c’), that the controller is other than the subject or the object (potentially beyond the other “canonical” readings).

An Experiencer, for instance, can play the role of the controller even if it is not expressed as a subject—which can be regarded as the default case for Experiencers—but as a dative case marked argument of the matrix verb (10a) or as a(n also dative case marked) possessor (10c). What is illustrated in (10a’) is also a case in which a thematic role the default expression of which is the subject grammatical function happens to be expressed in a non-canonical way: namely, an Agent is expressed as an instrumental case marked argument. All in all, sporadic oblique case marked arguments can be characterized as “almost subjects” in the sense hinted at above.


	
● Potential controllers for controllees in VA-constructions which are not subjects or objects


	
a. Zolinak le-itat-va sem tetszett ez a zene.

Zoli.Dat down-drink.Caus-VAPASS also_not like.Past.3Sg this the music

‘Zoli did not like this music even having been got drunk.’ Oblique (Dat)


	
a’. Meg-kötöz-ve íratták meg Tassal a levelet.

perf-tie-VAPASS write.Caus.Past.DefObj.3Pl perf Tas.Ins the letter.Acc

Intended meaning: ‘They made Tas write the letter while he was tied up.’ Oblique (Inst)

(Other available interpretation: ‘They made Tas write the letter while they were tied up.’)


	
b. Péter undorod-va simogatta a kígyót.

Péter disgust-VAPASS stroke.Past.DefObj.3Sg the snake.Acc

‘Péter was stroking the snake while disgusted by it.’ áSubj, Objñ


	
c. El-olvas-va a Harry Pottert, Marinak kedve támadt

away-read-VAACT the Harry Potter.Acc Mari.Dat mood.Poss arise.Past.3Sg

többet olvasni.

more.Acc read.Inf

‘Having read Harry Potter, Mari has felt like reading more.’ Oblique (Dat)


	
d. Furcsa hangokat hall-va, természetes volt,

strange sound.Pl.Acc hear-VAACT natural be.Past.3Sg

hogy benyitott a szobába.

that in.open.Past.3Sg the room.Ill

‘Hearing strange sounds, it was natural that he opened the door.’ Logophoric

(Tóth 2000b: 245, ex. (10a)


	
d’ *Furcsa hangokat hall-va, illetlenség volt,

strange sound.Pl.Acc hear-VAACT impolite be.Past.3Sg

hogy benyitott a szobába.

that in.open.Past.3Sg the room.Ill

‘Hearing strange sounds, it was impolite that he opened the door.’

(Tóth 2000b: 245, ex. (10b)





Another “non-canonical” form of control is presented in (10b): both arguments of the given VA-converb, the Experiencer and the Theme of ‘disgust’, can be construed as controlled by arguments of the matrix verb, namely the subject and the object, respectively, in the particular case. The topic of potential multiple controllers is worth future research.

The minimal pair in (10d-d’) illustrates the occurrence of implicit controllers, when control obtains without any obvious antecedent, referred to as ‘logophoric control’ (Bartos 2009: 98, citing Williams (1994)). The phenomenon can be explained based on the contrast between the acceptable construction in (10d) and the unacceptable one in (10d’), see Tóth (2000b: 244–245): “[p]ossible logophoric centers are the source of the report, or the person with respect to his consciousness the report is made or the person from whose point of view the report is made” (Sells 1987: 445). In (10d), the implicit Experiencer argument of ‘natural’ can act as the controller of the converb. In (10d’), however, the implicit argument of ‘impolite’ cannot be an antecedent in the expression impolite of him; as the pronominal is not an appropriate logophoric controller because the report is not made from his point of view.


3.1.2. The relation of the converb to its base verb

This subsection discusses the extent to which such verbal properties as argument structure (3.1.2.1) and information structure (3.1.2.2) are inherited in the case of converbs. It is also reviewed how the type of the input verb affects this inheritance (3.1.2.3).


3.1.2.1 Argument-structure inheritance

Converbs inherit the argument structure of the input verb (see also 3.1.4.1, sub IV), in harmony with the fact that they express the same events as the corresponding input verbal constructions. Apart from a change in finiteness, the argument structure of the verb remains unaffected by the formation process (Kenesei 2000: 117): the number, the obligatory or optional character, the thematic function and the information-structural function of the arguments remain essentially the same. This can be further generalized: a free adjunct that belongs to the input verb as a certain kind of syntactic satellite will appear in the same form and the same satellite function in the corresponding output converbial construction.

As a first illustration, let us consider the series of examples in (11). Oblique case marked arguments retain their case marking, and free adverbial and postpositional phrases do not change in the course of converbialization (cf. the finite counterparts given in (11a-a”); see elemzéssel ‘analysis.Ins’, and gondosan ‘carefully’ and a benyújtás előtt ‘before the submission’ in (11b-c), respectively. Verbal modifiers which are verbal particles also remain unaffected in the course of converbialization, as illustrated by ki ‘out’ in (11b-c).


	
● The inheritance of the argument structure of the input verb I: Basic cases


	
a. A benyújtás előtt gondosan ki-egészítetten a jelentést

the submission before carefully out-complete.Past.DefObj.1Sg the report.Acc

egy újabb elemzés-sel.

an newer analysis-Ins

‘Before submission, I carefully completed the report with another analysis.’


	
a’. Peti a benyújtás előtt gondosan ki-egészítette a jelentést

Peti the submission before carefully out-complete.Past.DefObj.3Sg the report.Acc

egy újabb elemzés-sel.

an newer analysis-Ins

‘Before submission, Peti carefully completed the report with another analysis.’


	
a” A jelentést a benyújtás előtt gondosan ki-egészítették

the report.Acc the submission before carefully out-complete-Past.DefObj.3Pl 246egy újabb elemzés-sel

an newer analysis-Ins

‘The report had been carefully completed with another analysis before submission.’

Non-intended meaning: They (have/had) carefully completed the report with another analysis before submission.’


	
b. [A jelentést a benyújtás el1Qtt egy újabb elemzés-sel gondosan

the report.Acc the submission before an newer analysis-Ins carefully

ki-egészít-ve] vártam a főnököt.

out-complete-VAACT wait.Past.1Sg the boss.Acc

‘Having carefully completed the report with another analysis before submission, I was waiting

for the boss.’


	
c. [A jelentés a benyújtás előtt egy újabb elemzés-sel gondosan [A jelentés a benyújtás előtt egy újabb elemzés-sel gondosan

the report the submission before an newer analysis-Ins carefully

ki-egészít-ve] került ismertetésre.

out-complete-VAPASS get.Past.3Sg presentation.Sub

‘The report was presented carefully completed with another analysis before submission.’


	
d. A jelentés ([?Peti által]/✓[a benuújtás előtt]) gondosan

the report Peti by / the submission before carefully

ki lett egészít-ve egy újabb elemzés-sel.

out become.Past.3Sg complete-VAPASS an newer analysis-Ins

‘The report had been carefully completed (by Peti) with another analysis (before submission).’


	
d’ A jelentés ([?? Peti által] /*? [a benyújtás előtt]) gondosan

the report Peti by / the submission before carefully

ki van egészít-ve egy újabb elemzés-sel.

out be.3Sg complete-VAPASS an newer analysis-Ins

‘The report is carefully completed with another analysis (before submission) (by Peti).’





Due to the characteristics of converbialization, a subject cannot be expressed in VA-converbial constructions but it is to be identified with an argument of the matrix verb (preferably with the subject, as its controller); see the comments on (3) and (9-10), and Remark 1 in 3.1.1. This phonetically null (PRO) argument corresponds to the subject or the object of a transitive verbal construction that can be regarded as the lexical basis of VA-converbialization (11a-a”) in the case of the active VAACT pattern (11b) and the passive VAPASS pattern (11c), respectively; see also (3a-a’,c-c’) in 3.1.1. In harmony with this, there is no reason for accusative case marked arguments not to retain their case markings in the course of VAACT-converbialization (11b); while VAPASS-converbialization, as said above, is passive in the sense that the Theme argument of the input verbal construction, typically expressed by an accusative case marked argument, will correspond to the phonetically null (PRO) argument, see (11c). If the source is an intransitive verb, the phonetically null argument of the corresponding VA-construction—typically an Agent in the active pattern and a Theme in the passive one—corresponds to the subject in both patterns of VA-converbialization; see (3b-b’,d-d’).

The question may arise whether the input subject can appear in the passive VAPASS pattern as a non-obligatory által-phrase. As illustrated in (11d-d’), this option always produces more or less marked variants, highly depending on the matrix VA- construction: for instance, an által-phrase is much better tolerated in VAdynPred- constructions (11d) than in VAstPred-constructions (11d’). This difference is presumably due to the dynamic character of the former construction in contrast to the static character of the latter one, in connection with the fact that Agents play their roles in the dynamic, cumulative, phase of an event, and not in the result state of the event. Note that it is argued for in normative linguistics (e.g., H. Tóth 2016) that the “dynamic” VA-construction, shown in (11d), is superfluous in the system of the language, whether with the által-phrase or without it; since, they argue, the former variant means the same as an appropriate “active” finite construction, and the latter one as an appropriate “passive-like” finite construction (with a ‘general’/‘arbitrary’ subject), see (11a’-a”), respectively. Being “superfluous”, they say, the variants in question are to be avoided. This stance is obviously questionable for several reasons (see, e.g., Szepesy 1986); nevertheless, we should be aware of it as it undoubtedly exerts some influence on native speakers’ grammaticality judgments.


Remark 4. Bartos (2009: 89–90) has been led to the general conclusion by examples like the one shown in (i) that “oblique representation of an agent is impossible.” “There are surface exceptions though,” he adds, on the basis of examples like the one in (ii). This latter construction may be regarded as an idiomatic expression used in a special register. His minimal pair shown in (iii) suggests the criterion that “this adjunct-represented agent can only appear in this construction if it specifies and characterizes the effected object (or, possibly, the result state).” That is, this “characterization” can be construed as more successful if famous painters are referred to in the által-phrase (presumably due to some kind of “institutionalization”) than in cases in which a friend is referred to (NB: the authors of this volume consider the original grammatical judgments proposed by Bartos—a tick in the former case while ‘??’ in the latter one—are too “idealized”; cf. the judgments given in (iii)).



	
Az autó le van mos-va (*[Laci által] / *Lacitól).

the car down be.3Sg wash- VAPASS Laci by / Laci.Abl

‘The car is / [has been] washed (by Laci).’

(Bartos 2009: 89, ex. (23)


	
a. levél közjegyző által van hitelesít-ve.

the letter notary_public by be.3Sg certify-VAPASS

‘The letter is certified by a / the notary public.’

(Bartos 2009: 89, ex. (24a)


	
A kép [? híres festő] /*? Mari által van fest-ve.

the picture famous painter / Mari by be.3Sg paint-VAPASS

‘The picture is painted by [a famous painter] / Mari.’

(Bartos 2009: 90, ex. (24c,e)



The minimal pair in (11d-d’) also exemplifies another phenomenon concerning the question of inheritance of satellites; it can be observed that the postpositional phrase a benyújtás előtt ‘before submission’ can readily appear in the “dynamic” VAdynPred- construction (11d) in radical contrast to the “static” VAstPred-construction (11d’). Therefore, the generalization according to which the satellite structure of the verb remains unaffected by the formation process is to be meant “syntactically”, in the sense that there is no syntactic obstacle for the inheritance of satellites in the course of converbialization; but it depends on the semantic content of the given VA- construction whether a satellite can indeed appear there. The problem in (11d’) is presumably with the fact that while it belongs to the characterization of the state of a report whether it had been completed with something, but the time of this completion is not a feature that is clearly visible on the report. As for the inheritance of free adjuncts, the topic will soon be discussed in detail based on Surányi’s (2008) adverb classification; see (13)-(15) below.

Returning to verbal modifiers, some of them which are not verbal particles— oblique case marked nouns/DPs, for instance—remain unaffected in the course of converbialization, see Bécsbe ‘Vienna.Ill’ in (12a-a”). However, if the verbal modifier has accusative case marking in the corresponding verbal construction (12b), it can only be retained unproblematically in the case of VAACT- converbialization (12c). In VAPASS-converbs, the role and the meaning of the input verbal modifier will change due to the fact that an originally bare noun (phrase) ought to be identified with the phonetically null (PRO) subject of the corresponding converbial phrase, which proves to be inevitably referential (12c’). That is why the acceptable variant given in (12c’) is such that what is to be regarded as its input is the construction in (12b’), instead of the “intended one” in (12b); an analogous problem concerning participles is discussed in 2.1.2.1, see (17b-b”).


	
● The inheritance of the argument structure of the input verb II: Verbal modifiers which are not verbal particles


	
a. Bécs-be küldtem a levelet.

Vienna-Ill send.Past.3Sg the letter.Acc

‘I have sent the letter to Vienna.’


	
a’. A levelet Bécs-be küld-ve végeztem a feladattal.

the letter.Acc Vienna-Ill send-VAACT finish.Past.1Sg the task.Ins

‘Having sent the letter to Vienna I had completed the task.’


	
a” A levél Bécs-be lett küld-ve.

the letter Vienna-Ill become.Past.3Sg send-VAPASS

‘The letter has been sent to Vienna.’


	
b. Kávé-t kortyolgattam.

coffee-Acc sip.Past.1Sg

‘I was sipping coffee.’


	
b’. Kortyolgattam a kávét.

sip.Past.1Sg the coffee-Acc

‘I was sipping the coffee.’


	
c. Kávé-t kortyolfat-va vártalak.

coffee-Acc sip-VAACT wait.Past.2Obj.1Sg

‘I was waiting for you while sipping coffee.’


	
c’. Kortyolgat-va ittam *? (✓ a) kávét.

sip-VAPASS drink.Past.1Sg the coffee.Acc

Intended meaning: ‘I was drinking coffee by sipping it.’


	
d. Siker koronázta az erőfeszítéseinket.

success coronate.Past.DefObj.3Sg the effort.Poss.Pl.1Pl.Acc

‘Our efforts were crowned by success.’


	
d’ (?) Siker koronáz-ván az erőfeszítéseinket, elégedetten mentünk haza.

succes coronate-VÁN theeffort.Poss.Pl.1Pl.Acc satisfied.Advr go.Past.1Pl home

‘We went home, our efforts crowned by success.’


	
d” az erőfeszítéseink *(✓ siker által) koronáz-ván

the effort.Poss.Pl.1Pl success by coronate-VÁN

Intended meaning: ‘our efforts crowned by success’





The same series of examples, (17) in 2.1.2.1, provides another phenomenon analogously emerging in the area of converbs as well as participles: from among the arguments of verbs, besides subjects, verbal modifiers can also be unmarked; nota bene there happen to be verbal modifiers with a subject function, which is even more interesting in this discussion when the verb in question also has an object, see (17c) in 2.1.2.1, repeated here as (12d). The following comment on (17), a hypothesis on the special sort of subject, is worth reiterating: in the course of converbialization, as an input subject, it could be omissible, but as a verbal modifier, it could not. This double requirement can serve as an explanation for the grammaticality judgments shown in (12d’-d”): the given input cannot undergo VAPASS-converbialization (12d”) and, as the VAACT-converbialization would obligatorily make the input subject phonetically null, only the archaic VÁN- converbialization promises a construction that is more or less acceptable. Consequently, the example provided in (12d”) does sound acceptable.

We conclude the subsection by reviewing, on the basis of Surányi’s (2008) adverb classification in finite clauses (see also P7.4), whether the same adverb types can appear in converbial constructions. Surányi (2008) classifies adverb types into three subclasses according to their finite-clause internal positions (following Cinque’s (1999) assumption on a universal hierarchy, see (24), (26) and (28) in 1.1.2.1).

Let us start with the class whose members are qualified as high adverbs (13). Two input finite constructions are considered, given in (13a,b). The indices inserted both in the Hungarian examples and their English translations (1, 2 in this series of examples and also 3 in the succeeding two series) show the matchings of Cinque-adverbs with verb forms (and optional arguments) that provide the most acceptable readings (and, if there are several, those which are the easiest to understand); the grammaticality judgments are meant to belong to the optimal matchings selected in this way.


	
● High adverbs in converbial constructions


	
a. Az érkezésünk hírétől szerintem2/ szerencsére1/állítólag1/

the arrival.Poss.1Pl new.Poss.Abl according_to.1Sg / fortunately / allegedly /

valószínűleg2 / egyszer1 / talán2 / szükségszerűen1 / általában2 / esetleg2

probably / once / perhaps / necessarily / usually / possibly

fel-lelkesültek1/ fel-lelkesülnek2 .

up-get_excited.Past.3Pl / up-get_excited.3Pl

‘They, [in my opinion]2/ fortunately1/ allegedly1/ probably2/ once1/ perhaps2/ necessarily1/

usually2/ possibly2, [got excited]1/ [will get excited]2 due to the news concerning our arrival.’


	
a’. ?? Az érkezésünk hírétől szerintem2 / szerencsére1 / állítólag1 /

the arrival.Poss.1Pl new.Poss.Abl according_to.1Sg / fortunately / allegedly /

valószínűleg2 / egyszer1 / talán2 / szükségszerűen1 / általában2 / esetleg2

probably / once / perhaps / necessarily / usually / possibly

fel-lelkesül-ve vártak1/ várnak2 minket.

up-get_excited-VAPASS wait.Past.3Pl / wait.Past.3Pl we.Acc

‘(13a), and they were1/are2 waiting for us in this way.’


	
b. Az előkészületeket szerintem2/szerencsére1/állítólag2/valószínűleg2/

the preparation.Pl.Acc according_to.1Sg / fortunately / allegedly / probably /

egyszer1 / talán2 / szükségszerűen1 / általában1 / esetleg2

once / perhaps / necessarily / usually / possibly

be-fejezték1/ be-fejezik2 határidőre.

into-finish.Past.DefObj.3Pl / into-finish.DefObj.3Pl deadline.Sub

‘They, [in my opinion]2/ fortunately1/ allegedly2/ probably2/ once1/ perhaps2/ necessarily1/

usually2/ possibly2, completed1/ [are going to complete]2 the preparations before the deadline.’


	
b’. ?? Az előkészületeket szerintem2 / szerencsére1 / állítólag2 / valószínűleg2 /

the preparation.Pl.Acc according_to.1Sg / fortunately / allegedly / probably /

egyszer1 / talán2 / szükségszerűen1 / általában1 / esetleg2 határidőre

once / perhaps / necessarily / usually / possibly deadline.Sub

be-fejez-ve várták1/ [várják majd]2 az ellenőröket.

into-finishVAACT wait.Past.DefObj.3Pl / wait.DefObj.3Pl then the inspector.Pl.Acc

‘(13b), and they [were waiting]1/ [are going to wait]2 for the inspectors in this way.’


	
c. Az előkészületek szerintem2/szerencsére1/állítólag2/valószínűleg2/

the preparation.Pl according_to.1Sg / fortunately / allegedly / probably /

egyszer1 / talán2 / szükségszerűen1 / általában1 / esetleg2 határidőre

once / perhaps / necessarily / usually / possibly deadline.Sub

be lettek1/ lesznek2 fejez-ve.

into become.Past.3Pl / will_be.3Pl finish-VAPASS

‘The preparations, [in my opinion] / fortunately / allegedly / probably / once / perhaps /

necessarily / usually / possibly, [were completed]1/ [will be completed]2 before the deadline.’





It is shown in (13a’,b’) that we uniformly consider the insertion of high-level adverbs in VA-constructions to result in examples of an “unclear status” (‘??’). The reason for this uniform evaluation is the authors’ uniform mother-tongue intuition that, on the one hand, the relevant constructions can be associated with reasonable interpretations, but, on the other, it is doubted that these interpretations are factually such that the given high-level adverbs are interpreted within the corresponding VA-constructions (according to the translations given), and not associated with the corresponding finite verbs (while the difference is undoubtedly very difficult to tell). Presumably parallel with this uncertainty, the authors consider it to be not possible either to associate perfect stress patterns to the constructions in (13a’,b’). We think that the unproblematic high level of acceptability in the case of the examples provided in (13c) corroborates this vague evaluation concerning the types of converbialization considered in (13a’,b’): the former type differs from the latter types in coming with no separate “finite level”; VAdynPred-constructions themselves seem to form the finite sentential core (NB: there is no separate controller in this type).

The question requires further research, partly methodological, concerning the very nature of the fine-graded human mother-tongue intuition on potential constructions formed as sequences of words of our languages (and probably the differentiation of ‘competence’ and ‘performance’). What we can provide at this point of the discussion is only the vague intuition that high-level adverbs seem to insist on being interpreted in association with the “finite sentential core” but their position within the corresponding word order is so free that even their VA- construction-internal placement is acceptable to a certain extent.

The series of examples in (14) illustrates the question of the insertability of the class of medium-level adverbs according to Surányi’s classification (2008) in VA- constructions. Because of the volitional character of ‘intentionally’, not two but three input finite argument structures are considered (14a,b,c). This adverb, on the one hand, does not tolerate passive constructions (14a’), and, on the other, happens to be incompatible with the assertion of ‘completing something before the deadline’, despite that this is what is obviously intended. The source of the incompatibility observed is presumably exactly this tautology. ‘Burning of the meal’, however, is typically against intention, and hence it is acceptable to combine this assertion with a reference to intentionality (14c-c”).


	
● Medium-level adverbs in converbial constructions


	
a. Az érkezésünk hírétől mefint1/[még mindig]1/már1/

the arrival.Poss.1Pl new.Poss.Abl again / still always / already /

gyakran2/ mindjárt2/ gyorsan1/ feltétlenül2/ *szándékosan1/2

often / soon / quickly / by_all_means / intentionally

fel-lelkesültek1/ fel-lelkesülnek2 .

up-get_excited.Past 3Pl / up-get_excited.3Pl

‘They, again1 / [still always]1 / [have already]1 / often2 / soon2 / quickly1 / [by all means]2/ –

got1/ [will get]2 excited due to the news concerning our arrival.’


	
a’. Az érkezésünk hírétől (?) megint1 /(?) [még mindig]1 /(?) már1 /

the arrival.Poss.1Pl new.Poss.Abl again / still always / already /

(?) gyakran2 /(?) mindjárt2 /(?) gyorsan1 /(?) feltétlenül2 / *szándékosan1/2

often / soon / quickly / by_all_means / intentionally

fel-lelkesül-ve vártak1/ várnak2 minket.

up-get_excited-VAPASS wait.Past.3Pl / wait.3Pl we.Acc

‘(14a), and they [waited/[were waiting]]1/ [are waiting]2 for us in this way.’


	
b. Az előkészületeket megint1+3/[még mindig]1+3/már1/gyakran1+3/

the preparation.Pl.Acc again / still always / already / often /

mindjárt2/gyorsan1/ feltétlenül2+3 be-fejezték1/ be-fejezik2 (határidőre3).

soon / quickly / by_all_means into-finish.Past.3Pl / into-finish.3Pl deadline.Sub

‘They, again1+3 / [still always]1+3 / [have already]1 / often1+3 / soon2 / quickly1 / [by all means]2+3,

completed1/ [will complete]2 the preparations (before the deadline3).’


	
b’. Az előkészületeket(?) megint1+3 /? [még mindig]1+3 /(?) már1 /? gyakran1+3 /

the preparation.Pl.Acc again / still always / already / often / 

(?) mindjárt2/(?) gyorsan1/(?) feltétlenül2+3 (határidőre3) be-fejez-ve

soon / quickly / by_all_means deadline.Sub into-finish-VAACT

várták1/ várják2 az ellenőröket.

wait.Past.DefObj.3Pl / wait.DefObj.3Pl the inspector.Pl.Acc

‘(14b), and they [waited/[were waiting]]1/ [are waiting]2 for the inspectors in this way.’


	
b” Az előkészületek megint1+3 / [még mindig]1+3 / már1/ gyakran1+3/ mindjárt2/

the preparation.Pl again / still always / already / often / soon /

gyorsan1/ feltétlenül2+3 be lettek1/ lesznek2 fejez-ve (határidőre3).

quickly / by_all_means into become.Past.3Pl / become.3Pl finish-VAPASS deadline.Sub

‘The preparations, again1+3 / [still always]1+3 / [have already]1 / often1+3 / soon2 / quickly1 / [by

all means]2+3, [was/been]1/ [will be]2 completed (before the deadline3).’


	
c. Az ételt szándékosan oda-égették.

the meal.Acc intentionally to-burn.Past.DefObj.3Pl

‘They had intentionally burned the meal.’


	
c’. Az ételt szándékosan oda-éget-ve vártak minket.

the meal.Acc intentionally to-burn-VAACT wait.Past.3Pl we.Acc

‘(14c), and they were waiting for us in this way.’


	
c”. Az étel szándékosan oda lett éget-ve.

the meal intentionally to become.Past.3Pl burn-VAPASS

‘The meal had intentionally been burned.’





It is shown in (14a’,b’,c’) that, compared to the case of high-level adverbs (13a’,b’), the insertion of medium-level adverbs in VA-constructions results in more or less marked examples (presumably depending on the difficulties of interpretation), but not ones of an “unclear status” (‘??’). We keep on attributing the marked status to the dilemmas concerning the place of interpretation sketched in the relevant comment on (13a’,b’); our hypothesis is that only low-level adverbs are factually such that they are readily interpreted within VA-constructions; see the illustration in (15a’,b’,c’). An argument for this hypothesis is, again, the unproblematic high level of acceptability in the case of the examples provided in (14b”), where the VAdynPred- constructions themselves form the finite sentential core. Nevertheless, it is not clear why medium-level adverbs are easier to insert in “non-finite” VA-constructions than high-level ones.


	
● Low-level adverbs in converbial constructions


	
a. A fura kérdéseket is röviden/teljesen/ügyesen

the strange question.Pl.Acc also briefly / completely / cleverly

meg-válaszolták.

perf-answer.Past.DefObj.3Pl

‘They had briefly / completely / cleverly answered the strange questions, too.’


	
a’. A fura kérdéseket is röviden / teljesen / ügyesen meg-válaszol-va

the strange question.Pl.Acc also briefly / completely / cleverly perf-answer-VAACT

fejezték be az előadást.

finish.Past.DefObj.3Pl into the talk.Acc

‘They completed the talk having briefly / completely / cleverly answered the strange questions, too.’


	
a” A fura kérdések is röviden / teljesen / ügyesen meg lettek

the strange question.Pl also briefly / completely / cleverly perf become.Past.3Pl

válaszol-va. answer-VAACT

‘The strange questions, too, had briefly / completely / cleverly been answered.’


	
b. A betegeket korán haza-küldte az orvos.

the patient.Pl.Acc early home-send.Past.DefObj.3Sg the doctor

‘The doctor sent the patients home early.’


	
b’. Az orvos a betegeket korán haza-küld-ve elment haza.

the doctor the patient.Pl.Acc early home-send-VAACT away.go.Past.3Sg home

‘Having sent the patients home early, the doctor went home.’


	
b” A betegek korán haza lettek küld-ve.

the patient.Pl early home become.Past.3Pl send-VAPASS

‘The patients had been sent home early.’


	
c. Az előkészületektől *röviden /✓ teljesen / *ügyesen /✓ [már korán]

the preparation.Pl.Abl briefly / completely / cleverly / already early

ki-fáradtak.

out-get_tired.Past.3Pl ‘They had – / completely / – got tired of the preparations. / They had already got tired of the preparations early.’


	
c’. Az előkészületektől *röviden /✓ teljesen / *ügyesen /✓ [már korán]

the preparation.Pl.Abl briefly / completely / cleverly / already early

ki-fárad-va vártak minket.

out-get_tired-VAPASS wait.Past.3Pl we.Acc

‘(15c), and they were waiting for us in this way.’





Low-level adverbs can thus be generally claimed to be insertable in VA- constructions. The unacceptable variants in (15c’) can be attributed to individual instances of semantic incompatibility (with respect to volitionality, for instance), witnessed by the ab ovo unacceptable input constructions in (15c).

All in all, highand low-level adverbs can definitely be claimed to behave oppositely with respect to insertability, with medium-level adverbs forming an inbetween case.


3.1.2.2 Information-structure inheritance

Let us now turn to the question of the inheritance of information-structural functions from arguments of input verbs (see also 3.1.4.1, sub VII). On the basis of the data in (16), we claim that converbs inherit information structure in the course of converbialization. The scope of arguments is inherited due to the inheritedness of arguments themselves, so arguments are inherited together with the scope they take within the information structure of the input verb.

The quantifier of the finite verb megfoszt ‘deprive’ in (16a), for instance, will serve as a quantifier that belongs to the corresponding VA-converb megfosztva ‘deprived’ in (16a’,b’), resulting in a meaning in which Ili’s state of having been deprived of both of her necklaces is referred to. The inherited scope relation between the quantifier and the converbial head within the information structure that belongs to the converbial phrase is referred to in (16a’,b’) as an internal scope relation, whose existence can be regarded as evidence for information-structure inheritance (see N1.3.1). It is also illustrated in (16a’,b’) that it is not possible for operators in converbial constructions, in contrast to those in infinitival ones (see (30b) in 1.1.2.2), to have a kind of scope that could be called ‘external’: the quantifiers in the given two examples cannot have a scope over the matrix predicates in the way that the unavailable hypothetical readings formulate. Note that the source of these potential external readings is essentially the ambiguity of the input verbal constructions themselves (16a,b): a quantifier makes it possible to retrieve a reading according to which, instead of an event(uality) with a set of certain participants, more than one event with singular entities of the corresponding participants is referred to. An operator can thus take scope over the event that the “host” of the operator belongs to, as illustrated in (16a,b), as well as in (16a”), where there is no semantically contentful finite matrix predicate over the converbial construction. If, however, there is a semantically contentful finite matrix predicate over the converbial construction, as in (16a’,b’), the operator in question cannot take scope over this matrix predicate.


	
● The inheritance of the information structure of the input verb


	
a. Ilit mindkét nyakláncától meg-fosztották.

Ili.Acc both necklace.Poss.Abl perf-deprive.Past.DefObj.3Pl

‘Ili had been deprived of both of her necklaces (during one burglary or two burglaries).’


	
a’. Ilit mindkét nyakláncától meg-foszt-va találták meg.

Ili.Acc both necklace.Poss.Abl perf-deprive-VAPASS find.Past.DefObj.3Pl perf

internal reading: [FIND > BOTH_NECKLACES > DEPRIVE]

‘Ili had been found deprived of both of her necklaces.’

unavailable external reading: [BOTH_NECKLACES > FIND >DEPRIVE]

‘Once, Ili had been found deprived of one of her necklaces and another time she had been found deprived of her other necklace.’


	
a” Ili mindkét nyakláncától meg lett foszt-va.

Ili both necklace.Poss.Abl perf become.Past.3Sg deprive-VAPASS

‘Ili had been deprived of both of her necklaces (during one burglary or two burglaries).’


	
b. Ilit mindkét nyakláncától meg-fosztották a betörők.

Ili.Acc both necklace.Poss.Abl perf-deprive.Past.DefObj.3Pl the burglar.Pl

‘The burglars have deprived Ili of both of her necklaces (during one burglary or two burglaries).’


	
b’. Ilit mindkét nyakláncától meg-foszt-va távoztak a lakásból

Ili.Acc both necklace.Poss.Abl perf-deprive-VAACT leave.Past.3Pl the flat.Ela

a. betörők.

the burglar.Pl

internal reading: [LEAVE > BOTH_NECKLACES > DEPRIVE]

‘The burglars left the flat, having deprived Ili of both of her necklaces.’

unavailable external reading: [BOTH_NECKLACES > LEFT >DEPRIVE]

‘Once, the burglars left the flat, having deprived Ili of one of her necklaces and another time the burglars left the flat, having deprived her of her other necklace.’





In the lack of reasonable external readings in the sense sketched above, from now on, we restrict ourselves to the discussion of what is referred to as internal reading, without explicitly referring to its internal status.

It is illustrated in (17) that there is no theoretical obstacle for converbs to inherit complex information structures containing two operators (or, at least theoretically, even more operators). Note that in certain converbial constructions containing foci (17b-c) verbal particles can precede and can also follow the converbial head; the phenomenon is discussed in 3.1.4.1, sub III.


	
● The inheritance of complex information structures


	
a. Az orvos Ilit mindkét sporttól csak januárra tiltotta el.

the doctor Ili.Acc both sport.Abl only January.Sub ban.Past.DefObj.3Sg away

‘The doctor had banned Ili from both sports only for January.’


	
b. Az orvos Ilit mindkét sporttól csak januárra el-tilt-va/

the doctor Ili.Acc both sport.Abl only January.Sub away-ban-VAACT/ 

? [tilt-va el] hagyta el a rendelőt.

ban-VAACT away leave.Past.DefObj.3Sg away the office.Acc

‘The doctor left the office, having had Ili banned from both sports for only January.’


	
c. Ili mindkét sporttól csak januárra el-tilt-va /?[tilt-va el]

Ili both sport.Abl only January.Sub away-ban-VAPASS/ ban-VAPASS away

hagyta el a rendelőt.

leave.Past.DefObj.3Sg away the office.Acc

‘Ili left the office banned from both sports for only January.’


	
c’. Ili mindkét sporttól csak januárra lett el-tilt-va.

Ili both sport.Abl only January.Sub become.Past.3Sg away-ban-VAPASS

‘Ili was banned from both sports for only January.’






3.1.2.3 Basic types of input verbs

This subsection is devoted to a type-by-type overview of input verbs with different argument structures in respect of their inclination to converbialization. It is important to once again emphasize that the linguistic content of the connection between a ConvP and the corresponding finite clause is not discussed theoretically in this theory-neutral book. This also includes the connection between the grammatical functions of the arguments in ConvPs and their common lexical basis and those of the corresponding finite clauses. The use of the term lexical basis, however, is inevitable because this approach is the simplest way to attempt to exhaustively enumerate the various non-finite constructions and to systematically compare them to each other.

We examine the basic verb types listed in the introduction via series of examples constructed as follows. The (a)-examples offer input sentences with finite verbs with the given argument-structure types. The (b)-examples provide corresponding VAACT-converbial constructions while the (c)-(c’)-examples corresponding VAPASS-converbial ones, with the (c’)-examples representing the converbial type with no semantically contentful matrix predicate. In the case of the (c’)-examples, the two particular constructions presented in (6a-a’) can serve as test constructions while, in the case of (b-c)-examples, of the constructions in (6b-e) in 3.1.1, we opt for those providing the most acceptable variants. The built-up of the series of examples requires a methodological comment. We have based the differentiation between the (b) and the (c-c’)-examples on the VAACT- versus VAPASS- converb types, which is a classification that rests upon a clear formal difference in the case of converbs formed from transitive verbs: the identification of the subject of the converb with the subject or the object of the corresponding finite verb. In the case of intransitive verbs, however, the classification of the converbs into the VAACT- or VAPASS-converb types is far from trivial, so the classification presented in the (bc)-examples may sometimes be questioned. As for the two constructions considered in (c’)-examples, their matrix-verb-lessness is a formal distinctive element, relative to the (b-c)-examples. As discussed in the comments on the series of examples in (7) and  Table 2 in 3.1.1, these matrix-verb-less converbial constructions practically serve as two kinds of passivization in Hungarian, in harmony with which they are compatible only with VAPASS-converbs.

The take-home message of the subsection is that converbialization is entirely productive across those basic verb types from which it is possible to produce the given converb types at all (see the series of examples in (3) and  Table 1 in 3.1.1).


I. Input verbs without arguments

On the basis of the observations illustrated in (3) and summarized in  Table 1 in 3.1.1, input verbs without arguments (18a) cannot be converbialized since VAACT- converbs require a semantic Agent (18b) and VAPASS-converbs a semantic Theme (see also (9-10) in 3.1.1); see (18b-b’). As argumentless verbs pattern with unaccusative ones in expressing some kind of happening, it is illustrated in (18c-c’) that there are even no intended meanings that could be created. Note that the construction in (18c) can be regarded as grammatical if havazik ‘snow’ were regarded as an intransitive verb with an agentive subject. That is, it is acceptable in special or funny texts in which “to snow” is interpreted in the sense that someone either causes the snowing or deals with the snow in some way; cf. (32d-d’) in 1.1.2.3, sub I and (23b’) in 2.1.2.3, sub I.


	
● Input verbs without arguments


	
a. Havazik.

snow.3Sg

‘It is snowing.’


	b. –


	
c. *Havaz-va találtuk Pétert.

snow-VAPASS  find.Past.DefObj.1Pl Péter.Acc

Intended meaning: –

Potential meaning: see the comment above.


	c’. *Havaz-va van / lett.

snow-VAPASS  be.3Sg / become.Past.3Sg

Intended meaning: –

Potential other meaning, also unavailable: ‘It has snowed / [been snowing].’





In (18c’), it is tested whether the VA-construction can be applied in Hungarian to merely express the present (or past) perfect aspect (see the comments on (7) in 3.1.1); the answer to this question is negative.


II. Unergative intransitive verbs as input verbs

The unergative group of intransitive verbs (19a) readily serve as the basis for VAACT- converbialization (19b), in harmony with its character described in  Table 1 in 3.1.1. This character, however, is inherently incompatible with VAPASS-converbialization; it is thus theoretically impossible to construct an appropriate example in the (c)-type, because the converb would have inevitably been construed as active in any potential construction. The only two construction types that are compatible only with VAPASS- converbs, the VAstPred and VAdynPred types, are obviously not acceptable, either, since they obligatorily require a Theme PRO subject, see (6a-b) in 3.1.1. The unacceptable constructions in (19c’) illustrate this; the problem can be captured by referring to the incompatibility between the unergative character of the input verb sétál ‘walk’ and the VAPASS-role in the corresponding annotation, attempted to be associated with it.


	
● Unergative input verbs


	
a. Ili sétál.

Ili walk.3Sg

‘Ili is walking.’


	
b. Ili sétál-va ment haza.

Ili walk-VAACT  go.Past.3Sg home

‘Ili went home walking.’


	c. –


	
c’. *Ili sétál-va van / lett.

Ili walk-VAPASS  be.3Sg / become.Past.3Sg

Intended meaning: ‘Ili was walking.’





We also discuss here a reflexive, a reciprocal and two bodily/sound emission verbs as input verbs, in this order (20a). Their only syntactic argument is considerably Agent-like, witnessed by the poor acceptability of their past participial forms (Alberti 2006), see (25c) in 2.1.2.3, sub II, but it also shows Theme-like properties (Rákosi 2008). The illustration of their behavior in converbial constructions in (20b-b’) captures certain factors of their intermediate status, which comes together with the fact that they are very far from forming a homogeneous group.


	
● Reflexive, reciprocal and bodily/sound emission input verbs


	
a. A fiúk éppen borotválkoznakveszekednek/tüsszögnek/tüsszentenek.

the boy.Pl just shave_oneself.3Pl / quarrel.3Pl / be_sneezing.3Pl / sneeze.3Pl

‘The boys [are shaving / quarreling / sneezing] / sneeze.’


	
b. A fiúk veszeked-ve bandukoltal hazafelé.

the boy.Pl quarrel-VAACT  wander.Past.3Pl home.towards

‘The boys wandered home quarreling.’


	
b’. ? Pétert borotválkoz-va találtuk a fürdőszobában.

Péter.Acc shave_oneself-VAACT  find.Past.DefObj.1Pl the bathroom.Ine

‘We found Péter shaving in the bathroom.’


	
c. A fiú [nagyot tüsszent-ve]/tüsszög-ve lépett be a szobába.

the boy big.Acc sneeze-VAPASS/ sneeze-VAPASS  step.Past.3Sg into the room.Ill

‘The boy entered the room [sneezing a big sneeze] / sneezing.’


	
c’. *A fiúk borotválkoz-va / veszeked-ve / tüsszent-ve / tüsszög-ve

the boy.Pl shave_oneself-VAPASS/ quarrel-VAPASS/ sneeze-VAPASS/ sneeze-VAPASS 

vannak / lettek.

be.3Pl / become.Past.3Pl

Intended meaning: ‘The boys were shaving / quarreling / sneezing / [continually sneezing].’





It is undoubted that the verbs under consideration are not tolerated in the VAstPred and VAdynPred converbial constructions, which require unquestionably unaccusative and telic character (20c’). It is also undoubted that the quarrel subtype readily undergoes VAACT-converbialization (20b). The marked status of acceptability of the shave subtype in (20b’) suggests the rather-active-than-passive character of this subtype; cf. (6b) in 3.1.1. As for the sneeze-variants, the examples given in (20c) can unquestionably be associated with their straightforward unvolitional interpretation, on the basis of which we consider them to appear as VAPASS-converbs.

Nevertheless, as there is no test on the basis of which the converbs formed from these intermediate verbs can be classified unambiguously either into the VAACT-type or into the VAPASS-type, this question requires multi-faceted future research.


III. Unaccusative intransitive verbs as input verbs

The unaccusative group of intransitive verbs (21a) cannot serve as the basis of VAACT-converbialization per definitionem (21b) while it tends to be possible to form a VAPASS-converb from these verbs (21c). As shown in (21c’), these potential VAPASS- converbial forms cannot appear in VAstPred and VAdynPred constructions, presumably due to a criterion concerning telicity, see the comments on (7) in 3.1.1.


	
● Unaccusative input verbs


	
a. Pereg a vakolat.

trickle.3Sg the plaster ‘The plaster is peeling.’


	b. –


	
c. Pereg-ve hullik a vakolat.

trickle-VAPASS  fall.3Sg the plaster

‘The plaster is falling trickling.’

(Bartos 2009: 80, ex. (8), based on Bene (2005: 83))


	c’. *Pereg-ve van / lett a vakolat.

trickle-VAPASS  be.3Sg / become.Past.3Sg the plaster

Intended meaning: ‘The plaster is trickling.’






IV. Transitive verbs as input verbs

Transitive verbs (22a) are suitable for undergoing both the active (22b) and the passive (22c) sort of converbialization. The phonetically null (PRO) subject of the given converb is the subject of the corresponding finite verb in the active scheme (22b) and its object in the passive one, illustrated in (22c-c”), which provides a heterogeneous picture.


	
● Transitive input verbs


	
a. A fodrász fésüli/melírozza/tupírozza

the hairdresser comb.DefObj.3Sg / streak.DefObj.3Sg / backcomb.DefObj.3Sg

a. hajam-at.

the hair.Poss.1Sg-Acc

‘The hairdresser is combing / streaking / backcombing my hair.’


	
b. A fodrász a vendég haját fésül-ve/melíroz-va/tupíroz-va

the hairdresser the client hair.Poss.Acc comb-VA / streak-VA / backcomb-VA

hallgatta a rádiót.

listen.Past.DefObj.3Sg the radio.Acc

‘The hairdresser was listening to the radio combing / streaking / backcombing the client’s hair.’


	
Ili*? fésül-ve /✓ melíroz-va /✓ tupíroz-va hordja a haját. c.

Ili comb-VA / streak-VA / backcomb-VA wear.DefObj.3Sg the hair.Poss.Acc

‘Ili wears her hair streaked / backcombed.’


	
c’. A vendég haja *? fésül-ve /✓ melíroz-va /✓ tupíroz-va van / lett.

the client hair.Poss comb-VA / streak-VA / backcomb-VA be.3Sg / become.Past.3Sg

‘The client’s hair was / [has been] combed / streaked / backcombed.’


	
c”. ? Ili haja folyamatosan fésül-ve válik gyönyörű esküvői

Ili hair.Poss permanently comb-VA become.3Sg wonderful wedding.Adjr

frizurává.

hairdo.TrE

‘Ili’s hair is turning into a wonderful wedding hairdo by being permanently combed.’





It is relevant here that transitive verbs with no verbal particles are being studied in this subsection. In the lack of a verbal particle, verbs are typically atelic, which is a semantic character readily compatible with the active character of VAACT-converbs (22b). The passive character of VAPASS-converbs, however, is associated with telicity. All the acceptable variants in (22c-c’) are based on telic input verbs. It is typically verbs of a foreign origin that can be understood in Hungarian as telic (optionally or obligatorily) without a verbal particle, besides their simultaneously available atelic interpretation, illustrated in (22a). Melírozva ‘streak.VA’ and tupírozva ‘backcomb.VA’ thus are interpreted as telic throughout in (22c-c’). The variants with fésülve in (22c-c’) are then unacceptable since fésül ‘comb’ can be interpreted as telic only furnished with a verbal particle. It is shown in (22c”) that it is not excluded to construct an example with an atelic passive converb but the marked status suggests that the passive converbial form is dispreferred for atelic verbs.


V. Verbs with oblique arguments as input verbs

This subsection discusses the impact of the appearance of oblique arguments in the argument structure of input verbs on converbialization.

The a priori hypothesis is that the appearance of oblique arguments has no impact on the acceptability of the corresponding converbial phrases. This has to do with the fact that the corresponding converbs inherit the oblique arguments together with their oblique case marking and their obligatory or optional character (3.1.2.1).

Let us start with cases where the input verb has no argument other than an oblique case marked one (which is not in the verbal modifier position, cf. sub VI) (23a) (NB: this classification of the finite clause as subjectless concerns the surface form; it is a theory-specific question to decide whether the given type is factually subjectless in a coherent syntactic system). The potential converbial constructions formed, if any, pattern with those formed from argumentless verbs (18b-b’) in providing no acceptable VAACT- (23b) or VAPASS-converbial counterparts (23c-c’), in the lack of input subjects or objects. We have created examples for the potential constructions to test whether they might be associated with any kind of meaning; see, for instance, the potential, but unavailable, readings given in (23b-c).


	
● Input verbs which have only oblique arguments


	
a. Maradt a bor-ból.

remain.Past.3Sg the wine-Ela

‘There is some wine left.’


	b –


	
c. *Marad-va a bor-ból, meghívtam estére a barátaimat.

remain-VAPASS the wine-Ela invite.Past.1Sg evening.Sub the friend.Poss.Pl.1Sg.Acc

Intended meaning: ‘As there was some wine left, I invited my friends round for the evening.’


	
c’. *Marad-va / *Maradván van / lett a bor-ból.

remain-VAPASS/ remain-VÁN be.3Sg / become.Past.3Sg the wine-Ela

Intended meaning: ‘There has been some wine left.’


	
d. ?Marad-ván a bor-ból, meghívtam estére a barátaimat.

remain-VÁN the wine-Ela invite.Past.1Sg evening.Sub the friend.Poss.Pl.1Sg.Acc

‘As there was some wine left, I invited my friends round for the evening.’ 





Note in passing that the verb type in (23a) is exactly the one from which only VÁN- converbs can be formed (see Remark 1 in 3.1.1), as shown in (23d), filling in the gap left by VA-converbs; the resulting variants are unquestionably marked with grammaticality judgments depending on the tolerance of hearers towards archaic forms. The matrix-verb-less predicative constructions are not compatible with the corresponding VÁN-converbial variants (23c’), either.

Let us now turn to converbs formed from unergative verbs the argument structure of which contains oblique arguments as well (24). This type should be compared to the one discussed in subsection II. As illustrated below, here the comparison corroborates the hypothesis that the presence of oblique case marked arguments does not change the level of grammaticality: the VAACT-converbial construction type is fully acceptable (24b) while the VAPASS-converbs are fully unacceptable (24c’), or practically cannot be constructed at all (24c), just like in the corresponding series of examples in (19).


	
● Unergative input verbs with oblique arguments


	
a. Órákon át beszélgettünk Ili-vel a politiká-ról.

hour.Pl.Sup through talk.Past.1Pl Ili-Ins the politics-Del

‘We talked politics with Ili for hours.’


	
b. Ili a politiká-tól órákon át beszélget-ve

Ili-Ins the politics-Del Peti hour.Pl.Sup through talk-VA

jól telt az idő.

well pass.Past.3Sg the time

‘Talking politics with Ili for hours, time was passing well.’


	c. –


	
c’. *Órákon át beszélget-ve van / lett Ili-vel a politiká-ról.

hour.Pl.Sup through talk-VA be.3Sg / become.Past.3Sg Ili-Ins the politics-Del

Intended meaning: ‘Talking about politics with Ili for hours has been realized.’





The next subgroup to consider is that of converbs formed from unaccusative verbs the argument structure of which contains oblique arguments as well as a subject (25). This type, again, behaves the same as their unaccusative counterparts without oblique arguments, discussed in subsection III (see (21). That is, these input verbs (25a) cannot serve as the basis of VAACT-converbialization per definitionem (25b), either, while it tends to be possible to produce a VAPASS-converb from these verbs (25c), too. As shown in (25c’), these potential VAPASS-converbial forms cannot appear in VAstPred and VAdynPred constructions, either, presumably due to a criterion concerning telicity, see the comments on (7) in 3.1.1.


	
● Unaccusative input verbs with oblique arguments


	
a. Közeledik a meteor a Föld-höz.

approach.Past.3Sg the meteor the Earth-All

‘The meteor is getting closer to Earth.’


	b. –


	
c. A Föld-höz közeled-ve

the Earth-All approach-VA

a. meteor egyre ijesztőbbnek tűnt.

the meteor increasingly threatening.Comp.Dat seem.Past.3Sg

‘Getting closer to Earth the meteor seemed to be increasingly threatening.’


	
c’. *A meteor közeled-ve van / lett a Föld-höz.

the meteor approach-VA be.3Sg / become.Past.3Sg the Earth-All

Intended meaning: ‘The meteor has been getting closer to Earth.’





The last type to consider in this subsection is when the input argument structure, in addition to a subject and an object, as in (22) in sub IV, contains oblique case marked arguments (26a), but not in verbal modifier positions; cf. sub VI below. As shown in (26b-b’), if an ideal verb of the given type has been chosen to serve as input, both VAACT-converbs (26b) and VAPASS-converbs (26c-c’) can quite readily be formed from it; or more precisely, in (26c’), it is the state predicate that proves to be unquestionably acceptable. Nevertheless, by this we do not claim that transitive verbs with no verbal particles but with oblique arguments are typically easy to undergo all subtypes of converbialization; the lack of telicity is often a disadvantage, especially in the case of passive converbialization. The revelation of the factors that count requires future research.


	
● Transitive input verbs with oblique arguments


	
a. Ili mindig védi a hajá-t a szél-től egy kendő-vel.

Ili always protect.DefObj.3Sg the hair.Poss-Acc the wind-Abl a kerchief-Ins

‘Ili always protects her hair from the wind with a headscarf.’


	
b. (?)Ili felvett egy kendőt véd-ve a hajá-t a szél-től.

Ili up.put.Past.3Sg a kerchief.Acc protect-VA the hair.Poss-Acc the wind-Abl

‘Ili put on a headscarf, protecting her hair from the wind.’


	
c. (?)Ili haja, véd-ve a szél-től egy kendő-vel,

Ili hair.Poss protect-VA the wind-Abl a kerchief-Ins

nem kócolódott össze.

not mess_up.Past.3Sg together

‘Ili’s hair did not mess up protected from the wind with a headscarf.’


	
c’. Ili haja véd-ve van /? lett a szél-től egy kendő-vel.

Ili hair.Poss protect-VA be.3Sg / become.Past.3Sg the wind-Abl a kerchief-Ins

‘Ili’s hair is protected from the wind with a headscarf.’






VI. Verbs with verbal modifiers as input verbs

This subsection is devoted to the discussion of special types of arguments: namely, those that appear as verbal modifiers. This special position is left-adjacent to that of the verb stem and the fillers of these two positions form one phonological unit in the sense that only the first syllable of this unit (that is, the first syllable of the verbal modifier) bears stress, with the verb stem remaining unstressed. In the course of converbialization, verbal particles and oblique case marked verbal modifiers are always preserved together with their function, see the comments on ki ‘out’ in (11b-c) and on Bécsbe ‘Vienna.Ill’ in (12a-a”) in 3.1.2.1. Finite verbal constructions containing an accusative case marked verbal modifier can serve as an input only to VAACT-converbialization, see the comments on (12b-b’) while argument structures containing nominative case marked verbal modifiers cannot serve as inputs to any kind of converbialization, see (12d-d”).

The rationale behind the organization of the present subsection is twofold. As a prior viewpoint, the basic types discussed in subsections I-V completed with verbal modifiers are overviewed. Meanwhile, in addition to verbal particles, which are the typical verbal modifiers, the basic grammatical-function types—subjects, objects and oblique case marked arguments—are all exemplified as verbal modifiers. An entire investigation according to the cross-classification of the two aspects would extend to dozens of argument-structure types without providing more conclusion than the fact that verbal modifiers are readily inherited only in the case of verbal particles and oblique case marked verbal modifiers while if the verbal modifier has accusative case marking in the corresponding finite verbal construction, it can only be retained unproblematically in the case of VAACT-converbialization, see the comments on (12b-b’) in 3.1.2.1.

In the, otherwise, argumentless argument-structure type, discussed in sub I, it is typically a verbal particle that can appear as a verbal modifier (27a). Rarely, a pronoun can also appear in this position (27a’).

On the basis of the observations illustrated in (3) and summarized in  Table 1 in 3.1.1, input verbs without subject/object arguments (27a-a’) cannot be converbialized since VAACT-converbs require a semantic Agent (27b) and VAPASS- converbs a semantic Theme (see also (9-10) in 3.1.1); see (27b,c’). As argumentless verbs pattern with unaccusative ones in expressing some kind of happening, it is illustrated in (27c) that there are even no intended meanings that could be created. In (27c’), however, the state passive is more or less acceptable; in the given interpretation, the VAPASS-converb can be regarded as merely expressing present/past perfect aspect, with no passivizing flavor. This facility is obviously due to the telicizing role of the verbal particle. Somewhat surprisingly, the same construction is unacceptable with a pronominal verbal modifier, also with a telicizing role (27c”).


	
● Input verbs with only a verbal modifier


	
a. Be-esteledett.

into-night_fall.Past.3Sg

‘Night fell.’


	
a’. Ránk esteledett.

Sub.1Pl night_fall.Past.3Pl

‘The night fell on us.’


	b. –


	
c. *Be-esteled-ve/*Ránk esteled-ve találtuk Pétert.

into-night_fall-VA / Sub.1Pl night_fall-VAPASS  find.Past.DefObj.1Pl Péter.Acc

Intended meaning: –

Potential other meaning, also unavailable: ‘It is when the night had fallen (on us) that we found Péter.’


	
c’. Be ? van /*? lett esteled-ve .

into be.3Sg / become.Past.3Sg night_fall-VAPASS 

‘The night has fallen.’


	
c”. Ránk *? van / *lett esteled-ve .

Sub.1Pl be.3Sg / become.Past.3Sg night_fall-VAPASS 

Intended meaning: ‘The night has fallen on us.’


	d. ?Be-estelded-vén/?Ránk esteled-vén kivettünk egy szobát.
into-night_fall-VA / Sub.1Pl night_fall-VÁN out.take.Past.1Pl a room.Acc ‘

The night having fallen (on us), we took a room.’






Note in passing that the verb type in (27a-a’) is such from which VÁN-converbs can be formed (see Remark 1 in 3.1.1), as shown in (27d), filling in the gap left by VA- converbs; the resulting variants are unquestionably marked with grammaticality judgments depending on the tolerance of hearers towards forms felt to be archaic by many speakers (cf. the comments on (23d) in sub V).

Let us now turn to the unergative type of input verbs. The definitive property of this type is that it has an agentive subject and no object. Two things relevant at this point follow from this. First, the subject cannot appear as a verbal modifier (since Agents cannot serve as verbal modifiers, see M6). Hence, in this type, the verbal modifier can be a verbal particle or an oblique case marked argument (28a), which can be preserved in the course of converbialization, witnessed by (11b-c) and (12aa”) in 3.1.2.1. Second, in the absence of a Theme and/or an object, VAPASS- converbial constructions are predicted to be fully unacceptable. Therefore, only the VAACT-converbial construction is predicted to be acceptable. Examples (28b-b’) verify this prediction. Note in passing that it sporadically occurs that certain unergative verbs are accepted in the passive VAstPred construction by certain groups of native speakers (28c”).


	
● Unergative input verbs with a verbal modifier


	
a. Ili el- /haza-/London-ba utazott.

Ili away- / home / London-Ill travel.Past.3Sg

‘Ili traveled away / home / [to London].’


	
b. Ili csak haza/London-ba utaz-va tudta elintézni az ügyet.

Ili only home / London-Ill travel-VA can.Past.DefObj.3Sg manage.Inf the case.Acc

‘Ili could manage the case only by traveling home / [to London].’


	c. –


	
c’. *Ili haza / London-ba van / lett utaz-va.

the home / London-Ill be.3Sg / become.Past.3Sg travel-VAPASS 

Intended meaning: ‘Ili has gone home / [to London].’


	
c”. % Ili el van utaz-va.

Ili away be.3Sg travel-VAPASS 

‘Ili has traveled [she is not at her place].’





Turning to unaccusative verbs, there is no Agent in their argument structure since the obligatorily appearing subject plays the role of a Theme. The subject can even serve as a verbal modifier; this option is considered in (29a). In the lack of an Agent, the given type, just like the verbal-modifier-less unaccusative intransitive verbs, illustrated in (21) in sub III, cannot serve as the basis of VAACT-converbialization (29b).


	
● Unaccusative input verbs with a subject as a verbal modifier


	
a. Tegnap egy kórus alakult (az iskolá-ban).

yesterday a choir get_formed.Past.3Sg the school-Ine

‘Yesterday there was a choir formed (in the school).’


	b. –


	
c. *Találtam egy kórust alakul-va az iskolában.

find.Past.1Sg a choir.Acc get_formed-VAPASS the school-Ine

Intended meaning: ‘I found a choir being formed in the school.’


	
c’. Egy kórus *? van / *lett alakul-va (az iskolá-ban). a choir be.3Sg / become.Past.3Sg get_formed-VAPASS the school-Ine

Intended meaning: ‘There was a choir formed (in the school).’





Given the telic character of the given type, however, one might expect that it readily undergoes the two sorts of VAPASS-converbialization. That is not the case, however, as shown in (29c-c’). This may be exactly due to the verbal-modifier function of the subject, in harmony with the comments on (12d-d”) in 3.1.2.1 concerning the incompatibility between the subject grammatical function and the verbal-modifier function. If the subject does not coincide with the verbal modifier, VAPASS- converbialization can readily produce acceptable constructions, at least stative ones (but not dynamic ones), witnessed by the corresponding converbial constructions formed from unaccusative verbs with verbal modifiers which are verbal particles (30a), see (30c-c’). Obviously, the separation of the subject grammatical function from the verbal-modifier function does not change the uncreatability of VAACT- converbs formed from unaccusative verbs (30b).


	
● Unaccusative input verbs with a verbal particle as a verbal modifier


	
a. Le-pereg a vakolat a fal-ról.

down-trickle.3Sg the plaster the wall-Del

‘The plaster is peeling from the wall.’


	b. –


	
c. A fal-ról le-pereg-ve találtuk a vakolat egy részét.

the wall-Del down-trickle-VAPASS  find.Past.DefObj.1Pl the plaster a part.Poss.Acc

‘We found a part of the plaster having peeled from the wall.’


	
c’. Le (?) van /*? lett pereg-ve a vakolat a fal-ról.

down be.3Sg / become.Past.3Sg trickle-VAPASS  the plaster the wall-Del

‘The plaster has peeled from the wall.’





In the case of transitive argument structures, an accusative case marked bare noun (phrase) can readily serve as a verbal modifier (31a). As discussed in connection with (12b-b’) in 3.1.2.1, an accusative case marked verbal modifier can only be retained unproblematically in the case of VAACT-converbialization (31b). In the case of the subtype of VAPASS-converbialization shown in (31c), the role and the meaning of the input verbal modifier will change due to the fact that an originally bare noun (phrase) ought to be identified with the phonetically null (PRO) subject of the corresponding converbial phrase, which proves to be inevitably referential; therefore such VAPASS-converbial constructions formed from input argumentstructures like this are unacceptable. As for the VAdynPred and VAstPred VAPASS- converbial subtypes, the same argumentation cannot be applied as the verbal modifier function can be retained (in a higher, matrix-predicate, level); presumably due to this, we can construct variants exceeding the level of full unacceptability, as shown in (31c’); the dynamic VAdynPred-construction even reaches the “unclear status”.


	
● Input verbs with an accusative case marked argument as a verbal modifier


	
a. Kávé-t kortyolgattam (az új csészéből).

coffee-Acc sip.Past.1Sg the new cup.Ela

‘I was sipping coffee (from the new cup).’


	
b. Kávé-t kortyolgat-va vártakal.

coffee-Acc sip-VAACT  wait.Past.2Obj.1Sg

‘I was waiting for you while sipping coffee.’


	
c. Kortyolgat-va ittam *? (✓ a) kávét.

sip-VAPASS drink.Past.1Sg the coffee.Acc

Intended meaning: ‘I was drinking coffee by sipping it.’



	
c’. Kávé*? van /?? lett kortyolgat-va az új csészéből.

coffee be.3Sg / become.Past.3Sg sip-VAPASS the new cup.Ela

Intended meaning: ‘Coffee was sipped from the new cup.’





As in all other types, verbal particles also readily serve as verbal modifiers in the case of transitive argument structures (32a). It is illustrated in the series of examples in (32b-b’) that telic transitive verbs serve as excellent inputs to both types of converbialization (cf. the comment on telicity requirement on the series of examples in (22) in sub IV). Note that, perhaps surprisingly, it was not easy to find a single particular input finite verbal construction from which all subtypes of VA-converbial constructions could readily be formed. This suggests that each subtype has its peculiar pragmasemantic contribution to, and hence criteria of coherence with, the corresponding matrix construction, the systematic revelation of which still requires much future research in Hungarian (cf. Remark 3 in 3.1.1).


	
● Transitive input verbs with a verbal particle as a verbal modifier


	
a. Ili fel-bontotta a level-et.

Ili up-open.Past.DefObj.3Sg the letter-Acc

‘Ili opened the letter.’


	
b. Ili a level-et fel-bont-va lépett ki a postáról.

Ili the letter-Acc up-open-VAACT  step.Past.3Sg out the post_office.Del

‘Ili left the post office having opened the letter.’


	
c. Fel-bont-va találtam a levelet.

up-open-VAPASS  find.Past.1Sg the letter.Acc

‘I found the letter opened.’


	c’. A levél már fel van / lett bont-va.

the letter already up be.3Sg / become.Past.3Sg open-VAPASS 

‘The letter has already been opened.’






An oblique case marked bare noun phrase can also serve as a verbal modifier of a transitive verb (33a). In this type of input verbal constructions, all the corresponding converbial constructions are acceptable (33b-b’), due to the facts that (i) transitive finite verbal argument structures are suitable input structures for all types of converbialization and (ii) oblique case marked verbal modifiers can be retained totally together with their function and degree of referentiality (see also (12a-a”) in 3.1.2.1).


	
● Input verbs with an oblique argument as a verbal modifier


	
a. A boszorkány béká-vá változtatja a herceg-et.

the witch frog-TrE transform.DefObj.3Sg the prince-Acc

‘The witch will turn the prince into a frog.’


	
b. A boszorkány elégedetten tért nyugovóra

the witch satisfied go.Past.3Sg relaxing.Sub

béká-vá változtat-va a herceg-et.

frog-TrE transform-VAACT the prince-Acc

‘Having transformed the prince into a frog, the witch went to bed satisfied.’


	
c. Béká-vá változtat-va találtunk rá a hercegre.

frog-TrE transform-VAPASS  find.Past.1Pl onto the prince

‘We found the prince turned into a frog.’


	
d. A herceg béká-vá (?) van /✓ lett változtat-va.

the prince frog-TrE be.3Sg / become.Past.3Sg transform-VAPASS 

‘The prince has been turned into a frog.’ 





The last series of examples in this subsection is devoted to a peculiar sort of VA- converbialization, illustrated in (9a”) in 3.1.1, which “household” verbs tend to undergo (Tóth 2000b: 251–252). The specialty of the phenomenon is that the transitive verbs concerned (34a) can undergo not only the standard Agentsuppressing-Theme-advancing VAPASS-converbialization (34b) but also a “stricter” VAPASS-converbialization resulting in a matrix finite construction with neither subject nor object (34c). Two things should be noted. The input object typically appears in the construction in question as a spatial adjunct, the special predicative construction can thus be regarded as an argumentless predicative frame, which is typically used in technical jargon.


	
● “Household” passivization


	
a. Ili már ki-takarította a 13-as szobát.

Ili already out-clean.Past.DefObj.3Sg the 13-Adjr room-Acc

‘Ili has already cleaned room 13.’


	
b. A 13-as szoba már ki van /lett takarít-va.

Ili 13-Adjr room already out be.3Sg / become.Past.3Sg clean-VAPASS 

‘Room 13 has already been cleaned.’


	
c. %A 13-as szobában már ki van / lett takarít-va.

the 13-Adjr room.Ine already out be.3Sg / become.Past.3Sg clean-VAPASS 

‘The cleaning has already been done in room 13.’

(based on Bartos (2009: 88, footnote 13); cf. Tóth (2000b: 252))






VII. Idioms

To conclude this subsection, let us investigate idioms as special inputs to converbialization. Their specialty lies in their essentially unbreakable internal integrity, a consequence of which is that they tend to resist undergoing any kind of derivation or other kinds of formation process (see, for instance, N1.3.1.2.2.3, sub VI, see also sub VII in 1.1.2.3 and in 2.1.2.3). Nevertheless, there are idioms which seem to have a reduced internal structure with distinguished parts (Jackendoff 1997). These may be more ready to undergo certain derivations: especially if the derivation takes the idiom apart without disturbing the internal integrity of its distinguished parts, that is, separating the idiom along its original internal structure. In this subsection, we briefly review the same seven idiom types considered in the corresponding subsections, which provided a more detailed discussion of the infinitivalizability and participializability of idioms (see sub VII in 1.1.2.3 and in 2.1.2.3).

Let us start the overview of the different types of idioms with those consisting of exclusively “virtual”, that is, non-referential, syntactically not free arguments (35a). As shown in (35b-b’), it is not possible to create any type of VA-converbial construction from it, at least in the intended, non-literal, meaning. However, it does not completely resist converbialization: to a certain extent, VÁN-converbialization is possible (35d), especially in funny texts; which can be presumably due to the fact that this construction can contain a subject (see Remark 1 in 3.1.1) and therefore the internal integrity of the idiom can be retained. For further information on the potential relevant factors, see the comments on (48) in sub VII in 1.1.2.3 or in (39) in sub VII in 2.1.2.3.


	
● Input idioms without syntactically free arguments I.


	
a. Veri az ördög a feleség-é-t.

beat.DefObj.3Sg the devil the wife-Poss-Acc

‘It is raining while the sun is shining.’ = ‘The devil is beating his wife.’

(Literal reading: ‘The devil is beating his wife.’)


	
b. *Az ördög a feleség-é-t ver-ve indította a napot.

the devil the wife-Poss-Acc beat-VAACT  start.Past.DefObj.3Sg the day.Acc

Intended meaning: ‘The day began with weather where it was raining while the sun was shining.’


	
c. *Az ördög által ver-ve találtuk a feleség-é-t.

the devil by beat-VAPASS  find.Past.DefObj.3Sg the wife-Poss-Acc

Intended meaning: ‘We found (there) weather where it was raining while the sun was shining.’


	
c’. *A feleség-e ver-ve van / lett az ördög-nek.

the wife-Poss beat-VAPASS  be.3Sg / become.Past.3Sg the devil-Dat

Intended meaning: ‘It has been raining with the sun shining.’


	
d. ?? Ver-vén az ördög a feleség-é-t, lefújtuk a kirándulást.

beat-VÁN the devil the wife-Poss-Acc down.blow.Past.defObj.1Pl the hike.Nmn.Acc

‘As it was raining with the sun shining, we cancelled the hike.’





Let us now consider an idiom which does not have syntactically free arguments but can be divided into two parts that correspond to distinguishable participants in the non-literal meaning (36): namely, the verb ki-lóg ‘out-hang’ can be regarded as corresponding to a predicate such as ‘show’, or ‘become visible’, with ló-láb ‘horse-leg’ corresponding to ‘the suspicious case’. This correspondence, however, does not have an impact on the acceptability of the VA-converbial constructions (but cf. the similar participial constructions in (40) in sub VII in 2.1.2.3); similar to the case in (35), the resulting VA-constructions are all unacceptable (36b-b’). It is, however, possible (again, cf. (35d), to construct a more or less acceptable corresponding VÁN-converbial construction (36d), which is available to those who are fond of the archaic flavor it provides.


	
● Input idioms without syntactically free arguments II.


	
a. Ki-lóg a lóláb.

out-hang.3Sg the horse.leg

‘He shows the cloven hoof.’ / ‘This is a case which strikes me as suspicious.’

(Literal reading: ‘The horse’s leg is sticking out.’)


	b. –


	
c. *Ki-lóg-va találtuk a lólábat.

out-hang-VAPASS find.Past.DefObj.3Sg the horse.leg.Acc

Intended meaning: ‘We have found this case suspicious.’


	
c’. Ki *van /*? lett lóg-va a lóláb.

out be.3Sg / become.Past.3Sg hang-VAPASS the horse.leg

Intended meaning: ‘This has been a case which strikes me as suspicious.’


	
out-hang-VÁN the horse.leg withdraw.Past.1Pl the contract.Abl

‘As this case stroke me as suspicious, we had withdrawn from the agreement.’

d. ?Ki-lóg-ván a lóláb, elálltunk a szerződéstől.





Idioms often take real arguments as well, besides their “virtual” ones. The following arguments are the real ones in the examples below (marked by [square brackets]): the subject in (37-38), the subject and the object in (39), the adessive case marked noun phrase Ilinél ‘Ili.Ade’ in (40), and the NAK possessor in (41).


	
● Input idioms with real arguments I.


	
a. [Péter] hatalmas bak-ot lőtt.

Péter huge buck-Acc shoot.Past.3Sg

‘Péter made a big mistake.’

(Literal reading: ‘Péter shot a huge buck.’)


	
b. Péter kirúgta az infóst, ezzel hatalmas bak-ot lő-ve.

Péter out.fire.Past.DefObj.3Sg the IT_guy.Acc this.Ins huge buck-Acc shoot-VAACT 

‘Péter fired the IT guy, by doing so making a big mistake.’


	
c. *Hatalmas bak-ot találtunk lő-ve.

huge buck-Acc find.Past.1Pl shoot-VAPASS 

Intended meaning: ‘We have found a big mistake.’


	
c’. Hatalmas bak *van /*? lett lő-ve.

huge buck be.3Sg / become.Past.3Sg shoot-VAPASS 

Intended meaning: ‘A big mistake has been made.’





As shown by a comparison between the three subtypes in (37-39), on the one hand, and the two subtypes in (40-41), on the other, it is only the “real” status of the subject that proves to count in converbialization: we get acceptable VAACT-converbs only in the cases with input verbal constructions containing a “real” subject; see the (b)-examples. The VAPASS-converbial constructions, however, are practically unacceptable in all cases, see the (c-c’)-examples in (37-41), just like in the realargument-less cases (35-36); thus it does not count in passive converbialization of idioms whether there is an object (or Theme) in the input construction and whether, if any, it is “real” or “virtual”.


	
● Input idioms with real arguments II.


	
a. [Ili] köti az eb-et a karó-hoz.

Ili bind.DefObj.3Sg the dog-Acc the pole-All

‘Ili insists on something.’ = ‘Ili puts her foot down.’

(Literal reading: ‘Ili ties the dog to the pole.’)


	
b. (?) Ili tovább vitatkozott köt-ve az eb-et a karó-hoz.

Ili further quarrel.Past.3Sg bind-VAACT the dog-Acc the pole-All

‘Ili kept on quarreling by putting her foot down.’


	
c. *Az ebet köt-ve találtuk a karó-hoz.

the dog.Acc bind-VAPASS  find.Past.DefObj.1Pl the pole-All

Intended meaning: ‘We have found that someone has put their foot down.’


	
c’. Itt aztán köt-ve ?? van /*? lett az eb a karó-hoz!

here then bind-VAPASS  be.3Sg / become.Past.3Sg the dog the pole-All

Intended meaning: ‘Someone here has put their foot down.’




	
● Input idioms with real arguments III.


	
a. [Ili] ki-rázza az ujj-á-ból [a megoldást].

Ili out-shake.DefObj.3Sg the finger-Poss-Ela the solution.Acc

‘Ili is easily going to provide the solution.’ / ‘Ili is going to nail the solution.’

(Literal reading: ‘Ili will shake out the solution from her finger.’)


	
b. Ili hamar megcsinálta a feladatot

Ili soon perf.do.Past.DefObj.3Sg the exercise.Acc

ki-ráz-va az ujj-á-ból a megoldást.

out-shake-VAACT the finger-Poss-Ela the solution.Acc

‘Ili completed the exercise soon having nailed the solution.’


	
c. *A megoldás az ujj-á-ból ki-ráz-va várt minket.

Ili solution the finger-Poss-Ela out-shake-VAPASS  wait.Past.3Sg we.Acc

‘The solution had waited for us easily provided.’


	
c’. Ki *van /?? lett ráz-va a megoldás az ujj-á-ból.

out be.3Sg / become.Past.3Sg out-shake-VAPASS the solution the finger-Poss-Ela

Intended meaning: ‘The solution has easily been provided.’





In the last two subtypes (40-41), the only that provides more or less acceptable constructions is VÁN-converbialization (due to the fact that VÁN-converbs can have their own explicit subjects, see (i) in Remark 1 in 3.1.1), illustrated in the corresponding (d)-examples.


	
 ● Input idioms with real arguments IV.


	
a. [Ili-nél] el-törött a mécses.

Ili-Ade away-break.Past.3Sg the lampion

‘Ili broke into tears.’

(Literal reading: ‘The lampion broke with Ili.’)


	b. –


	
c. *?Ili-nél el-tör-ve találtuk a mésest.

Ili-Ade away-break-VAPASS  find.Past.DefObj.1Pl the lampion

Intended meaning: ‘We found Ili broken into tears.’


	
c’. Ili-nél el *?van/*lett tör-veamécses.

Ili-Ade away be.3Sg / become.Past.3Sg break-VAPASS  the lampion

Intended meaning: ‘Ili has broken into tears.’


	
d. ??Ili-nél el-tör-vén a mécses, nem faggattuk tovább.

Ili-Ade away-break-VAPASS the lampion not interrogate.Past.DefObj.1Pl further

Intended meaning: ‘Ili broken into tears, we were not going to interrogate her anymore.’




	
 ● Input idioms with real arguments V.


	
a. [Ili-nek] fel-kopik az áll-a.

Ili-Dat up-is_worn.3Sg the chin-Poss

‘Ili is becoming dirt-poor.’

(Literal reading: ‘Ili’s chin was worn out.’)


	b. –


	
c. *?Ili-nek fel-kop-va tatáltuk az állát.

Ili-Dat up-is_worn-T find.Past.DefObj.3Sg the chin.Poss.Acc

Intended meaning: ‘We found Ili becoming dirt-poor.’


	
c’. *Ili-nek fel?? van / *lett kop-va az álla.

Ili-Dat up be.3Sg / become.Past.3Sg is_worn-VAPASS  the chin-Poss

Intended meaning: ‘Ili has been becoming dirt-poor.’


	
d. ?Ili-nek fel -kop-ván az álla,

Ili-Dat up-is_worn-VÁN the chin-Poss

kénytelen volt takarítást vállalni.

forced be.Past.3Sg clean.Nmn.Acc take.Inf

‘Having become dirt-poor, Ili had to undertake cleaning.’





All in all, it is only the status of the subject in the input idiomatic expression that proves to systematically count in their converbialization: only idioms with “real” subjects can undergo VAACT-converbialization. As for VAPASS-converbialization, no subtypes of idioms can undergo it. We have also considered the question whether, if no acceptable VA-converbs can be created from a certain idiom subtype, VÁN- converbialization can serve as a substitute for VA-converbialization. We have observed that VÁN-converbialization may fulfill this role (“for those whose dialect has retained the VÁN forms” (Bartos 2009: 75)).


3.1.3. Restrictions on the formation process

Converbialization, as shown in the last subsection, is a productive formation process on well definable classes of verbs (see also (4) in 3.1.1). This subsection is devoted to the investigation of types of input which are most likely to reject any kind of formation process.

Among the verbs that do not allow converbialization, the group of verbs containing the suffix -hAt ‘can’ (42a) should be mentioned; neither converb type is acceptable formed from a verb containing -hAt, as illustrated in (42b’,c’), see also Laczkó (2000a: 448/(77)–449/(78).

As for the restriction on converbializability of the group of verbs containing the suffix -hAt ‘can’ can trivially be explained if -hAt is viewed as an inflectional suffix (Kenesei 1996, Kiefer and Ladányi 2000: 162), in contrast to traditional grammars that classify it as a derivational suffix (Keszler 2000a: 315–318), while the infinitivalizer is viewed “traditionally”, as a derivational suffix (e.g. Laczkó 2000a: 409): derivational suffixes are not permitted to follow inflectional ones within Hungarian words (see N1.3.1.2.3, for instance). In approaches, however, in which both suffixes are uniformly held either derivational ones (Keszler 2000a: 315–318), or inflectional ones (Kenesei 1996, Kenesei 2000: 116–128), the restriction requires some specific explanation.


	
 ● Input verbs containing the suffix -hAt ‘can’


	
a. A csapat fel-épít(-het) egy ház-at.

the team up-build(-Mod) a house-Acc

‘The team will/can build up a house.’


	
b. Fel-épít-ve egy ház-at, a csapat új minkába kezdett.

up-build-VAACT a house-Acc the team new work.Ill begin.Past.3Sg

‘Having built a house, the team got into a new work.’


	
b’. *Fel-épít-het-ve egy ház-at, a csapat belekezdett a munkába.

up-build-Mod -VAACT a house-Acc the team begin.Past.3Sg the work.Ill

Intended meaning (-hAt ‘licensed’): ‘As it had been licensed for them to build a house, the team got into the work.’


	
c. Egy ház már fel van / lett épít-ve.

a house already up be.3Sg / become.Past.3Sg build-VAPASS 

‘A house has already been built.’


	
c’. *Egy ház már fel van / lett épít-het-ve.

a house already up be.3Sg / become.Past.3Sg build-Mod-VAPASS 

Intended meaning (with the epistemic meaning of -hAt): ‘A house may have been built.’





In what follows, we will be investigating whether the deviant types of verbs summarized in the Introduction (A.III) allow converbialization.


I. Types of van ‘be’

Subsection I discusses eight cases of different verbal constructions with van ‘be’ (see the (a)-examples, specifying the types presented in (4A) in subsection III in the Introduction): copular (43-47), existential (48) and possessive (49-50) constructions.

As mentioned in the comment on (2e) in 3.1.1, van ‘be’ has no regular VA-converbial form (*van-va, *vol-va, *lé-ve); instead, it is the -vÁn-form lé-vén that appears in the meaning of the corresponding potential VA-converb, as a blocking form (Bartos 2009: 75, footnote 1). Nevertheless, due to it simultaneously being a VÁN-converb, it can have an explicit subject of its own (see (i) in Remark 1 in 3.1.1), promising acceptable constructions, see the (d)-examples below.

Let us now turn to the eight constructions of van ‘be’. The first five series of examples (43-47) provide the tests of the copular use of van as an input verb with different categories of main predicates. The copular use means that it is not the verb that supplies the semantic content of the verbal construction, shown in the corresponding (a)-examples. Presumably due to this fact, in two (very frequent) types of the five copular constructions, the third-person present indicative form of this verbal construction appears without any overt phonetic realization of van, as shown in the (a)-examples in (43-44). That is why, as in sub I in 2.1.3, it may also be worth taking into account potential van-free constructions in which no phonetic realization of any derivative of the copula van appears but only some inflected form of the input main predicate “materializes”; the (c)-examples illustrate these semantically motivated cases.

Note that the non-appearance of van ‘be’ can be understood (at least) in the following two ways. According to one possible approach, this verbal element is present in syntax and available to semantics but happens to have an empty phonetic form, referred to as a ‘hidden copula’ (rejtett létige) in É. Kiss (1999: 38). According to the currently predominant opposite view, “when the copula is not spelled out, it is not merely phonologically null but is absent altogether”, according to another book even by the same author (É. Kiss 2002: 73; see also Varga 1981, Kenesei 1989). In what follows, we simply base our discussion on the mere assumption that the relevant sentences have a finite predicate in which the essential semantic content comes from nominal or adjectival expressions (and lack a phonetically overt realization of van ‘be’) while, nevertheless, precisely express the meaning intended in the given contexts. Readers should feel free to analyze these (c)-examples in the way plausible in their theoretical frameworks.

In (43), the main predicate is an adjective (or an Adjectival Phrase). As mentioned, the third person present indicative form of this verbal construction comes without any overt phonetic realization of van ‘be’ (43a-a’); while in other persons, tenses and/or moods, the copula is used in its appropriately inflected, phonetically overt form. To illustrate this, the past tense form is also shown in (43aa’). The difference between the two (a)-examples is that (43a) represents the stagelevel interpretation with (43a’) representing the individual-level one (Kratzer 1995). The (b)-examples suggest a generalization, to be tested in the future, that, of the corresponding lévén-constructions, those with an individual-level input (43b’) tend to be slightly but significantly more acceptable than those with a stage-level input (43b).


	
 ● Copular use of van ‘be’: I. Adjectival main predicate


	
a. Ili ideges/meztelen (volt).

Ili nervous / naked be.Past.3Sg

‘Ili is/was nervous / naked.’ [stage-level interpretation]


	
a’. Ili hitetlen (volt).

Ili unbelieving be.Past.3Sg

‘Ili is/was a non-believer.’ [individual-level interpretation]


	
b. Ili, ?ideges/(?)meztelen lé-vén, nem fog kijönni a szobából.

Ili nervous / naked be-VÁN not will.3Sg out.come.Inf the room.Ela

‘Being nervous/naked, Ili will not come out from the room.’


	
b’. Ili, hitetlen lé-vén, nem vetett keresztet.

Ili unbelieving be-VÁN not shed.Past.3Sg cross.Acc

‘Being a non-believer, Ili did not make the sign of the cross.’


	
c. Ili ideges-en/meztelen-ül várta a fiút.

Ili nervous-Advr / naked-Advr wait.Past.DefObj.3Sg the boy.Acc

‘Ili waited for the boy nervously / naked.’


	
c’. Ili hitetlen-ként soha nem vet keresztet.

Ili unbelieving-FoE never not shed.3Sg cross.Acc

‘As being a non-believer, Ili never makes the sign of the cross.’


	
d. (?)Ili ideges/meztelen lé-vén, nem meguünk be a szobájába.

Ili nervous / naked be-VÁN not come.1Pl into the room.Poss.Ela

‘As Ili is nervous/naked, we are not entering her room.’


	
d’ Ili hitetlen lé-vén, az egész család nem jár templomba.

Ili unbelieving be-VÁN the whole family not go.3Sg church.Ill

‘As Ili is a non-believer, the whole family does not go to church.’





It is shown in (43c) that the VAstate-converbial construction, at least in the matrix context defined by the predicate ‘wait for’ (see (8) in 3.1.1), is created on the basis of the analogy with the van-free construction presented in (43a). Example (43c’) illustrates another case in which it is on the basis of the analogy with the van-free construction that VAstate-converbial construction is created (from (43a’). It can be observed that different suffixes make it possible for the contents of the input main predicates to appear in the corresponding van-free constructions: namely, -Vn, -Ul (43c), and -ként (43c’).

It is exemplified in (43d-d’) that we can obtain acceptable VÁN-converbial forms with explicit subjects, due to the original VÁN-converbial status of lévén.

Let us now turn to the case in which the input verbal construction (44a-a’) contains a noun (or noun phrase) as the main predicate. As presented in (44b-b’), this difference in syntactic category has no impact on converbializability, still with the generalization that, of the corresponding lévén-constructions, those with an individual-level input (44b’) tend to be slightly but significantly more acceptable than those with a stage-level input (44b).


	
 ● Copular use of van ‘be’: II. Nominal main predicate


	
a. Ili ezúttal házigazda (volt).

Ili this_time host be.Past.3Sg

‘This time Ili is/was a host.’ [stage-level interpretation]


	
a’. Ili buddhista (volt).

Ili Buddhist be.Past.3Sg

‘Ili is/was a Buddhist.’ [individual-level interpretation]


	
b. ?Ili, házigazda lé-vén, biztosan tud válaszolni erre a kérdésre.

Ili host be-VÁN surely can.3Sg answer.Inf this.Sub the question.Sub

‘Being a host, Ili can answer to this question for sure.’


	
b’. Ili, buddhista lé-vén, nem vetett keresztet.

Ili Buddhist be-VÁN not shed.Past.3Sg cross.Acc

‘Being a Buddhist, Ili did not make the sign of the cross.’


	
c. Ili ezúttal házigazda-ként várta a fiút.

Ili this_time host-FoE wait.Past.DefObj.3Sg the boy.Acc

‘Ili waited for the boy as a host.’


	
c’. Ili buddhista-ként soha nem vet keresztet.

Ili Buddhist-FoE never not shed.3Sg cross.Acc

‘As a Buddhist, Ili never makes the sign of the cross.’


	
d. (?) Ili házigazda lé-vén, nem tudtunk hamar lelépni a buliból.

Ili host be-VÁN not can.Past.1Pl soon down.step.Inf the party.Ela

‘As Ili was the host, we could not leave the party soon.’


	
d’ Ili buddhista lé-vén, a család nem ment el a körmenetre.

Ili Buddhist be-VÁN the family not go.Past.3Sg away the procession.Sub

‘As Ili is a Buddhist, the family did not go on the procession.’





The (c)-examples, again, show van-free constructions (assumed to have been created from the corresponding (a)-examples). The suffix that makes it possible for the nominal contents of the input verbal modifiers to appear in the corresponding van-free constructions is -ként in both cases (44c-c’).

It is exemplified in (44d-d’) that, similar to (43d-d’), we can obtain acceptable VÁN-converbial forms with explicit subjects, due to the original VÁN-converbial status of lévén.

The construction shown in (45) is worth comparing to that in (43-44) since in this case the input verbal construction contains an adjectival/nominal main predicate (see the (a)-examples). There are two significant differences, however. First, in (45a), the copula always has a phonetically non-empty appearance (i.e., it also appears in the third person present indicative). Second, in (43a) and (44a), the adjective/noun serves as a predicate which makes a statement about the (topic-like) subject of the sentence, while in (45a), the sentence structure contains no topic-like subject. This latter type, thus, is similar to the subjectless type of such verbs as havazik ‘it snows’ and beesteledik ‘night falls’ (see (18) and (27) in sub I and sub VI, respectively, in 3.1.2.3). This difference in the input results in no difference in the constructability of, somewhat marked, lévén-constructions, as illustrated in (45b); presumably primarily due to the VÁN-converbial character of lévén (cf. Bartos 2009: 75, footnote 1).


	
 ● Copular use of van ‘be’: III. Adjectival/nominal main predicate


	
a. Sötét/Ősz/Tél van/volt.

dark / autumn / winter be.3Sg / be.Past.3Sg

‘It is/was dark/autumn/winter.’


	
b. dark / autumn / winter be-VÁN not can.Past.1Pl out.go.Inf

Intended meaning: ‘Being dark/autumn/winter, we could not go out.’ b. ?Sötét/?Ősz/?Tél lé-vén, nem tudtunk kimenni.


	
c. Ili sötét-ben/ősz-re/ősz-szel/tél-en várta a fiút.

Ili dark-Ine / autumn-Sub / autumn-Ins / winter-Sup wait.Past.DefObj.3Sg the boy.Acc

‘Ili waited for the boy [in dark] / [until autumn] / [in autumn] / [in winter].’





The (c)-examples, again, show van-free constructions which can be regarded as standing similar analogy with the (a)-examples to the proposed instances of analogy between the (c)- and (a)-examples in the previous series). The suffixes that make it possible for the nominal contents of the input verbal modifiers to appear in the corresponding van-free constructions are -bAn, -rA, -vAl, and -Vn (45c), partly differentiating the specific semantic contributions of different van-constructions (e.g., ‘by autumn’ versus ‘in autumn’) but partly determined by idiosyncratic differences (between the seasons autumn and winter in the Hungarian suffixation).

The fourth construction of the converbialization of input copular constructions pertains to the case in which the verbal modifier is an adverb with the copula obligatorily appearing phonetically at each point of the paradigm of conjugation (46a). Both lévén-constructions (46b) and van-free constructions (46c) can be formed from the given copular construction; and the adverb in the input verbal modifier needs no suffixation.


	
 ● Copular use of van ‘be’: IV. Adverbial main predicate


	
a. Ili otthon van/volt.

Ili home be.3Sg / be.Past.3Sg

‘Ili is/was at home.’


	
b. (?)Ili, otthon lév-én, meg tudta sütni a tortát.

Ili home be-VÁN perf can.Past.DefObj.3Sg bake.Inf the cake.Acc

‘Being home, Ili could bake the cake.’


	
c. Ili otthon várta a fiút.

Ili home wait.Past.DefObj.3Sg the boy.Acc

‘Ili waited for the boy at home.’





The fifth copular construction to be converbialized is the case in which the verbal modifier is an oblique case marked noun phrase (47a). Just like in (45a) and (46a), the copula obligatorily appears phonetically at each point of the paradigm of conjugation. The constructions under investigation are associated with the same grammaticality judgments as the corresponding ones in (45b-c). That is, the lévén- construction is marked (47b) while the van-free construction is fully acceptable (47c); and as the noun phrase in the input verbal modifier is already suffixed, it needs no (further) suffixation.


	
 ● Copular use of van ‘be’: V. Oblique case marked main predicate


	
a. Ili a tersz-on van/ volt.

Ili the terrace-Sup be.3Sg / be.Past.3Sg

‘Ili is/was on the terrace.’


	
b. ?Ili, a terasz-on lé-vén, nem hallott semmit.

Ili the terrace-Sup be-VÁN not hear.Past.3Sg nothing.Acc

‘Being on the terrace, Ili did not hear anything.’


	
c. Ili a terasz-on várta a fiút.

Ili the terrace-Sup wait.Past.DefObj.3Sg the boy.Acc

‘Ili waited for the boy on the terrace.’





Let us now turn to another type of van-construction, in which van ‘be’ is used existentially in the input verbal construction (48a), and a noun phrase with no overt case marking (sör ‘beer’) is an inevitable part of the construction, in which some locative expression also frequently appears. In (48a) below, the role of the locative expression is played by an inessive case marked noun phrase (a hűtőben ‘the fridge.Ine’). The phonetic presence of van ‘be’ is not only obligatory in this construction but it even has to be stressed, which is a decisive difference between the existential construction and the copular ones demonstrated in (46a) and (47a), which contain an overt but obligatorily unstressed variant of van ‘be’ (NB: all nonnull appearances of copular van are obligatorily unstressed in all subtypes in (43a) to (47a), with the verbal modifier stressed). A further specialty of the existential construction (48a), similar to the (sötét van ‘dark be’) construction shown in (45a), that the nominal expression with no overt case marking (sör ‘beer’ ~ sötét ‘dark’, ősz ‘autumn’, tél ‘winter’) serves the purpose of neither making a statement about another (typically topicalized) participant of the sentence nor functioning itself as a topic.


	
 ● Existential use of van ‘be’


	
a. ‘Van sör (a hűtő-ben).

be.3Sg beer the fridge-Ine

‘There is some beer (in the fridge).’


	
a’. 'Nincs / ['Nem volt] sör a hűtő-ben.

not_be.3Sg / not be.Past.3Sg beer the fridge-Ine

‘There is/was no beer in the fridge.’


	
a” 'Sör van a hűtő-ben [nem bor].

beer be.3Sg the fridge-Ine not wine

‘There is some beer in the fridge, not wine.’


	
b. Meghívhatjuk Mónit, lé-vén sör *(??a hűtő-ben).

perf.invite.Mod.DefObj.1Pl Móni.Acc be-VÁN beer the fridge-Ine

‘We could invite Móni since there is some beer in the fridge.’


	
b’. Nem hívhatjuk meg Mónit, nem lé-vén sör?? ((?) a hűtő-ben).

not invite.Mod.DefObj.1Pl perf Móni.Acc not be-VÁN beer the fridge-Ine

‘We cannot invite Móni as there is no beer in the fridge.’


	
b” ? Nem hívhatjuk meg Mónit, csak sör lé-vén*? (? a hűtő-ben).

not invite.Mod.DefObj.1Pl perf Móni.Acc only beer be-VÁN the fridge-Ine

‘We cannot invite Móni as there is only some beer in the fridge.’


	
c. Ili sör-rel (a hűtő-ben) várta a fiút.

Ili beer-Ins the fridge-Ine wait.Past.DefObj.3Sg the boy.Acc

‘Ili was waiting for the boy with some beer (in the fridge).’





The lévén-construction associated with the existential construction is highly marked, witnessed by (48b); perhaps because of the stressed status of the converbial head lévén (and probably the non-presupposed status of the nominal part associated with this stressed status of van). We have observed, however, that a negative (48a’) or a contrastive (48a”) variant of the existential construction provides significantly more acceptable lévén-constructions (48b’-b”), perhaps due to the unstressed status of lévén. It should be noted, however, that it holds for all the three variants in (48b-b”) that the locative satellite practically cannot be omitted (NB: the variant in (48a) without the locative satellite is likely to be acceptable only due to the immediate linkability of the given sentence to a place salient in the speech situation).

The corresponding van-free construction placed in the usual wait-for-matrix is fully acceptable, even with the locative appendix (48c). The special suffix on the input verbal modifier is the Instrumental -vAl, just like in the (c)-examples in (45) above and (49) below.

As for (49), the van-construction illustrated there is the basic possessive sentence type in Hungarian. Like other Uralic languages, Hungarian expresses possession with the one-argument existential verb ‘be’, instead of a have-like twoargument verb. The possessive construction is claimed (Szabolcsi and Laczkó 1992: 231–234) to rely on the existential construction with a possessive construction (a fiúnak ... kocsija ‘the boy.Dat ... car.Poss’) in its subject(-like) grammatical function (cf. the bare noun phrase subject sör ‘beer’ in (48a). The possessor typically appears as the topic of the possessive sentence, split from its possessee, which (the possessee) is preceded by the verb (49a). With all this in mind, it is then not surprising that the corresponding van-free construction placed in the usual wait-for- matrix is fully acceptable (49c), with the special suffix on the input verbal modifier also being the Instrumental -vAl.


	
 ● Possessive use of van ‘be’


	
a. Ili-nek 'van kocsi-ja.

Ili-Dat be.3Sg car-Poss

‘Ili has one or more cars.’


	
a’. Ili-nek 'nincs / ['nem volt] kocsi-ja.

Ili-Dat not_be.3Sg / not be.Past.3Sg car-Poss.

‘Ili has / had no car.’


	
a” Csak motor-ja van Ili-nek.

only motorbike-Poss be.3Sg Ili-Dat

‘Ili has only (one or more) motorbikes.’


	
b. *?Ili lévén kocsi-ja, kocsi-val várhatta a fiút.

Ili be-VÁN car-Poss car-Ins wait.Mod.Past.defObj.3Sg the boy.Acc

‘Ili, having a car, can wait to pick up the boy with it.’


	
b’. Ili, nem lévén kocsi-ja, nem várhatta kocsival a fiút.

Ili not be-VÁN car-Poss not wait.Mod.Past.defObj.3Sg car-Ins the boy.Acc

‘Ili, having no car, cannot wait to pick up the boy with it.’


	
b” Ili, csak motor-ja lévén,

Ili only motorbike-Poss be-VÁN

nem várhatta kocsival a fiút.

not wait.Mod.Past.DefObj.3Sg car-Ins the boy.Acc

‘Ili, having only a motorbike, cannot wait to pick up the boy with a car.’


	
c. Ili kocsi-val várta a fiút.

Ili car-Ins wait.Past.DefObj.3Sg the boy.Acc

‘Ili was waiting to pick up the boy with a car.’





The (b)-examples show a further analogy between the existential (48) and the existential-based possessive (49) constructions: while the corresponding lévén- construction itself is highly marked, moreover, rather unacceptable (49b), negative (49a’) and contrastive (49a”) variants of the possessive construction provide significantly more acceptable lévén-constructions (49b’-b”); perhaps due to the unstressed status of lévén in these two variants, opposite to the one in (49b).

The discussion of a special (fake) possessive construction concludes the subsection (50). Formally, this seems to be based on a possessive relation, as suggested by the input in (50a), but, semantically, nothing is possessed (in the literal sense). This verbal construction—in contrast to the (true) possessive construction, demonstrated in (49)—can be characterized by the same stress pattern and word order as the constructions discussed in 3.1.2.3, sub VI can. Namely, an unstressed verb is immediately preceded by a stressed verbal modifier in this type of construction.


	
 ● Abstract possessive use of van ‘be’


	
a. Ili-nek 'meleg-e °van/volt.

Ili-Dat hot-Poss be.3Sg / be.Past.3Sg

‘Ili is/was hot.’


	
b. ??Ili, meleg-e lévén, kinyitotta az ablakot.

Ili hot-Poss be-VÁN open.Past.DefObj.3Sg the window.Acc

‘Being hot, Ili opened the window.’


	
c. Ili ki-meleg-ed-ve/*meleg-gel/*meleg-en várta a fiút.

Ili out-warm-Vrb-VAPASS  / warm-Ins / warm-Advr wait.Past.DefObj.3Sg the boy.Acc

‘Ili waited for the boy hot.’





As illustrated in (50b-c), the fake possessive construction provides highly marked lévén-constructions and no van-free construction. What substitutes for it, is the VA- converbial form of the verbalized form of the adjective meleg ‘warm’, also shown in (50c).


II. Auxiliary verbs

This subsection discusses whether Hungarian auxiliaries can be converbialized. We follow Kenesei (2000: 110) in assuming that there are only three true auxiliaries in Hungarian, of which the two frequent ones will be investigated (NB: the third one is the rather rare and emotionally highly loaded talál ‘happen to’). These two classic auxiliaries are fog ‘will’ (51), which is the auxiliary of the (analytic) expression of future, and szokott ‘used to’ (52), the means of expressing an event as habitual or customary. It is noteworthy that the auxiliary szokott ‘used to’ is always tensed: it is the past tense form of a non-existing verb szokik, in the case of which only such, non-auxiliary, variants with verbal particles exist in the present tense as rá-szokik (a dohányzásra) ‘take to (smoking)’, or le-szokik (a dohányzásról) ‘give up (smoking)’. In this subsection, however, we only concentrate on the two auxiliaries, illustrated in (51a) and (52a); but see sub II both in 1.1.3 and in 2.1.3.


	
 ● Auxiliary verbs as input verbs: I. fog ‘will’


	
a. Munka után a fiú itt fog edzeni.

work after the boy here will.3Sg train.Inf

‘The boy will train here after work.’


	
a’. Munka után a fiú itt edz (majd).

work after the boy here train.3Sg then

‘The boy will train here after work.’


	
b. *Itt fog-va edzeni minka után,

here will-VA train.Inf work after

a fiú a sarkon fog parkolni.

the boy the corner.Sup will.3Sg park.Inf

Intended meaning: ‘As he will train here after work, the boy will park around the corner.’


	
b’. ? Itt edz-ve majd munka után,

here train-VAACT then work after

a fiú a sarkon fog parkolni.

the boy the corner.Sup will.3Sg park.Inf

Intended meaning: ‘As he will train here after work, the boy will park around the corner.’





It is illustrated in (51b) and (52b) that the two auxiliaries have no VA-converbial forms (nor do they have any non-finite forms); it is thus needless to attempt to decide whether the hypothetical auxiliary-based converbial forms should be classified as VAACT- or VAPASS-converbs.

It is shown in (51a’) and (52a’) that there are “auxiliary-free” constructions which can be regarded as analogous to the “van-free” constructions in sub I in containing no (phonetically overt) derivative of the input verb. Without any strong commitment to such an analysis, we would simply like to call the readers’ attention to the fact that these somewhat marked (a’)-variants can be assigned the intended meanings of the corresponding (a)-variants in appropriately specific contexts. That is, the pragmatico-semantic content of auxiliaries can be expressed in the “implicit” way in question, which presumably has to do with the fact that both the future tense and habituality can be expressed without any overt auxiliary in Hungarian.


	
 ● Auxiliary verbs as input verbs: II. szokott ‘used to’


	
a. Munka után a fiú itt szokott edzeni.

work after the boy here used_to.Past.3Sg train.Inf

‘After work, the boy works out here.’


	
a’. Munka után a fiú általában itt edz.

work after the boy generally here train.3Sg

‘After work, the boy generally works out here.’


	
b. *Itt szok-va edzeni minka után,

here used_to-VA train.Inf work after

a fiú valószínűleg a sarkon fog parkolni.

the boy likely the corner.Sup will.3Sg park.Inf

Intended meaning: ‘As he works out here after work, the boy is likely to park around the corner.’


	
b’. ? Általában itt edz-ve munka után,

generally here train-VAACT work after

a fiú valószínűleg a sarkon fog parkolni.

the boy likely the corner.Sup will.3Sg park.Inf

Intended meaning: ‘As he generally works out here after work, the boy is likely to park around the corner.’






III. Modal verbs

We move on to discuss whether Hungarian modal verbs can be converbialized. Two frequent modal verbs, tud ‘can’ and kell ‘must’ are studied here, which have in common that they have an infinitival argument.


	
 ● Modal verbs as input verbs: I. tud ‘can’


	
a. Munka után a fiú itt tud edzeni.

work after the boy here can.3Sg train.Inf

‘After work, the boy can work out here.’ [possibility and/or permission]


	
a’. A fiú kiválóan tud zongorázni; ő Kocsis egyik legjobb tanítványa.

the boy very_well can play_the_piano.Inf he Kocsis one_of best student.Poss

‘The boy can play the piano very well; he is one of the best students of Kocsis.’ [ability]


	
here can-VA train.Inf work after

a fiú a sarkon fog parkolni.

the boy the corner.Sup will.3Sg park.Inf

Intended meaning: ‘As he can work out here after work, the boy will park around the corner.’ b. *?Itt tud-va edzeni minka után,


	
b’. ?? Kiválóan tud-va zongorázni,

very_well can-VA play_the_piano.Inf

a fiú eljátszotta Chopin legnehezebb darabját.

the boy away.play.Past.DefObj.3Sg Chopin most_difficult piece.Poss.Acc

‘As he can play the piano very well, the boy played Chopin’s most difficult piece of music.’





Note that both tud and kell have versions with argument structures with a noun phrase instead of the infinitival argument, see sub III in 1.1.3 and in 2.1.3); but their discussion does not belong to the tasks of this subsection. It is also discussed in the two subsections in question that both modal verbs considered are ambiguous, as also hinted at in (53a-a’) and (54a). Thus, four modal converbial forms should be considered in this subsection. Of them, as shown in (53b-b’) and (54b), neither can be regarded as convincingly acceptable, with slight differences in favor of the versions of tud ‘can’. It is thus needless to attempt to decide whether the hypothetical modal-verb based converbial forms should be classified as VAACT- or VAPASS-converbs. Note in passing that there are speakers for whom the VA-converbial constructions in (53b-b’) are even less acceptable but the VÁN-converbial counterparts are sufficiently acceptable.


	
 ● Modal verbs as input verbs: III. kell ‘must’


	
a. Munka után a fiú-nak itt kellett edzenie.

work after the boy-Dat here must.Past.3Sg train.Inf.3Sg

‘After work, the boy [had to work out]deontic/ [must have worked out]epistemic here.’


	
b. *Itt kell-ve edzenie munka után,

here must-VA train.Inf.3Sg work after

a fiú valószínűleg a sarkon parkolt.

the boy probably the corner.Sup park.Past.3Sg

Intended meaning: ‘As he [had to work out]deontic/ [must have worked out]epistemic here, the boy is likely to have parked around the corner.’






IV. Raising verbs

This subsection discusses the question of whether raising verbs can be converbialized in Hungarian. We consider a subject-raising verb (55a), and then an object-raising one (56a).


	
 ● Subject-raising verbs as input verbs: tűnik ‘seem’


	
a. A fiú ártatlan-nak/kétségbeesett-nek tűnt.

the boy innocent-Dat / desperate-Dat seem.Past.3Sg

‘The boy seemed to be innocent / desperate.’


	
b. ?? Ártatlan-nak tűn-ve ítélték el.

innocent-Dat seem-VAPASS  judge.Past.DefObj.3Sg away

‘He had been sentenced while he seemed to be innocent.’


	
b’. ? Kétsébeesett-nek tűn-ve süllyedt lefelé a mocsárba.

desperate-Dat seem-VAPASS  sink.Past.3Sg downward the swamp.Ill

‘He was sinking downwards into the swamp while he seemed to be desperate.’


	
c. *A fiú kétsébeesett-nek van /lett tűn-ve.

the boy desperate-Dat be.3Sg / become.Past.3Sg seem-VAPASS 

Intended meaning: ‘The boy has seemed to be desperate.’


	d. Ártatlan-nak ??tűn-ve/?tűn-vén, a fiút nem ítélték el. innocent-Dat seem-VAPASS/ seem-VÁN the boy.Acc not judge.Past.DefObj.3Sg away ‘As he seemed to be innocent, the boy has not been sentenced.’





The data suggest the generalization that, of raising-verb based converbial forms, VAACT-variants, if any (56b), are significantly more acceptable than VAPASS-ones, though certain forms of these are clearly unacceptable while others have an “unclear status”, see (55b,c) and (56c-c’). Example (55b’) shows the least marked VAPASS- converbial construction we could construct. This distribution of grammaticality judgments might have to do with different aspectual factors but the exact details are not clear yet. The minimal pair in (55d) shows an exceptional case when, of a VA- converbial construction and its VÁN-counterpart, the latter is more acceptable (with a high speaker dependent variation). This is presumably due to the fact that the given example belongs to the sentential modifier subtype (see Remark 1 in 3.1.1), and the VÁN-converb provides an additional ‘reason’ semantic factor that this subtype requires.


	
 ● Object-raising verbs as input verbs: tart ‘consider’


	
a. A bíró ártatlan-nak tartotta Peti-t.

the judge innocent-Dat consider.Past.DefObj.3Sg Peti-Acc

‘The judge considered Peti to be innocent.’


	
b. A bító felmentette Petit, ártatlan-nak tart-va őt.

the judge acquit.Past.DefObj.3Sg Peti.Acc innocent-Dat consider-VAACT he.Acc

‘The judge acquitted Peti as he considered him to be innocent.’


	
c. ??Széles körben ártatlan-nak tart-va ítélték el Petit.

wide circle.Ine innocent-Dat consider-VAPASS judge.Past.DefObj.3Sg away Peti-Acc

‘Peti had been sentenced while widely considered to be innocent.’


	
c’. Peti ártatlan-nak*? van / *lett tart-va.

Peti innocent-Dat be.3Sg / become.Past.3Sg consider-VAPASS 

Intended meaning: ‘Peti has been considered to be innocent.’






V Psych-verbs

We conclude this subsection by investigating whether psych-verbs can undergo converbialization. Psych-verbs in Hungarian can be divided into four basic groups with respect to the assignment of grammatical functions (object or oblique, besides subject) to the two relevant thematic roles, Experiencer and Theme (see (4E) in the Introduction to the volume).

In the first basic group, the Experiencer and the Theme of the input verb appear as the subject and the object of the sentence, respectively (57a), that is, the psychverb in question is transitive.


	
 ● Psych-verbs as input verbs: I. {SubjectExperiencer, ObjectTheme } atelic


	
a. Peti szereti Mari-t

Peti like.DefObj.3Sg Mari-Acc

‘Peti likes Mari.’


	
b. ??Peti, szeret-ve Mari-t, megkérte a kezét.

Peti like-VAACT Mari-Acc perf.ask.Past.DefObj.3Sg the hand.Poss.Acc

‘Peti proposed to Mari as he liked her.’


	
c. A gyerekek *szeret-ve/✓szeret-et-ben nőttek tel.

the child.Pl like- VAPASS / like-Nmn-Ine grow.Past.3Pl up

Intended meaning: ‘The children grew up in love.’


	
c’. Mari szeret-ve*? van / *lett.

Mari like-VAPASS be.3Sg / become.Past.3Sg

‘Mari is / [has been] liked.’


	
d. Szeret-ve tisztelt tanárunk!

like-VAPASS respected teacher.Poss.1Pl

‘Our beloved highly respected teacher.’





On the basis of the data in sub IV and sub VI in 3.1.2.3, the transitive status of the input verb promises that both types of converbs formed from it will be acceptable, especially if there is also a verbal particle in the input argument structure (58a). This prediction, however, is not borne out: neither highly acceptable VAACT-converbs nor sufficiently acceptable VAPASS-converbial forms can be constructed, witnessed by the (b)-examples and the (c-c’)-examples in (57-58) (NB: of the corresponding forms without and with verbal particles, the latter are indeed slightly more acceptable). As demonstrated in (57c) by the second variant, the relevant intended meaning is not artificial at all; but it is simply not the VAPASS-converbial form of the given verb that makes its expression possible.

The general poor converbializability of psych-verbs, a general tendency that can be observed from (57-64), may have to do with the lower level of agentivity of Experiencers than in garden-variety Agents, in correlation with the less transparent affectedness of the Stimulus-Themes relative to Themes serving as coarguments of Agents.

Note that szeret-ve ‘like-VA’ is acceptable as a part of a formulaic expression szeretve tisztelt ‘beloved’, presented in (57d).


	
 ● Psych-verbs as input verbs: II. {SubjectExperiencer, ObjectTheme } telic


	
a. Peti meg-szerete Mari-t / [a nyelvészet-et].

Peti perf-like.Past.DefObj.3Sg Mari-Acc / the linguistics-Acc

‘Peti has gotten to like Mari / linguistics.’


	
b. ?Peti, Meg-szeret-ve Mari-t, megkérte a kezét.

Peti perf-like-VAACT Mari-Acc perf.ask.Past.DefObj.3Sg the hand.Poss.Acc

‘Peti proposed to Mari as he had gotten to like her.’


	
c. *? Meg-szeret-ve a nyelvészet már könnyebben tanulható.

perf-like- VAPASS the linguistics already easy.Comp.Advr study.HATÓ

Intended meaning: ‘Linguistics is already easier to study because you have gotten to like it.’


	
c’. Mari / [A nyelvészet] meg *van /?? lett szeret-ve.

Mari / the linguistics perf be.3Sg / become.Past.3Sg like-VAPASS

‘Mari / Linguistics has gotten to be liked.’





The third psych-verb subtype considered is one in which the input verb appears with an Experiencer subject and an oblique case marked Theme (59a). As for their converbializability, they essentially pattern with unergative verbs (see (19) in 3.1.2.3 sub II), that is, VAACT-converbs formed from them are basically acceptable (59b-b’), while VAPASS-converbs, if any, are not (59c-c’).


	
 ● Psych-verbs as input verbs: III. {SubjectExperiencer, ObliqueTheme } atelic


	
a. Peti rajong Ili-ért/[a híres színész-ért].

Peti adore.3Sg Ili-Cau / the famous actor-Cau

‘Peti adores Ili / [the famous actor].’


	
b. ?Peti, rajong-va Ili-ért, megkérte a kezét.

Peti adore-VAACT Ili-Cau perf.ask.Past.DefObj.3Sg the hand.Poss.Acc

‘Peti proposed to Ili as he adores her.’


	
b’. Rajong-va fogadták a híres színészt.

adore-VAACT  welcome.Past.DefObj.3Pl the famous actor.Acc

‘The famous actor was welcome warmly.’


	c. –


	
c’. *A híres színész-ért (Peti) rajong-va van / lett.

the famous actor-Cau Peti adore-VAPASS be.3Sg / become.Past.3Sg

Intended meaning: ‘Peti / Many has/have adored the famous actor.’





The difference in acceptability between (59b) and (59b’) may presumably have to do with the special character of the verb rajong ‘adore’: in (59b), it is primarily a strong feeling that is attributed to the subject, while in (59b’), different forms of potential physical activities that can be realizations of the given feeling are attributed to it. In the latter case, thus, the particular Experiencer role contains significantly more agentivity than in the typical case (NB: as discussed in a comment concerning (67) in sub V in 2.1.3, Experiencers may be regarded as occupying an in-between position with respect to activity between Agents and Themes).

It is also this in-between character of Experiencers that provides an explanation for the variability of grammaticality judgments illustrated in (60b-d), where the telic version of the argument structure containing a verbal particle with an Experiencer subject and an oblique case marked Theme is considered (60a). The given type undergoes VAACT-converbialization as readily as the transitive type considered in (58a-b): somewhat marked VAACT-converbial forms are obtained, see (60b). As for VAPASS-converbialization, the acceptability of the output converbial constructions shows a variation from full unacceptability (60c’-c”) to full acceptability (60c”-d) with in-between grades (60c), idiosyncratically from input verb to input verb. As the two extreme grades appear in cases in which the meanings of the verbs considered are the same, as in (60c’-c”), a pure semantic explanation for this wide range is scarcely available. Nor can an explanation be based on the difference between standard (60c’,d) and slang (60c”,d) expressions, as shown by the grammaticality judgments associated with the examples in question.


	
 ● Psych-verbs as input verbs: IV. {SubjectExperiencer, ObliqueTheme } telic


	
a. Peti bele-szeretett/bele-zúgottslang Mari-ba/[egy bennszülött-be].

Peti into-like.Past.3Sg / into-buzz.Past.3Sg Mari-Ill / an aborigine-Ill

‘Peti fell in love with Mari / [an aborigine].’


	
b. ?Peti, bele-szeret-ve/bele-zúg-va Mari-ba,

Peti into-like-VAACT/ into-buzz-VAACT Mari-Ill

megkérte a kezét.

perf.ask.Past.DefObj.3Sg the hand.Poss.Acc

‘Peti proposed to Mari as he fell in love with her.’


	
c. Két hét után Petire egy bennszülött-be teljesen

two week after Peti.Sub a aborigine-Ill completely 

? bele-szeret-ve /(?) bele-zúg-va találtunk rá Ausztráliában.

into-like-VAACT/ into-buzz-VAACT  find.Past.3Sg onto Australia:ine

‘After two weeks, we found Peti in Australia as he fell in love with an aborigine.’


	
c’. *Peti bele van / lett szeret-ve Mari-ba.

Peti into be.3Sg / become.Past.3Sg like-VAPASS Mari-Ill

Intended meaning: ‘Peti has fell in love with Mari.’


	
c”. Peti bele van / *lett zúg-va Mari-ba.

Peti into be.3Sg / become.Past.3Sg like-VAPASS Mari-Ill

‘Peti has fell in love with Mari.’


	
d. Peti [meg van eléged-vestandard vele] / [ki van borul-vaslang tőle].

Peti perf be.3Sg satisfied-VAPASS Ins.3Sg / out be.3Sg fall-VAPASS Abl.3Sg

‘Peti is [satisfied with it] / [freaked out by it].’





The next verb type to discuss is the one with an Experiencer object and a Theme subject.


	
 ● Psych-verbs as input verbs: V. {ObjectExperiencer, SubjectTheme } atelic


	
a. Peti-t zavarta a zaj.

Peti-Acc disturb.Past.DefObj.3Sg the noise

‘The noise disturbed Peti.’


	
b. Egyre hangosabb lett azaj,

increasingly loud.Comp become.Past.3Sg the noise

egyre jobban zavar-va Peti-t.

increasingly better disturb-VAACT Peti-Acc

‘The noise got louder and louder disturbing Peti more and more.’


	c’. *Peti zavar-va van / lett.

the noise by disturb-VAPASS find.Past.DefObj.1Pl Peti-Acc

Intended meaning: ‘We found Peti disturbed by the noise.’

c. *(*?A zaj által) zavar-va találtuk Peti-t.


	
Peti disturb-VAPASS be.3Sg / become.Past.3Sg

Intended meaning: ‘Peti has been disturbed (by something).’





The atelic version (61a) undergoes only VAACT-converbialization (61b), in spite of its transitivity. This transitivity, however, comes with agentlessness and a Theme occupying the Subject position, which can serve as an explanation for the unacceptability of VAPASS-converbial forms (61c-c’). The same distribution of grammaticality judgments characterizes the telic counterpart with a verbal particle, (62a), as illustrated in (62b-b’); which is not surprising as regards the lack of a real Agent in the input argument structure considered.


	
 ● Psych-verbs as input verbs: VI. {ObjectExperiencer, SubjectTheme } telic


	
a. Peti-t meg-zavarta a zaj a munkájában.

Peti-Acc perf-disturb.Past.DefObj.3Sg the noise the work.Poss.Ine

‘The noise distracted Peti from his work.’


	
b. Hirtelen nagy zaj támadt,

suddenly big noise occur.Past.3Sg

meg-zavar-va Peti-t a munkájában.

perf-disturb-VAACT Peti-Acc the work.Poss.Ine

‘Suddenly some tremendous noise occurred distracting Peti from his work.’


	
c. the unexpected noise by perf-disturb-VAPASS find.Past.DefObj.1Pl Peti-Acc

Intended meaning: ‘We found Peti distracted from his work (by the unexpected noise).’ c. *(*?A váratlan zaj által) meg-zavar-va találtuk Peti-t.


	
c’. *Peti meg van / lett zavar-va a munkájában.

Peti perf be.3Sg / become.Past.3Sg disturb-VAPASS the work.Poss.Ine

Intended meaning: ‘Something has distracted Peti from his work.’





Note that the dynamic variant (containing lett ‘became’) in (62c’) can be regarded as an acceptable example with another interpretation, according to which someone volitionally distracts the subject from his work. This option rests upon an argument structure that is the extension of the one in (62a) completed with an Agent, which “takes away” the subject position from the Theme, resulting in an argument structure {SubjectAgent, ObjectExperiencer, ObliqueTheme }. This agentive type is discussed in connection with participialization, see the comments on (71) in 2.1.3 sub V.

Let us conclude the subordinate subsection as well as the whole subsection 3.1.3 with our fourth (and last) group of psych-verbs, where the Experiencer appears as an oblique case marked noun phrase, namely, as a dative one, leaving the subject grammatical function to the Theme. We are going to demonstrate an atelic representative of the group, namely, tetszik ‘please’ (63), and then provide an illustration of its telic counterpart megtetszik ‘perf.please’ (64).


	
 ● Psych-verbs as input verbs: VIII. Experiencer with dative case marking {DativeExperiencer, SubjectTheme } atelic


	
a. Mari-nak tetszik Peti.

Mari-Dat please.3Sg Peti

‘MariExp is pleased by Peti.’


	b. –


	
c. *Peti, tetsz-ve Mari-nak, nagyon boldog.

Peti please-VAPASS Mari-Dat very happy

Intended meaning: ‘Peti is very happy as Mari is pleased by him.’


	
c’. *Peti tetsz-ve van / lett Mari-nak.

Peti please-VAPASS be.3Sg / become.Past.3Sg Mari-Dat

Intended meaning: ‘Mari has been pleased by Peti.’





As illustrated in the (b-c’) examples in (63-64), these subtypes of Hungarian psychverbs can undergo neither sort of converbialization. A potential explanation for this unacceptability may be based on the fact that these two non-transitive subtypes are the opposite, with respect to the assignment of grammatical functions to cases, of the two non-accusative subtypes illustrated in (59-60), which can (more or less) undergo both sorts of converbialization.


	
 ● Psych-verbs as input verbs: IX. Experiencer with dative case marking {DativeExperiencer, SubjectTheme }telic


	
a. Mari-nak meg-tetszett Peti.

Mari-Dat perf-please.Past.3Sg Peti

‘Peti has struck Mari’s fancy.’


	b. –


	
c. *Peti, meg-tetsz-ve Mari-nak, nagyon boldog.

Peti perf-please-VAPASS Mari-Dat very happy

Intended meaning: ‘Peti is very happy as he has struck Mari’s fancy.’


	
c’. *Peti meg van / lett tetsz-ve Mari-nak.

Peti perf be.3Sg / become.Past.3Sg please-VAPASS Mari-Dat

Intended meaning: ‘Peti has struck Mari’s fancy.’





Note that the speakers for whom the VA-converbial constructions in (53b-b’) are even less acceptable than for the authors of this chapter while finding the VÁN- converbial counterparts sufficiently acceptable also prefer the VÁN-counterparts in the case of the psych-verb based converbial constructions in (58b), (60b) and (64c).


3.1.4. Verbal and adverbial properties

This subsection is devoted to the discussion of the verbal and adverbial properties of the converbial types on the basis of  Table 2 (A, sub IV) in the Introduction to the volume (see also  Table 3 in 3.1.4.3). Subsection 3.1.4.1 discusses the verbal properties, and subsection 3.1.4.2 the adverbial ones. We will conclude this topic in a separate subsection (3.1.4.3) with a short summary of the observations and generalizations.



Table 3: The degree of verbalness/adverbialness of converbs ⏎


	PROPERTIES
	VAACT
	VApass



	verbal
	tense
	*?
	*?


	mood
	*
	*


	two person/number paradigms of conjugation
	*
	*


	separability of verbal particle / verbal modifier
	?
	??


	presence / obligatoriness of arguments
	✓
	✓


	accusative case marked argument
	✓
	*?


	information structure (internal scopes)
	✓
	✓


	adverbial modification
	✓
	✓


	ADVERBIAL
	modification by adverbs
	✓
	✓


	degrees of comparison expressed
	*
	*


	modification by intensifiers
	(?)
	(?)


	serves as a verbal complement or an adjunct
	✓
	✓


	no inflection (needed) of the adverbial stem
	✓
	✓



3.1.4.1 Verbal properties

Let us start with the verbal properties listed in  Table 2 (A, sub IV) in the Introduction to the volume; see also  Table 3 in 3.1.4.3.


I. Tense and mood

Hungarian finite verbs can be conjugated for tense and mood, among other things, prototypically by means of affixation (see (65a’,d’) and (66a-a’), or, in the case of the future tense, by means of an analytic construction containing an auxiliary, which is optional, as is demonstrated in (65a”) below. The question is whether the semantic contribution of tense and mood can be retained in the course of converbialization.


	
 ● Converbialization of tensed verbs?


	
a. A mókus éppen a kedvenc mogyoróját ropogtatja.

the squirrel just the favorite hazelnut.Poss.Acc chew.DefObj.3Sg

‘The squirrel is chewing its favorite hazelnut right now.’


	
a’. Ili tavaly be-fejezte a disszertációt.

Ili last_year into-finish.Past.DefObj.3Sg the dissertation.Acc

‘Ili finished the dissertation last year.’


	
a” Ili jövőre be-fejezi / [be fogja fejez-ni]

Ili next_year.Sub into-finish.DefObj.3Sg / into will.DefObj.3Sg finish-Inf

a disszertációt.

the dissertation.Acc

‘Ili will finish the dissertation next year.’


	
b. *be-fejez-ve-tt/*be-fejez-ett-ve/*[be fog-va fejezni]

into-finish-VA-Past / into-finish-Past-VA / into will-VA finish.Inf


	
c. A mókust most a kedvenc moguoróját

the squirrel.Acc now the favorite hazelnut.Poss.Acc

éppen nagy elánnal ropogtat-va láthatjuk.

just big vigor.Ins chew-VAACT  see.Mod.DefObj.1Pl

‘We can see the squirrel chewing its favorite hazelnut with great enthusiasm right now.’


	
c’. A disszertációt tavaly be-fejez-ve,

the dissertation.Acc last_year into-finish-VAACT 

Ili most a tézisfüzetet írja.

Ili now the thesis_booklet.Acc write.DefObj.3Sg

‘Having finished the dissertation last year, Ili is now writing the thesis booklet.’


	
c”. A disszertációt jövőre be-fejez-ve,

the dissertation.Acc next_year into-finish-VAACT 

Ili 2025-ben már adjunktus lehet.

Ili 2025-Ine already assistant_professor be.Mod.3Sg

‘Finishing the dissertation next year Ili can already be an assistant professor in 2025.’


	
d. Éppen garmadszor olvassuk újra a cikket.

just thirdly read.DefObj.1Pl again the paper.Acc

‘We are reading the paper for the third time.’


	
d’ Ili tegnap újra át-olvasta azt a cikket.

Ili yesterday again across-read.Past.DefObj.3Sg that.Acc the paper.Acc

‘Ili read that paper yesterday again.’


	
d” Ili holnap újra át-olvassa azt a cikket.

Ili tomorrow again across-read.DefObj.3Sg the paper.Acc

‘Ili will read that paper tomorrow again.’


	
e. Tegnap újra át-olvas-va, egész jónak tűnik az a cikk.

yesterday again across-read-VAPASS  whole good.Dat seem.3Sg that the paper

‘Having been read again yesterday, the paper seems to be pretty good.’


	
e’ Holnap újra át-olvas-va, mehet a cikk a szerkesztőhöz.

tomorrow again across-read-VAPASS  go.Mod.3Sg the paper the editor.All

‘The paper can be sent to the editor after being read again tomorrow.’


	
e” Most éppen harmadszor újra-olvas-va,

now just thirdly again-read-VAPASS 

kezd egész jónak tűnni az a cikk.

begin.3Sg whole good.Dat seem.Inf that the paper

‘Being read now for the third time, that paper begins to seem to be pretty good.’


	
f. Ili ki-nyitja az ablakot.

Ili out-open.DefObj.3Sg the window.Acc

‘Ili opens the window.’


	
f’ Ki [van / volt / lesz / lett / lenne / legyen]

out be.3Sg / be.Past.3Sg / will_be.3Sg / become.Past.3Sg / be.Cond.3Sg / be.Subj.3Sg

nyit-va az ablak.

open-VAPASS  the window

‘The window is / was / [will be] / [has been] / [would be] / [should be] open(ed).’





As the nonfiniteness of -va/-ve inherently means the lack of tense expression (NB: Kenesei (2000: 122) explicitly claims that -va/-ve and the -(Vt)t of past tense occupy the same syntactic position and so will be in complementary distribution), their morphological co-existence is impossible; nor can the auxiliary of future tense be converbialized (65b); see also sub II in 3.1.3. As for expressing mood, again, there is no morphological way of simply attaching the converbial suffix to the appropriately inflected verb forms (66b); a potential explanation is that mood morphemes would occupy the same Tense position as -va/-ve, see Rebrus (2000: 770).

As for the static and dynamic predicative VA-converbial constructions, illustrated in (65f’), they are furnished with the explicit markings of tense and mood; but the markers can scarcely be interpreted as part of the converbial construction. Rather, it is exactly the embedding finite matrix structure that furnishes the converbial construction with tense and mood markings, from outside (NB: the embedding finite matrix structure sometimes provides no more than the expression of tense and mood).


	
 ● Converbialization of verbs in different moods?


	
a. Ili be-fejez-né már a disszertációt.

Ili into-finish-Cond-DefObj.3Sg already the dissertation.Acc

‘Ili would eventually finish the dissertation.’


	
a’. Ili fejez-z-e be a disszertációt!

Ili finish-Subj-DefObj.3Sg into the dissertation.Acc

‘Ili should finish the dissertation.’


	
b. *ne-fejez-ve-ne/*befejez-ne-ve/*be-fejez-ve-j/*be-fejez0z0ve

into-finish-VA-Cond / into-finish-Cond-VA / into-finish-VA-Subj / into-finish-Subj-VA





All in all, the formal combination of tense/mood suffixes with the formation suffixes of converbialization is totally excluded. The temporal factor that converbs express is not tense (the trichotomy of past, present and future), the temporal relation to the speech time, but the posterior/anterior interpretation with respect to the event in the main clause: the relative time of event.



II. Several paradigms of conjugation

As was discussed in connection with  Table 2 in 1.1.1, in Hungarian, verbs (in addition to nouns and infinitives) can be provided with suffixes referring to person and number.

In the case of verbs, “more than two” paradigms are used, as illustrated in (67a-a”). First of all, the verb agrees with the subject in number and person. Second, the coexistence of the different paradigms comes from the fact that the verb also encodes such features of the object as its definiteness and person (see N1.1.1.4.1 and N1.1.1.4.2). Converbs, however, cannot bear agreement suffixes, as illustrated in (67b).


	
 ● The issue of several paradigms in the case of finite verbs and converbs


	
a. Van kinel be-mutas-s-am ő-t

be.3Sg to_whom into-show-Subj-DefObj.1Sg (s)he-Acc

‘There is someone to whom I can introduce him/her.’


	
a’. Van kinek be-mutas-s-ak valaki-t.

be.3Sg to_whom into-show-Subj-1Sg someone-Acc

‘There is someone to whom I can introduce someone.’


	
a” Van kinek be-mutas-s-alak (téged).

be.3Sg to_whom into-show-Subj-2Obj.1Sg you.Acc

‘There is someone to whom I can introduce you.’


	
b. *be-mutat-vá-m /*be-mutat-vá-k/*be-mutat-vá-lak

into-show-VA-DefObj.1Sg / into-show-VA-1Sg / into-show-VA-2Obj.1Sg





It can be established, thus, that the Hungarian verbal property of having a “multidimensional” system of agreement paradigms is not characteristic of converbs (but cf. Károly (1956: 210) on Old Hungarian, where, of the three potential forms shown in (67b), the first one was acceptable).


III. Separability of verbal modifier

In certain verbal constructions in Hungarian, the verbal modifier can occupy other positions than its usual immediate left-adjacent position to the stem of the verb. At least two positions are involved. First, the verbal modifier can appear after the verb, as shown in (68a-a’). Second, the verbal modifier can remain before the verb, but an element can be inserted between them; see (68d). Subsection III is devoted to the question of whether these word-order patterns with a verbal modifier separated from the head are inherited by the corresponding converbial constructions.


	● Separability of verbal modifiers in the case of finite verbs

	Focus Construction


	
a. Csak Julinak küldtem el a levelet.

only Juli.Dat send.Past.DefObj.1Sg away the letter.Acc

‘I sent the letter only to JULI!’


	
a’. Csak egyszer olvastam el ezt a jogi szöveget.

only once read.Past.1Sg away this the legal text.Acc

‘I have read this legal text only ONCE!’





	 Progressive Sspect

	
b. Peti éppen futott haza(-felé), amikor beleesett egy gödörbe.

Peti just run.Past.3Sg home(-towards) when into.fall.Past.3Sg a hole.Ill

‘Peti was just running home when he fell into a hole’


	
b’. A hegymászót éppen húzták fel(-felé) a szakadékból,

the climber.Acc just pull.Past.DefObj.3Pl up(-towards) the abyss.Ela

amikor elájult.

when away.faint.Past.3Sg

‘The climber was being just pulled up from the abyss when he fainted.’





	Sentential Negation

	
c. A levelet nem küldtem el Julinak.

the letter.Acc not send.Past.1Sg away Juli.Dat

‘I have not sent the letter to Juli.’


	
c’. Ezt a szerződést nem pecsételték le.

this the contract.Acc not stamp.Past.DefObj.3Pl down

‘This contract has not been stamped.’





	Construction with an inserted is ‘also’

	
d. A leveleket aláírták és le is pecsételték.

the letter.Pl.Acc under.write.Past.DefObj.3Pl and down also stamp.Past.DefObj.3Pl

‘The letters were signed and, moreover, they were even stamped.’








Let us start with the Hungarian focus construction, famous for the “inverse” word order with the verb stem preceding the verbal modifier (68a-a’). As shown in (69ab), this input word-order pattern can be retained, but the resulting construction is marked. The construction is almost fully acceptable if the verbal modifier occupies its usual position immediately left-adjacent to the verb stem, as also presented in (69a-b).


	
 ● Separability of verbal modifiers: I. Focus constructions


	
Hibát követtem el a levelet csak Julinak

mistake.Acc follow.Past.1Sg away the letter only Juli.Dat 

(?) el-küld-ve /? [küld-ve el].

away-send-VAACT/ send-VAACT away

‘I made a mistake by sending the letter only to JULI.’


	
Ez a jogi szöveg nem érthető meg csak egyszer

this the legal text not understand.HATÓ perf only once

(?) el-olvas-va /? [olvas-va el].

away-read-VAPASS/ read-VAPASS away

‘This legal text cannot be understood read only once.’


	
(?) [el-küld-ve] / *[küld-ve el].

the letter only Juli.Dat become.Past.3Sg away-send-VAPASS / send-VAPASS away

‘The letter was sent only to JULI.’ c. A levél csak Julinak lett





Example (69c) is devoted to the illustration of the predicative converbial type. As the finite verbal element is obligatorily right-adjacent to the focused expression, two potential orders remain to be considered; of which, only the verbal-particle-first order is acceptable. What is referred to above as “inverse” word order can be regarded as manifesting itself in the fact that the verbal particle does not precede the finite verb, in contrast to the basic case, illustrated in (72b’) below, for instance.

Progressive aspect, illustrated in (68b) above, also triggers a [verb + verbal particle] order, which can be strengthened by the element -felé ‘towards’ attached to the verbal particle if the given verbal particle has its original directional meaning. Note that the resulting felé-expressions are not verbal particles anymore, witnessed by the fact that the verb stem has stress also in cases when the felé-expression is left-adjacent to the verb stem. The distribution of grammaticality judgments in (70ab’), where the two times two corresponding potential word-order variants are presented, show that what really counts is not the position of the verbal particle relative to the VA-converb but the insertion of -felé, presumably due to this element making the constructions aspectually unambiguous. Nevertheless, even the felé- constructions scarcely reach the “unclear status” in the case of certain VAPASS- converbial subtypes (70b,c); and this latter set of grammaticality judgments seem to represent the typical case.


	
 ● Separability of verbal modifiers: II. Progressive aspect


	
a. Éppen [haza *?((?)-felé) fut-va] /[fut-va haza??((?)-felé)]

just home(-towards) run-VAACT/ run-VAACT home(-towards)

Peti beleesett egy gödörbe.

Peti into.fall.Past.3Sg a hole.Ill

‘Running home, Peti fell into a hole.’


	
b. A hegymászó, éppen [fel*?(??-felé) húz-va]/[húz-va fel*?(??-felé)] the climber just up(-towards) pull-VAPASS/ pull-VAPASS up(-towards)

a szakadékból, elájult.

the abyss.Ela away.faint.Past.3Sg

‘The climber fainted when being pulled up from the abyss.’


	
b’. A víz elárasztotta a folyosót folyamatosan

the water flood.Past.DefObj.3Sg the corridor.Acc continuously

[ki*? ((?) -felé) szivárog-va] / [szivárog-va ki?? ((?) -felé)] a csőből.

out(-towards) leak-VAPASS/ leak-VAPASS out(-towards) the tube.Ela

‘The water flooded the corridor leaking continuously from the tube.’


	
c. A hegymászó éppen [fel*?(??-felé) volt húz-va]/

the climber just up(-towards) be.Past.3Sg pull-VAPASS/

[húz-va volt fel*? (?? -felé)] a szakadékból.

pull-VAPASS  be.Past.3Sg up(-towards) the abyss.Ela

‘The climber was being pulled up from the abyss.’





Next, we will investigate another verbal construction with the “inverse” word-order pattern: the construction of Hungarian sentential negation (68c). As shown in (71a), the [VAACT-converb + verbal particle] “verbal order” is quite acceptable (‘?’), with the opposite orders being somewhat less preferred (‘??’). The VAPASS-converbial case shows an opposite tendency, with even poor grades of acceptability (71b). Both patterns, however, are subject to high speaker specific differences and uncertainty. All in all, there is no perfect compatibility between negation and converbial construction. The immediate appearance of the finite structure, however, solves the incompatibility: as illustrated in (71c), of the numerous (that is, 4!=24) potential word-order variants, there is one, and exactly one, fully acceptable variant, in which it is the finite verbal component that the negative particle is left-adjacent to, and not the converbial component (NB: in this configuration, the verbal particle has to precede the converb).


	
 ● Separability of verbal modifiers: III. Sentential negation


	
a. Hát követtem el ? [nem küld-ve el] / mistake.Acc follow.Past.1Sg away not send-VAACT away / 

?? [el nem küld-ve] /?? [nem el-küld-ve] a levelet Julinak.

away not send-VAACT/ not away-send-VAACT the letter Juli.Dat

‘I made a mistake by not having sent the letter to Juli.’


	
b. Ez a szerződés érvénytelen *?[nem pecsétel-ve le]/

this the contract invalid not stamp-VAPASS down / 

?? [le nem pecsételve] /?? [nem le-pecsétel-ve].

down not stamp-VAPASS/ not down-stamp-VAPASS 

‘This contract is not valid without having been stamped.’


	
c. A levél *[nem lett küld-ve el]/

the letter not become.Past.3Sg send-VAPASS away /

✓ [nem lett el-küld-ve] /*? [el nem lett küld-ve] Julinak.

not become.Past.3Sg away-send-VAPASS/ away not become.Past.3Sg send-VAPASS Juli.Dat

‘The letter has not been sent to Juli.’





We conclude subsection III with another verbal construction with an inserted grammatical element between the verbal modifier and the verb stem (68d). The element in question is a special, “emphatic”, version of is ‘also’. The intended meaning with the emphatic interpretation of is ‘also’ can readily be expressed in converbial constructions, with the same order of the relevant elements (72a-b). In the predicative converbial construction, the [verbal particle+is+converb] order is also fully acceptable with the finite verb inserted between is and the converb (72c), reflecting the finite verbal structure (68d).


	
 ● Separability of verbal modifiers: IV. Construction with an inserted is ‘also’


	
a. A leveleket alá-ír-va é [le is pecsétel-ve]/

the letter.Pl.Acc under-write-VAACT and down also stamp-VAACT  / 

*? [le-pecsétel-ve is] elégedetten hagytam el az irodát.

down-stamp-VAACT also contentedly leave.Past.1Sg away the office.Acc

‘I left the office contentedly after signing and, moreover, stamped the letters.’


	
b. Az ígérethez híven a levél ott volt az asztalon

the promise.All according_to the letter there be.Past.3Sg the table.Sup

alá-ír-va és [le is pecsétel-ve ] /*? [le-pecsétel-ve is] .

under-write-VAACT and down also stamp-VAACT/ down-stamp-VAACT also

‘As promised, the letter was on the table signed and, moreover, stamped.’


	
c. A levelek alá lettek ír-va és

the letter.Pl under become.Past.3Sg write-VAPASS and

[le is lettek pecsétel-ve ] /?? [le lettek pecsétel-ve is] /

down also become.Past.3Sg stamp-VAPASS  / down become.Past.3Sg stamp-VAPASS also /

*? [le-pecsétel-ve is lettek].

down-stamp-VAPASS also become.Past.3Sg

‘The letters have been signed and, moreover, they have been stamped.’





We can establish on the basis of the data above that the separability of verbal modifiers from heads, characteristic of certain verbal constructions, but not of nominal ones (see N1.3.1.2.4.1, sub III, for instance), is characteristic of converbs, too, but to a significantly lesser degree.


IV. Presence and obligatoriness of arguments

This subsection gives a global picture of the observations concerning argumentstructure inheritance in the case of converbs. The main points were given in subsection 3.1.2.1; subsections 3.1.2.3 and 3.1.3 provided several further details, and this subsection, in addition to the summary in the next paragraph, adds further comments on the topic, in connection with the data given in (73) below.

In respect of the topic of this part, presence and obligatoriness of arguments, converbial phrases can essentially be characterized by the retainment of the argument structure of the input verb in view of the question of whether they can express the same states of affairs as the corresponding finite verbal constructions. Due to the characteristics of converbialization, a subject cannot be expressed in VA- converbial constructions (in contrast to VA-ConvPs, see Remark 1 in 3.1.1) but it is to be identified with an argument of the matrix verb (preferably with the subject, as its controller); see the comments on (3) and (9-10). This phonetically null (PRO) argument, in the case of the active VAACT pattern and the passive VAPASS pattern, corresponds to the subject and the object, respectively, of a transitive finite verbal construction that can be regarded as the basis of VA-converbialization; see (11) in 3.1.2.1, see also (3a-a’,c-c’) in 3.1.1. In harmony with this, there is no reason for accusative case marked arguments not to retain their case marking in the course of VAACT-converbialization (see (11b); while VAPASS-converbialization is passive in the sense that the Theme argument of the input verbal construction, typically expressed by an accusative case marked argument, will correspond to the phonetically null (PRO) argument (see (11c). If the input of formation process is an intransitive verb, the phonetically null argument of the corresponding VA-construction—typically an Agent in the active pattern and a Theme in the passive one—corresponds to the subject in both patterns of VA-converbialization; see (3b-b’,d-d’) in 3.1.1.

Apart from the expression of the input subject and/or object, the argument structure of the verb remains unaffected by converbialization: the number and the thematic function of the arguments and the information-structural function of the arguments remain the same. All oblique case marked arguments and even the accusative-case marked one in the case of VAACT-converbs also retain their case markings, including cases where they serve as verbal modifiers. Verbal particles also remain unaffected in the course of converbialization. Similarly, a free adjunct that belongs to the input verb as a certain kind of syntactic satellite will appear in the same form and the same satellite function in the corresponding output converbial construction.

The previous paragraph suggests the simple generalization that only the expression of an input subject and/or object changes in the course of converbialization, and the change is partial even in the case of this participant (as it is retained as it is identified with one of the arguments of the finite verb). This construal is not unquestionable; but it can be regarded as sufficient in this part as sub V will thoroughly discuss the question of the “input” accusative case marked argument.

As for the obligatory or optional character of input arguments, which is indicated in (73a) by practically providing the levels of omissibility with grammaticality judgments, it is illustrated in the corresponding rows (73b-b’) that these properties are also essentially inherited in the course of converbialization. Nevertheless, this is a theoretical stance concerning argument taking capacities; it requires much corpus research in the future to reveal the factual argument taking tendencies characteristic of particular zones in different “depths” of sentence structure.


	
 ● Obligatoriness of arguments in the case of converbs


	
a. Peti összegyűjtött *(✓néhány értékes bélyeget)(az albumba).

Peti together.collect.Past.3Sg some valuable stamp.Acc the album.Ill

‘Peti has collected (some valuable stamps) (in the album).’


	
b. Peti, össze-gyűjt-ve *(✓néhány értékes bélyeget) (az albumba),

Peti together-collect-VAACT some valuable stamp.Acc the album.Ill

elégedetten dőlt hátra.

contentedly lean.Past.3Sg back.Sub

‘Peti leaned back satisfied having collected (some valuable stamps) (in the album).’


	
c. Azokat az értékes bélyegeket legutóbb (egy albumba)

that.pl.Acc the valuable stamp.Pl.Acc last_time an album.Ill

össze-gyűjt-ve láttuk.

together-collect-VAPASS  see.Past.DefObj.1Pl

‘Last time we saw those valuable stamps collected (in an album).’


	
c’. (?) Össze lett gyűjt-ve néhány értékes bélyeg

together become.Past.3Sg collect-VAPASS  some valuable stamp

(ebbe az albumba).

this.Ill the album.Ill

‘Some valuable stamps have been collected (in this album).’





All in all, with respect to the presence and obligatoriness of arguments, converbs are practically entirely “verbal”.


V. Accusative case marked arguments

VAACT-converbs are entirely verbal in respect of being capable of having accusative case marked arguments. These arguments can appear as fully-fledged arguments (74a’), verbal modifiers (74b’) or -t-marked phrases with adverbial function (74a’) (see 1.1.4.1, sub V). Note, however, that converbs, in contrast to verbs, do not show agreement (in definiteness and person) with their objects (see 3.1.4.1, sub II).


	
 ● Accusative case marked arguments of converbs


	
a. Ki-egészítettem egy kicsit-t a jelentést.

out-extend.Past.DefObj.1Sg a little-Acc the report.Acc

‘I extended the report a little.’


	
a’. A jelentést egy kicsi-t ki-egészít-ve vártam a főnököt.

the report.Acc a little-Acc out-complete-VAACT  wait.Past.1Sg the boss.Acc

‘Having extended the report a little, I was waiting for the boss.’


	
a” A jelentés egy kicsi-t ki-egészít-ve került ismertetésre.

the report a little-Acc out-complete-VAPASS  get.Past.3Sg presentation.Sub

‘The report was presented extended a little.’


	
b. Kávé-t kortyolgattam.

coffee-Acc sip.Past.1Sg

‘I was sipping coffee.’


	
b’. Kávé-t kortyolgat-va vártalak.

coffee-Acc sip-VAACT wait.Past.2Obj.1Sg

‘I was waiting for you while sipping coffee.’


	
b” Kortyolgat-va ittam *? (✓ a) kávét.

sip-VAPASS drink.Past.1Sg the coffee.Acc

Intended meaning: ‘I was drinking coffee by sipping it.’





VAPASS-converbs, however, cannot have accusative case marked arguments, as illustrated in (74a”,b”), since this finite-verbal argument is present within the converbial phrase only semantically (identified with one of the arguments of the matrix verb). The only accusative case marked satellite type VAPASS-converbs can have is a -t-marked phrase with adverbial function (74a”). As for the problem of VAPASS-converbialization of verbs with accusative case marked verbal modifiers, see the comments on (12) in 3.1.2.1.

Note that an accusative case marked argument can even appear together with a -t-marked phrase with adverbial function, as illustrated in (74a) (see also Szécsényi and Szécsényi 2016: 120–121); and even this extreme constellation of two types of -t-marked elements can appear within a VAACT-converbial construction (74a’).


VI. Adverbial modification

Converbs are entirely verbal in respect that they can be readily modified by adverbs. The adverbs illustrated below express time (75a-a’), place (75a-a’), frequency, (75aa’), manner (75a-a’), and state (75b-b’); adverbs can also appear as verbal modifiers (75c-c’).


	
 ● Converbs modified by adverbs


	
a. A dalt tegnap otthon többször is hangosan el-énekel-ve

the song.Acc yesterday at_home several_times also loudly away-sing-VAACT

vártam a kórus tagjait.

wait.Past.1Sg the choir member.Poss.Pl.Acc

‘I was waiting for the members of the choir by singing the song several times at home yesterday loudly.’


	
a’. A dal egyre jobban tetszett

the song more_and_more more like.Past.3Sg

tegnap otthon többször is hangosan el-énekel-ve.

yesterday at_home several_times also loudly away-sing-VAPASS

‘The song pleased me more and more by being sung several times at home yesterday loudly.’


	
b. A dalt részegen énekel-ve masíroztunk haza.

this song.Acc drunkenly sing-VAACT march.Past.1Pl home

‘We were marching home singing the song drunk.’


	
b’. Ez a dal még részegen énekel-ve is élvezhető.

this the song yet drunkenly sing-VAPASS also enjoyable

‘This song can also be enjoyed by being sung drunk.’


	
c. A gazda, jól tart-va az állatait,

the farmer well keep-VAACT the animal.Poss.Pl.Acc

hosszú életet biztosított nekik.

long life.Acc ensure.Past.3Sg Dat.3Pl

‘Keeping his animals well, the farmer ensures a long life for them.’


	
c’. Jól tart-va tovább élnek az állatok.

well keep-VAPASS longer live.3Pl the animal.Pl

‘Kept well, animals live longer.’






VII. Information structure

This subsection is devoted to the question as to whether the information structure typical of verbal constructions in Hungarian is inherited in the course of converbialization.

The answer is essentially positive, due to the high degree of similarity between verbal and converbial constructions. That is, we claim that converbs inherit information structure in the course of converbialization. The scope of arguments (and of other potential satellites) is inherited along with the arguments themselves, as determined by the information structure of the input verb. This generalization holds, in an argument structure, for all arguments that explicitly appear in the converbial phrase. Note that, as stated in 3.1.2.2 (see the comments on (16), it is not possible for operators in converbial constructions, in contrast to those in infinitival ones (see (30b) in 1.1.2.2), to have a kind of scope that could be called ‘external’.

The series of examples are constructed as follows: the (a)-examples provide the lexical bases by showing their finite realizations, the (b)-examples the corresponding VAACT-converbial constructions, and the (c)-examples the corresponding VAPASS-converbial constructions, with considering also the case in which there is no semantically contentful finite matrix predicate over the converbial construction, see the (c’)-examples. We consider oblique case marked arguments in each operator function since they are retained in the same form and function in the course of both types of converbialization (see sub IV). We claim without illustration that there is no essential difference in acceptability modulo grammatical functions.

Of the operators listed in (5) in the Introduction to the volume (in A.IV), let us start the overview of the capability of having information structure with the determiner mind ‘every’ (see also the series of examples in (16) in 3.1.2.2).


	
 ● The inheritance of information structure in the case of converbs: I. Quantifier mind ‘every’'


	
a. A bárónőt mindkét nyakláncától meg-fosztották.

the baroness.Acc both necklace.Poss.Abl perf-deprive.Past.DefObj.3Pl

‘The baroness had been deprived of both of her necklaces.


	
b. A betörő elégedetten távozott a kastélyból

the burglar contentedly leave.Past.3Sg the castle.Ela

a. bárónőt mindkét nyakláncától meg-foszt-va.

the baroness.Acc both necklace.Poss.Abl perf-deprive-VAACT

‘The burglar left the castle satisfied, having deprived the baroness of both of her necklaces.’


	
c. A bárónő szomorúan ült mindlét nyalkáncától meg-foszt-va.

the baroness sadly sit.Past.3Sg both necklace.Poss.Abl perf-deprive-VAPASS

‘The baroness was sitting sadly deprived of both of her necklaces.’


	
c’. A bárónő mindkét nyakláncától meg lett foszt-va.

the baroness both necklace.Poss.Abl perf become.Past.3Sg deprive-VAPASS

‘The baroness had been deprived of both of her necklaces.’





As shown by the grammaticality judgments associated with the VAACT- and VAPASS- converbial constructions, both types of converbs readily host mind-quantifiers (76bc). The same holds for the cases in which there is no semantically contentful finite matrix predicate over the converbial construction (76c’). As shown in (77b-b’), is- quantifiers pattern with mind-quantifiers: they readily appear in all types of converbial constructions.


	
 ● The inheritance of information structure in the case of converbs: II. Quantifier is ‘also’


	
a. A bárónőt a nyakláncától is meg-fosztották.

the baroness.Acc the necklace.Poss.Abl also perf-deprive.Past.DefObj.3Pl

‘The baroness had been deprived also of her necklace.


	
b. A betörő elégedetten távozott a kastélyból

the burglar contentedly leave.Past.3Sg the castle.Ela

a. bárónőt a nyakláncától is meg-foszt-va.

the baroness.Acc the necklace.Poss.Abl also perf-deprive-VAACT

‘The burglar left the castle satisfied, having also deprived the baroness of her necklace.’


	
c. A bárónő szomorúan ült ezúttal

the baroness sadly sit.Past.3Sg this_time

a nyakláncától is meg-foszt-va.

the necklace.Poss.Abl also perf-deprive-VAPASS

‘The baroness was sitting sadly deprived, this time, also of her necklace.’


	
c’. A bárónő a nyakláncától is meg lett foszt-va.

the baroness the necklace.Poss.Abl also perf become.Past.3Sg deprive-VAPASS

‘The baroness had been deprived also of her necklace.’





Let us turn to the investigation of the question whether focus expressions can appear within converbial constructions (78-79).


	
 ● The inheritance of information structure in the case of converbs: III. Focus


	
a. A bárónőt csak a nyakláncától fosztották meg.

the baroness.Acc only the necklace.Poss.Abl deprive.Past.DefObj.3Pl perf

‘The baroness had been deprived only of her necklace.


	
b. A betörő sietve távozott a kastélyból

the burglar in_a_hurry leave.Past.3Sg the castle.Ela

a. bárónőt csak a nyakláncától (?)meg-foszt-va / ?[foszt-va meg].

the baroness.Acc only the necklace.Poss.Abl perf-deprive-vaact / deprive-vaact perf

‘The burglar left the castle in a hurry, having deprived the baroness only of her necklace.’


	
c. Csak a nyakláncától (?)meg-foszt-va / ?[foszt-va meg],

only the necklace.Poss.Abl perf-deprive-VApass / deprive-VApass perf a bárónő még megjelenhetett a bálon.

the baroness yet appear.Mod.Past.3Sg the ball.Sup

‘Deprived only of her necklace, the baroness could yet appear at the ball.’


	
c’. A bárónő csak a nyakláncától lett

the baroness only the necklace.Poss.Abl become.Past.3Sg

meg-foszt-va / *[foszt-va meg].

perf-deprive-VApass / deprive-VApass perf

‘The baroness had been deprived only of her necklace.’



In the case of csak-focus (78), the picture is practically the same as what has been found in the case of quantifiers, that is, it is possible for arguments to appear as foci in all types of converbial constructions (78b-c’). As for the order of the verbal particle and the converbial stem, it is preferred for the former to precede the latter. Nevertheless, as discussed in connection with the series of examples in (69a-b) in sub III, it is also possible for verbal modifiers to follow the converbial stems reflecting in this way the finite word-order pattern, but the resulting constructions are marked. In the case of the predicative converbial type, however, only the verbalparticle-first order is acceptable (78c’) (see also (69c) in sub III); it seems that the focus character is exhibited, of the two “verbal” components in the construction considered, exclusively by (the syntactic environment of) the finite one.

As shown by the distribution of the grammaticality judgments in (79b-c’), converbial constructions with negative foci completely pattern with those with csakfoci. Note, nevertheless, that it is highly difficult to construct VA-converbial phrases with focused satellites that are convincingly acceptable semantically and pragmatically, too.


	
 ● The inheritance of information structure in the case of converbs: IV. Negative focus


	
a. A bárónőt ezúttal nem a nyakláncától fosztották meg.

the baroness.Acc this_time not the necklace.Poss.Abl deprive.Past.DefObj.3Pl perf ‘The baroness had been deprived, this time, not of her necklace [but of her dignity].


	
b. A betörő sietve távozott a kastélyból a bárónőt the burglar in_a_hurry leave.Past.3Sg the castle.Ela the baroness.Acc

ezúttal nem a nyakláncától (?)meg-foszt-va / ?[foszt-va meg].

this_time not the necklace.Poss.Abl perf-deprive-vaact / deprive-vaact perf

‘The burglar left the castle in a hurry, having deprived the baroness, this time, not of her necklace [but of her dignity].’


	
c. Nem a nyakláncától (?)meg-foszt-va / ?[foszt-va meg],

not the necklace.Poss.Abl perf-deprive-VApass / deprive-VApass perf a bárónő még megjelenhetett a bálon.

the baroness yet appear.Mod.Past.3Sg the ball.Sup

‘Deprived not of her necklace [but of her dignity], the baroness could yet appear at the ball.’


	
c’. A bárónő ezúttal nem a nyakláncától

the baroness this_time not the necklace.Poss.Abl

lett meg-fosztva / *[foszt-va meg].

become.Past.3Sg perf-deprive-VApass / deprive-VApass perf

‘The baroness had been deprived this time not of her necklace [but of her dignity].’



The negative quantifier provides a picture which is more intricate (80–81). The source of this intricacy is that, in the input verbal construction, there are ab ovo two ways to express the negative particle that inevitably accompanies the negative quantifier in Hungarian. As the translation indicate in the (a)-examples in (80–81), there is no difference in meaning between the variants with nem ‘not’ (80) and sem ‘also not’ (81) (on the etymological and also synchronic scope-semantic analysis of sem as is+nem ‘also+not’, see Szabolcsi 2018). In addition, the negative particles (‘NegPrt’) can potentially appear in the following three positions relative to the verbal particle and the converbial head: (i) [NegPrt+VPrt+Head], (ii) [NegPrt+Head+VPrt], (iii) [VPrt+NegPrt+Head]. There are thus six potentially competing variants to be investigated; but as the two negative particles cannot be adjacent to each other (compare (81a) to (81a’)) and sem cannot appear in an inserted position between the verbal particle and the converbial head (cf. the comments on the corresponding infinitival constructions concerning (96) in 1.1.4.1, sub VII), only the variants evaluated in (80–81) should be considered.

Let us start with the variants containing only the negative particle nem ‘not’ (80).


	
 ● The inheritance of information structure in the case of converbs:

V. Negative quantifiers with nem ‘not’


	
a. A bárónőt ezúttal semelyik nyakláncától

the baroness.Acc this_time none necklace.Poss.Abl

nem fosztották meg.

not deprive.Past.DefObj.3Pl perf

‘The baroness had been deprived, this time, of none of her necklaces.’


	
b. A betörő sietve távozott a kastélyból a bárónőt

the burglar in_a_hurry leave.Past.3Sg the castle.Ela the baroness.Acc

ezúttal semelyik nyakláncától (?)[meg nem foszt-va] / this_time none necklace.Poss.Abl perf not deprive-vaact / ?[nem foszt-va meg] / ??[nem meg-foszt-va].

not deprive-vaact perf / not perf-deprive-vaact

‘The burglar left the castle in a hurry, having deprived the baroness, this time, of none of her necklaces.’


	
c. Semelyik nyakláncától (?)[meg nem foszt-va] /

none necklace.Poss.Abl perf not deprive-VApass /

?[nem foszt-va meg] / ??[nem meg-foszt-va]

not deprive-VApass perf / not perf-deprive-VApass

a. bárónő megjelenhetett a bálon.

the baroness appear.Mod.Past.3Sg the ball.Sup

‘Deprived of none of her necklaces, the baroness could appear at the ball.’


	
c’. A bárónő ezúttal semelyik nyakláncától

the baroness this_time none necklace.Poss.Abl

nem lett meg-fosztva / *[foszt-va meg].

not become.Past.3Sg perf-deprive-VApass / deprive-VApass perf

‘The baroness had been deprived, this time, of none of her necklaces.’



As shown by the grammaticality judgments in (80b-c), the best (slightly marked) variants are those containing the [VPrt+NegPrt+Conv] order with the [NegPrt+Conv+VPrt] order marked and the [NegPrt+VPrt+Conv] order already not convincingly acceptable. Of the corresponding variants with sem, however, the verbal-particle-last order proves to be the less marked (81b-c), with the alternatives unacceptable.

In the case of the predicative converbial constructions without (80c’) or with sem (81c’), the only (fully) acceptable variant is the one in which it is the finite verbal component that the negative particle (i.e., nem/sem) is left-adjacent to, and not the converbial component, and, in this configuration, the verbal particle is to precede the converb (cf. (71c) in sub III).


	
 ● The inheritance of information structure in the case of converbs:

V. Negative quantifiers with sem ‘also not’


	
a. A bárónőt ezúttal semelyik nyakláncától sem

the baroness.Acc this_time none necklace.Poss.Abl also_not

(*nem) fosztották meg.

not deprive.Past.DefObj.3Pl perf

‘The baroness had been deprived, this time, of none of her necklaces.’


	
a’. A bárónőt ezúttal nem fosztották meg

the baroness.Acc this_time not deprive.Past.DefObj.3Pl perf

semelyik nyakláncától sem.

none necklace.Poss.Abl also_not

‘The baroness had been deprived, this time, of none of her necklaces.’


	
b. A betörő sietve távozott a kastélyból a bárónőt

the burglar in_a_hurry leave.Past.3Sg the castle.Ela the baroness.Acc

ezúttal semelyik nyakláncától sem *[meg nem foszt-va] / this_time none necklace.Poss.Abl also_not perf not deprive-vaact / (?)[foszt-va meg] / *?[meg-foszt-va].

deprive-vaact perf / perf-deprive-vaact

‘The burglar left the castle in a hurry, having deprived the baroness, this time, of none of her necklaces.’


	
c. Semelyik nyakláncától sem *[meg nem foszt-va] /

none necklace.Poss.Abl also_not perf not deprive-VApass /

?[foszt-va meg] / *?[meg-foszt-va]

deprive-VApass perf / perf-deprive-VApass

a. bárónő megjelenhetett a bálon. the baroness appear.Mod.Past.3Sg the ball.Sup

‘Deprived of none of her necklaces, the baroness could appear at the ball.’


	
c’. A bárónő ezúttal semelyik nyakláncától sem lett

the baroness this_time none necklace.Poss.Abl also_not become.Past.3Sg

*[meg nem foszt-va] / *[(nem) foszt-va meg] / [✓(*nem) meg-fosztva].

perf not deprive-VApass / not deprive-VApass perf / not perf-deprive-VApass

‘The baroness had been deprived, this time, of none of her necklaces.’



As suggested by the finite construction shown in (81a’), even the coexistence of nem and sem is licensed, with the negative quantifier appearing post-head; which can also serve as input to acceptable converbial constructions with a negative quantifier. The overview of this case is postponed until subsection 3.2.1.1.4, see (111).

Let us now turn to wh-words, which appear in questions. Although (interrogative) wh-words in Hungarian function as focus (É. Kiss 2002: 98) triggering a [verb+verbal particle] order in finite verbal constructions (82a), only the [verbal particle+converb] order is convincingly acceptable in converbial constructions (82b-c). In the case of the predicative converbial type, it is also only the verbal-particle-first order that is acceptable (82c’); it seems that the focus character is exhibited, of the two “verbal” components in the construction considered, exclusively by (the syntactic environment of) the finite one (cf. (78c’) above).


	
 ● The inheritance of information structure in the case of converbs:

VI. Wh-phrases


	
a. A bárónőt ezúttal mitől fosztották meg?

the baroness.Acc this_time what.Abl deprive.Past.DefObj.3Pl perf

‘What had the baroness been deprived of this time?


	
b. A betörő a bárónőt ezúttal mitől ?meg-foszt-va /

the burglar the baroness.Acc this_time what.Abl perf-deprive-vaact /

??[foszt-va meg] távozott a kastélyból?

deprive-vaact perf leave.Past.3Sg the castle.Ela

‘What is it that the burglar left the castle, having deprived the baroness, this time, of?’


	
c. A bárónő ezúttal mitől (?)meg-foszt-va / ??[foszt-va meg],

the baroness this_time what.Abl perf-deprive-VApass / deprive-VApass perf jelent meg a bálon?

appear.Past.3Sg perf the ball.Sup

‘What is it that the baroness appeared at the ball deprived of?’


	
c’. A bárónő ezúttal mitől lett

the baroness this_time what.Abl become.Past.3Sg

meg-fosztva / *[foszt-va meg]?

perf-deprive-VApass / deprive-VApass perf

‘What had, this time, the baroness been deprived of?’


	
d. [A bárónő melyik nyakláncát] lopták el ezúttal?

the baroness which neclace.Acc steal.Past.DefObj.3Pl away this_time

‘Which necklace of the baroness’s had been stolen this time?’



The acceptable status of converbial constructions containing wh-words is obviously due to the fact that they realize their interrogative power via taking external scope (witnessed by the corresponding translations), with an internal scope uninterpretable (cf. the comments on (97–98) in 1.1.4.1, sub VII and (89) in 2.1.4.1, sub VII). Converbial constructions may be proposed to behave as nominal ones (82d), in which a wh-word embedded in a noun phrase “pied-pipes” its containing phrase with it to the focus position of the clause (on pied-piping, see, e.g., Ross (1967), who introduced the term).

We follow the investigation of the inheritance of information structures containing the basic operators with a series of examples which is concerned with the inheritance of a special operator, the contrastive topic (83). Note that the examples contain a peculiar adverb, a discourse particle expressing reproach, bezzeg, which is not obligatory in sentences with a contrastive topic (83a) but if it appears in a sentence it can be regarded as an explicit indicator of the presence of a contrastivetopic constituent (NB: its omission from the participial constructions makes the evocation of the intended contrastive interpretation quite difficult); see also the comments on (100) in 1.1.4.1, sub VII.


	
 ● The inheritance of information structure in the case of converbs:

VII. Contrastive topic


	
a. A királynő a komornára (bezzeg) rábízta

the queen the maid.Sub [reproach+] onto.trust.Past.DefObj.3Sg

a. lányát.

the daughter.Poss.Acc

‘The queen entrusted her daughter to the maid, in contrast to other, more suitable, people.’


	
b. Tegnap a királynő a komornára (*bezzeg) rá-bíz-va

yesterday the queen the maid.Sub [reproach+] onto-trust-vaact

a. lányát hosszú útra indult.

the daughter.Poss.Acc long trip.Sub leave.Past.3Sg

‘Yesterday, the queen left for a long trip, entrusting her daughter to the maid (in a context in which the speaker finds legitimate the reproach formulated in (83a).’


	
c. A királylány végül otthon maradt a komornára (*bezzeg)

the princess finally home stay.Past.3Sg the maid.Sub [reproach+]

rá-bíz-va.

onto-trust-VApass

‘Finally, the princess stayed at home, entrusted to the maid (in a context in which the speaker finds legitimate the reproach formulated in (83a).’


	
c’. A komornára (bezzeg) rá lett bíz-va múltkor the maid.Sub [reproach+] onto become.Past.3Sg trust-VApass last_time

a. királylány.

the princess

‘As for the maid, the princess, last time, was entrusted to her (in contrast to other, more suitable, people).’



As shown by the grammaticality judgments in (83b-c), converbial constructions pattern with infinitival and deverbal nominal ones in not hosting contrastive topics; see the comments on (100) in 1.1.4.1, sub VII, and (317) in N1.3.1.2.4.1, sub VII, in which contrastive topichood is hypothesized to be inherently associated with the part of the propositional content of sentences expressed by their finite (predicative) cycles. This connection explains why the predicative converbial construction is perfect in (83c’). Note that the bezzeg-less variants presented in (83b-c) are not acceptable even if the characteristic contrastive-topic intonation is carefully carried out. In other words, any acceptable stress patterns on the given sentences can only be associated with a meaning according to which ‘the maid’ is interpreted as a noncontrastive topic.

In the last series of examples in the subsection (84–85), the inheritance of complex information structures is illustrated. By this we mean that the input information structure contains (at least) two operators, the relative scope of which is unambiguously coded in Hungarian in the preverbal word order (e.g., É. Kiss 2002: 114). The inheritance of these scope hierarchies is also worth testing.

As demonstrated in 3.1.2.2 (see (17), there is no theoretical obstacle for converbs to inherit complex information structures containing two (or more) operators; and it is now shown in (84) that the order of the operators in both the

vaact-converbial constructions (84b-b’) and the VApass-ones (84c-d’) reflects their scope order; that is, converbial constructions are fully verbal even in this respect.


	
 ● The inheritance of complex information structures


	
a. Mindhárom partneremet több partiban is ki-akasztottam.

all_the_three partner.Poss.1Sg.Acc several card_game.Ine also out-hang.Past.1Sg

[all_the_three_partners > several_card_games]

‘It holds for all the three partners of mine that I had freaked them out in several card games

[perhaps the same games but probably different ones].’


	
a’. Több partiban is mindhárom partneremet ki-akasztottam.

several card_game.Ine also all_the_three partner.Poss.1Sg.Acc out-hang.Past.1Sg

[several_card_games > all_the_three_partners]

‘It holds for several card games that I had freaked out all the three partners of mine [together] in those games’


	
a” Mindhárom partneremre több partiban is ki-akadtam.

all_the_three partner.Poss.1Sg.Sub several card_game.Ine also out-occur.Past.1Sg

[all_the_three_partners > several_card_games]

‘It holds for all the three partners of mine that they had freaked me out in several card games

[possibly the same games but probably different ones]’


	
a’” Több partiban is mindhárom partneremre ki-akadtam.

several card_game.Ine also all_the_three partner.Poss.1Sg.Sub out-occur.Past.1Sg

[several_card_games > all_the_three_partners]

‘It holds for several card games that all the three partners of mine [together] had freaked me out in those games.’


	
b. Tegnap előbb otthagytam a játékot yesterday sooner leave.Past.1Sg the game.Acc

mindhárom partneremet több partiban is ki-akaszt-va.

all_the_three partner.Poss.1Sg.Acc several card_game.Ine also out-hang-vaact

[all_the_three_partners > several_card_games]

‘Yesterday I left the game earlier as, for all the three partners of mine, I had freaked them out in several card games.’


	
b’. Tegnap előbb otthagytam a játékot

yesterday sooner leave.Past.1Sg the game.Acc

több partiban is mindhárom partneremet ki-akaszt-va.

several card_game.Ine also all_the_three partner.Poss.1Sg.Acc out-hang-vaact

[several_card_games > all_the_three_partners]

‘Yesterday I left the game earlier as, for several card games, I had freaked out all the three partners of mine in them.’


	
c. Tegnap előbb otthagytam a játékot yesterday sooner leave.Past.1Sg the game.Acc

mindhárom partneremre több partiban is ki-akad-va.

all_the_three partner.Poss.1Sg.Sub several card_game.Ine also out-occur-VApass

[all_the_three_partners > several_card_games]

‘Yesterday I left the game earlier as, for all the three partners of mine, they had freaked me out in several card games.’


	
c’. Tegnap előbb otthagytam a játékot yesterday sooner leave.Past.1Sg the game.Acc

több partiban is mindhárom partneremre ki-akad-va.

several card_game.Ine also all_the_three partner.Poss.1Sg.Sub out-occur-VApass

[several_card_games >all_the_three_partners]

‘Yesterday I left the game earlier as, for several card games, all the three partners of mine had freaked me out in them.’


	
d. ?Mindhárom partneremre több partiban is

all_the_three partner.Poss.1Sg.Sub several card_game.Ine also

ki voltam akad-va.

out be.Past.1Sg occur-VApass

[all_the_three_partners > several_card_games]

‘For all the three partners of mine, they had freaked me out in several card games.’


	
d’ ?Több partiban is mindhárom partneremre

several card_game.Ine also all_the_three partner.Poss.1Sg.Sub

ki voltam akad-va.

out be.Past.1Sg occur-VApass

[several_card_games > all_the_three_partners]

‘For several card games, all the three partners of mine had freaked me out in them.’



A separate series of examples in (85) below is devoted to the question of whether scope ambiguity itself is, or may be, inherited. Without going into a detailed discussion of this topic, we can safely state that the input ambiguity whose source is the post-head position of an operator can be inherited by the output converbial construction if the operator in question is also given a post-head position. The two possible scope interpretations available in (85a-a’) are shown to be available in (85b-d), too. It must be recalled at this point (see the comments on (6) in A.IV in the Introduction to the whole volume), however, that both the sentence type in (85a-a’) with its postverbal quantifier and the corresponding converbial expression types in (85b-d) can be called ambiguous only in the loose sense according to which the written strings of their words can be associated with two meanings (due to different scope distributions) but the associated meaning pairs are not realized with the same stress pattern (Varga 2016). What is shown to be inherited, therefore, is ambiguity in this loose sense.


	
 ● Inherited scope ambiguity in converbs


	
a. Mindhárom partneremet ki-akasztottam több partiban is.

all_the_three partner.Poss.1Sg.Acc out-hang.Past.1Sg several card_game.Ine also

Meanings: (84a) ([all3_p’s > sev._ games]) and (84a’) ([sev._ games > all3_p’s])


	
a’. Mindhárom partneremre ki-akadtam több partiban is.

all_the_three partner.Poss.1Sg.Sub out-occur.Past.1Sg several card_game.Ine also

Meanings: (84a”) ([all3_p’s > sev._ games]) and (84a’”) ([sev._ games > all3_p’s])


	
b. Tegnap előbb otthagytam a játékot yesterday sooner leave.Past.1Sg the game.Acc

mindhárom partneremet ki-akaszt-va több partiban is.

all_the_three partner.Poss.1Sg.Acc out-hang-vaact several card_game.Ine also

Meanings: (84b) ([all3_p’s > sev._ games]) and (84b’) ([sev._ games > all3_p’s])


	
c. Tegnap előbb otthagytam a játékot yesterday sooner leave.Past.1Sg the game.Acc

mindhárom partneremre ki-akad-va több partiban is.

all_the_three partner.Poss.1Sg.Sub out-occur-VApass several card_game.Ine also

Meanings: (84c) ([all3_p’s > sev._ games]) and (84c’) ([sev._ games > all3_p’s])


	
d. Mindhárom partneremre ki voltam akad-va

all_the_three partner.Poss.1Sg.Sub out be.Past.1Sg occur-VApass több partiban is.

several card_game.Ine also

Meanings: (84d) ([all3_p’s > sev._ games]) and (84d’) ([sev._ games > all3_p’s])



To sum up, we can establish on the basis of the data provided in this subsection that the Hungarian verbal property of potentially having a highly sophisticated information structure is also characteristic of converbs. What obviously limits the factual application of these facilities in practice, and accounts for the fact that converbial constructions with highly complex information structures are only sporadic in corpora, is the limitation on the explicit expressibility of arguments in converbial phrases, and especially in VApass-converbial phrases, in which there are neither explicit subjects nor explicit objects.




3.1.4.2 Adverbial properties

This subsection discusses the adverbial properties listed in  Table 2 (A, sub IV) in the Introduction to the volume from the point of view of whether converbs satisfy these properties (see  Table 3 in 3.1.4.3). Note, nevertheless, that adverbs form a very heterogenous group, most of the properties discussed in this subsection are characteristic only to certain group(s) of adverbs.


I. Degrees of comparison expressed

Let us now consider a property peculiar to adjectives, but also characteristic to some kinds of adverbs, namely, the possibility of expressing comparison.

As illustrated in (86a-a’”), there is no morphological way of attaching the suffixes -va/-ve to the appropriately inflected verb forms, and the reversed morpheme order is not acceptable, either.


	
 ● Expressing degrees of comparison in the case of converbs


	a. *ki-izzaszt-va-bb / *ki-izzaszt-vá-bb / *ki-izzaszt-abb-va out-make_sweat-VA-Comp / out-make_sweat-VA-Comp / out-make_sweat-Comp-VA

	a’. *ki-izzad-va-bb / *ki-izzad-vá-bb / *ki-izzad-abb-va out-sweat-VA-Comp / out-sweat-VA-Comp / out-sweat-Comp-VA

	a”. *leg-ki-izzaszt-va-bb / *leg-ki-izzaszt-vá-bb / *leg-ki-izzaszt-abb-va most-out-make_sweat-VA-Comp / most-out-make_sweat-VA-Comp / most-out-make_sweat-Comp-VA

	a”’. *leg-ki-izzad-va-bb / *leg-ki-izzad-vá-bb / *leg-ki-izzad-abb-va most-out-sweat-VA-Comp / most-out-sweat-VA-Comp / most-out-sweat-Comp-VA

	b. Peti Tibit még Ubulnál is jobban ki-izzaszt-va
Peti Tibi.Acc yet Ubul.Ade also more out-sweat-vaact

várta a következő meccset. wait.Past.DefObj.3Sg the next match.Acc

‘Peti waited for the next match, making Tibi sweatier than Ubul.’


	c. Peti Tibinél jobban ki-izzad-va
Peti Tibi.Ade more out-sweat-VApass

várta a következő meccset. wait.Past.DefObj.3Sg the next match.Acc

‘Peti waited for the next match sweatier than Tibi.’


	c’. Peti jobban ki van izzad-va, mint Tibi.
Peti more out the sweat-VApass than Tibi

‘Peti is sweatier than Tibi.’



As exemplified in (86b-c’), it is not excluded to express the meaning type in question by means of converbs, but the comparative (or superlative) suffix must be added to a separate adverbial phrase, jobban ‘more’ in this case. In other words, instead of the synthetic comparative construction customary with adjectives and APs, converbs take recourse to analytic comparative constructions, making use of the adverbial jobban.

To sum up, converbs are not adverbial at all with respect to the property of being able to express comparison.




II. Modification by adverbs

Adverbial modification as a verbal property was discussed in 3.1.4.1, sub VI. For this reason, it is only necessary to repeat here that both converbial types can be readily modified by adverbs. These adverbs typically express time, place, frequency, manner and state, and they can also appear as verbal modifiers, see (75).


III. Modification by intensifiers

We follow SoD-NP in investigating the question of modification by intensifiers, which is typical of adverbs (similar to adjectives). As this property essentially indicates the same semantic character as the expressibility of degrees of comparison, discussed in sub I, it seems to be the obvious prediction that converbs, which do not have comparative and superlative forms, cannot be modified by intensifiers, either.

This prediction is not borne out, however. It is illustrated in (87b-c’) that converbs can more or less readily be modified by intensifiers; the obvious prerequisite for this is the modifiability by intensifiers of the input verbal construction itself (87a-a’). The entire set of grammaticality judgments in (87a-c’) suggests a generalization that the less readily the input verbal construction can be modified by a particular sort of intensifier, the less readily the corresponding VAconverbial construction can essentially be modified by the same intensifier.


	
 ● Modification by intensifiers in the case of converbs


	
a. Peti nagyon / (?)meglehetősen / ??rendkívül ki-izzasztotta Tibit.

Peti very / quite / extremely out-sweat.Past.DefObj.3Sg Tibi.Acc

‘Peti made Tibi very / quite / extremely sweaty.’


	
a’. Peti nagyon / (?)meglehetősen / ??rendkívül ki-izzadt.

Peti very / quite / extremely out-sweat.Past.3Sg

‘Peti has sweated to a(n) high / certain / extreme degree.’


	
b. Peti Tibit nagyon / (?)meglehetősen / ??rendkívül ki-izzaszt-va

Peti Tibi.Acc very / quite / extremely out-sweat-vaact várta a következő meccset.

wait.Past.DefObj.3Sg the next match.Acc

‘Peti waited for the next match, making Tibi sweaty to a(n) high / certain / extreme degree.’


	
c. Peti nagyon / (?)meglehetősen / ?rendkívül ki-izzad-va

Peti very / quite / extremely out-sweat-VApass

várta a következő meccset. wait.Past.DefObj.3Sg the next match.Acc

‘Peti waited for the next match sweaty to a(n) high / certain / extreme degree.’


	
c’. Peti nagyon / (?)meglehetősen / ?rendkívül ki van izzad-va.

Peti very / quite / extremely out the sweat-VApass

‘Peti has been made to sweat to a(n) high / certain / extreme degree.’





All in all, converbs can be characterized by the property that they can be modified by intensifiers.


IV. Serves as a verbal complement or an adjunct

It is investigated in the case of the next adverbial property whether VA-converbs can appear in the place and function of different types of adverbs. In the first two series of examples below, these adverbial places and functions are represented by expressions that can be regarded as adverbial in some semantic sense and simultaneously have an obviously adverbial build-up. That is, in a first approximation, we do not consider, for instance, (suffixed) noun phrases which, traditionally (e.g., Keszler 2000c: 426–429), an adverbial meaning is attributed to. The derivational suffixes such as -(A)n, -Ul, -lAg, -(V)nként, -stUl can be considered to be adverbializers (Kiefer and Ladányi 2000b: 208–210, Kiefer 2000b: 579).


	
 ● Converbs in the position of adverbs: I. Arguments


	
a. Az az ajtó mindig nyit-va / *?nyitott-an áll. STATE

that the door always open-VA / open.T-Advr stand.3Sg

‘That door is always kept open’


	
a’. Ili nyitott-an áll a kérdéshez. STATE

Ili open.T-Advr stand.3Sg the question.All

‘Ili is open to solve the problem.’


	
b. Peti kedves-en / *kedvesked-ve bánik Marival. MANNER

Peti kind-Advr / be_nice-VA treat.3Sg Mari.Ins

‘Peti treats Mari kindly.’





As illustrated by a comparison between argument positions (88) and free-adjunct positions (89), it is in the latter situation that VA-converbial constructions can appear in adverbial places and functions, even in freely interchangeable relations with more or less identical meanings, at least in certain subtypes, see (89). An argument position is presumably determined by its lexical head so strictly that there remains no freedom to choose between a converbial form and a specific adverbial form; while it is not excluded that it is exactly a converbial form that is selected by a given lexical item, as illustrated in (88a), to be compared to (88a’), in which the same phonetic form áll is associated with a radically different meaning.


	
 ● Converbs in the position of adverbs: II. Free adjuncts


	
a. Peti remek-ül / brillíroz-va teljesítette a feladatot. MANNER

Peti excellent-Advr / thrive-VA complete.Past.DefObj.3Sg the task.Acc

‘Peti did the task excellently.’


	
b. Péter álmos-an / ásítoz-va hallgatta az előadást. STATE

Péter sleepy-Advr / yawn-VA listen.Past.DefObj.3Sg the lecture.Acc

‘Péter was listening to the lecture sleepily / yawning.’


	
c. Nagyon / [Minden várakozást felül-múl-va] csökkent DEGREE

very / every expectation.Acc above-pass-VA decrease.Past.3Sg

a. gázfogyasztásunk.

the gas_consumption.Poss.1Pl

‘Our gas consumption decreased very much / [beyond all expectations].’


	
d. Anyagi-lag / [Az anyagiakat vizsgál-va] jól állunk. RESPECT

financial-Advr / the material_thing.Pl.Acc examine-VA well stand.1Pl

‘We are doing well financially / [considering material things].’


	
e. A háromszögek pár-onként / STRUCTURE OF SETS

the triangle.Pl pair-wise /

(?)[megfelelően párosít-va] egybevágóak.

appropriately pair-VA congruent.Pl

‘The triangles are congruent pairwise / [paired appropriately].’


	
f. Ritká-n / ?[Különleges alkalmakra korlátoz-va magam] FREQUENCY

rare-Advr / special occasion.Sub restrict-VA myself

iszom csak kávét. drink.1Sg only coffee.Acc

‘I hardly ever drink coffee.’ / ‘I only restrict myself to drinking coffee only on special occasions.’


	
g Ili férj-estül / [a férjével együtt] / COMITATIVE

Ili husband-Advr / the husband.Poss.Ins together /

?[a férjét el-kísér-ve] jelent meg a partin.

the husband.Poss.Acc away-accompany-VA appear.Past.3Sg perf the party.Sup

‘Ili appeared at the party [with her husband] / [together her husband] / [accompanying her husband].’


	
h Peti valószínű-leg / *valószínűsít-ve PROBABILITY

Peti probabe-Advr / consider_likely-VA elvállalja a feladatot.

undertake.DefObj.3Sg the task.Acc

‘Peti probably undertakes the task.’





The following series of examples illustrates that there are further converbial functions which are also often held to be “adverbial” (Keszler 2000c: 428) while expressed by postpositional phrases (90a-b) or noun phrases (90b-c).


	
 ● Converbs in the position of adverbs: III. Adverbial functions with non-adverbial morphology


	
a. Ablakot nyitottam [utat enged-ve a füstnek] / PURPOSE

window.Acc open.Past.3Sg way.Acc allow-VA the smoke.Dat /

[a füst kiengedése végett].

the smoke release.Nmn.Poss for

‘I opened the window, letting / [in order to let] out the smoke.’


	
b. Nagyot ugrottam [meg-riad-va a kutyaugatástól] / REASON

big.Acc jump.Past.1Sg perf-get_scared-VA the dog_barking.Abl /

ijedtem-ben / [a kutyaugatás miatt] / játék-ból.

be_scared.t.Poss.1Sg-Ine / the dog_barking because_of / game-Ela

‘[Getting scared by the barking] / [Getting scared] / [Because of the barking] / [For fun], I did a big jump.’


	
c. Ili [egy tű-vel] / [egy tűt használ-va] INSTRUMENT

Ili a needle-Ins / a needle.Acc use-VA piszkálta ki a szálkát a kezéből.

winkle.Past.DefObj.3Sg out the splinter.Acc the hand.Poss.Ela

‘Ili picked the splinter out from her hand [with a needle] / [by using a needle].’





The VA-converbs in the last series of examples, collected by Keszler (2000d: 210), cannot be formed compositionally from the verbal inputs that the corresponding stems suggest since in general their meaning is not transparent: nothing stolen is referred to in (91a), Ili is not claimed to be playing in (91b), no mistake is referred to in (91c), and nothing is claimed to have been put into anything in (91d); and as for the VA-converb in (91e), there is no verb before the converbializer suffix (only a part of a verb). The expressions in question are thus to be regarded as words lexicalized as adverbs with a converbial build-up (cf. words lexicalized as adjectives with a participial build-up, see 2.1.4.2, sub II).


	
 ● Lexicalized converbs


	
a. Ili lop-va / titokban az órájára nézett.

Ili steal-VA / secret.Ine the clock.Poss.Sub look.Past.3Sg

‘Ili glanced at her watch in secret.’


	
b. Ili játsz-va / könnyedén megcsinálta a feladatot.

Ili play-VA / easily perf.do.Past.DefObj.3Sg the task.Acc

‘Ili has easily done the task.’


	
c. Ili el-vét-ve / ritkán iszik csak kávét.

Ili away-miss-VA / rarely drink.3Sg only coffee.Acc

‘Ili hardly ever drinks coffee.’


	
d. Ili be-té-ve / kívülről tudja a verset.

Ili into-put-VA / by_heart know.DefObj.3Sg the poem.Acc

‘Ili knows the poem by heart.’


	
e. Ez csak közvet-ve / érintőlegesen kapcsolódik a kérdéshez.

this only ?-VA / tangentially connect.3Sg the question.All cf. közvetít ‘transmit’

‘Only tangentially is this connected to the question.’



All in all, converbs can appear practically in almost all adverbial functions; and what is more relevant in this point, converbs, which typically express manner or state, appear in positions to be regarded as adverbial positions.




V Adverbial stem not inflected

The last adverbial property we consider is that adverbs (92a), in contrast to nouns (92b-b’), for instance, need no inflection to express adverbial functions, or, at least, only exceptionally, e.g. bent-ről ‘inside-Del’ (‘from inside’), mostan-tól ‘now.Abl’ (‘from now’) (cf. Kiefer and Ladányi 2000b: 208, Keszler 2000d: 217).


	
 ● Adverbs and converbs have no inflection


	
a. bent vs. *bent-nek *bent-hez *bent-ig

inside inside-Dat inside-All inside-Ter

‘inside’


	
b. ijedté-ben vs. *meg-riad-vá-ban

be_scared.t.Poss-Ine perf-get_scared-VA- Ine

‘got scared’


	
b’. éneklés-sel vs. *énekel-vé-vel

sing.Nmn-Ins sing-VA-Ins

‘with singing’



As illustrated in (92b-b’), converbs cannot be inflected, either. In this respect, therefore, converbs are definitely adverbial.




3.1.4.3 Summary

We summarize our observations on verbal (3.1.4.1) and adverbial (3.1.4.2) properties of the two types of converbs in  Table 3; on the properties, see the comments on  Table 2 in the Introduction to the whole volume in A.IV, in which the crucial point is that ‘verbal’ means what can be regarded as typical of verbs in their primary function (or what has been regarded as their primary function for thousands of years), which is the finite status. As for the method of representation, the six degrees of judgments, in the upper part of the table, express the degrees of verbalness with checkmarks (✓) expressing the highest level, and, in the lower part of the table, express the degrees of adverbialness with checkmarks (✓) expressing the highest level in this respect. The shading is carried out in a way that the darker a cell is, the more verbal—and simultaneously the less adverbial—the converb type is in the given respect. As for the property of adverbial modification, it is characteristic of both verbs and adverbs; therefore, this property is not suitable for deciding the status of converbs in a verbal–adverbial scale. That is why the cells of this property are striped (instead of being shaded).

The table suggests an interesting generalization that is independent of the verbal vs. adverbial contrast, which ought to be pointed out in this subsection: converbs are inflected in neither a verbal way (tense, mood, person/number) nor an adverbial way (degrees of comparison). As for the lack of inflection, it can be regarded as a characteristic adverbial property, practically the only characteristic morphological adverbial property, which converbs show (NB: converbs are also similar to adverbs in fulfilling the same functions as adverbs do, e.g., cause, reason, circumstance). Formally, therefore, converbs are undoubtedly adverbial. Meanwhile, with respect to the non-formal, but rather semantic, properties, converbs show both the basic verbal ones (presence of arguments and information structure, and a quite high level of the independence of verbal particles) and the basic adverbial ones (modification by intensifiers and occupation of adverbial positions). The feature patterns are thus not really suitable for the formulation of an ideal characterization that would place converbs in a clear-cut in-between position between two opposite poles. Finding a more convincing characterization of the properties of converbs and a more convincing evaluation in terms of opposite features require future research, including the mere characterization of the highly heterogeneous group of adverbs.

Some difference between vaact-converbs and VApass-converbs, as shown by  Table 3, can be pointed out in the verbal area, where the VApass subtype can be qualified as less verbal in two respects, of which the lack of an accusative case marked argument is the radically distinctive property. Nevertheless, it is also a theory-specific question to interpret the significance of this difference on a verbal– adverbial scale (since intransitive verbs are not to be regarded as “less verbal” than transitive ones).

The dominant stance in Hungarian generative linguistics (Kenesei 2000: 116– 128), based on a clear-cut syntactic point of view, rid of the traditional interference of semantic and aspectual factors, that converbs are not at all in a half-way position between verbs and adverbs but they are verbs (tenseless ones). This should be understood in the technical sense that the detailed syntactic structures of complex converbial phrases (in various generative approaches) can include neither AdvPs (in a potential structure consisting of a verbal lower cycle and an adverbial upper cycle) nor ConvP constituents with a separate Conv category in the center (NB: referring to them as converbials, as mentioned earlier, is only a shorthand). In this approach, the non-verbal properties of converbials listed in  Table 3 are attributed not to an Adv head or a separate Conv head but to the fact that the VP structure in question contains, in the place of the [+FINITE] feature of finite verb phrases, a [–FINITE] feature, which is assumed to exclude the appearance of tense and mood morphemes. As for the verbal property of ‘two and a half paradigms of conjugation’, the lack of a [+FINITE] feature can be identified as responsible for the total lack of agreement in the given non-finite constructions (in contrast to infinitives, in the case of which the lack of a [+FINITE] feature yields a reduced agreement, at least optionally, see 1.1.4.3); note, however, that in Old Hungarian converbs also showed simple agreement (e.g. be-mutat-vá-m ‘into-show-VA-DefObj.1Sg’, see the comment on (67b).


3.2 Internal syntax of converbs

This section discusses the internal structure of the Conv(erbial) P(hrase). We follow (the essentially universal semantic method of) SoD-NP and N2.1–2.2 in dividing its discussion into that of complementation and modification. Subsection 3.2.1 concentrates on the pre- and postconverbial complement zone, that is, the inner core of the converbial phrase, while 3.2.2 deals with the modification of the converbial phrase, that is, the outer layer of the converb. The layers considered according to this approach are represented in (93), which is an ultimately simplified scheme, in a book in which no detailed syntactic representations are intended to be shown. In the practice of current Hungarian generative linguistics (see Surányi (2009b), Alberti and Farkas (2021), for instance), both complement zones and modifier zones are obviously highly hierarchized according to typically bifurcating (and not “flat”, see É. Kiss (1992) syntactic structures. Nevertheless, we should keep on following a uniform practice of not entering into the details of complement-zone internal and modifier-zone internal hierarchies (as certain details are inevitably theory-dependent beyond the most trivial cases).


	
 ● The general structure of the converbial phrase

[convp preConv-modifier(s) [convp Complement(s) Conv Complement(s)] postConv-modifier(s)]

The theory-neutral syntactic scheme in (93) is also insufficient in another respect: it does not account for the fact that ConvPs are highly verbal constructions with a distribution similar to that of adjective phrases. The dominant Hungarian generative stance (Kenesei 2000: 116–128) is that there is simply a V head, instead of the Conv head, in the center of the syntactic scheme in (93), and the AdvP-like distribution can be attributed to a [–FINITE] feature within this VP structure.


Remark 15. The reasons for considering this highly simplified scheme rather than the sophisticated theory-specific structures, potentially assumed in the background, are similar to those discussed in Remark 3 in the introduction to 1.2, concerning infinitives.


The first series of examples (94) demonstrates the five positions in the converbial construction from the center outward, where the center is the italicized converbial head (94a). Then (94b) and (94b’) show the “appearance” of a preconverbial and a postconverbial complement, respectively, in the internal ConvP-zone according to (93). Finally, (94c) and (94c’) exemplify a preconverbial modifier position and a postconverbial modifier position, outside the internal ConvP-zone, as shown in (93), too.



	
 ● The basic structure of the ConvP


	
a. [convp tol-va]

push-VA

‘pushed’


	
b. [convp át-tol-va]

across-push-VA

‘pushed from somewhere to somewher.’


	
b’. [convp át-tol-va a talicskát a sufniba] across-push-VA the wheelbarrow.Acc the shed.Ill

‘having pushed the wheelbarrow from somewhere to the shed’


	
c. [convp gyorsan [convp át-tol-va a talicskát a sufniba]] quickly across-push-VA the wheelbarrow.Acc the shed.Ill

‘having pushed the wheelbarrow quickly from somewhere to the shed’


	
c’. [convp gyorsan [convp át-tol-va a talicskát a sufniba] ma éjjel] quickly across-push-VA the wheelbarrow.Acc the shed.Ill today night

‘having pushed the wheelbarrow quickly from somewhere to the shed tonight’


	
d. Peti már teljesítette a feladatát [convp gyorsan

Peti already complete.Past.DefObj.3Sg the task.Poss quickly

[convp át-tol-va a talicskát a sufniba] ma éjjel].

across-push-VA the wheelbarrow.Acc the shed.Ill today night

‘Peti has done his task by having pushed the wheelbarrow quickly from somewhere to the shed tonight.’



Due to the verbal character of the head (tolva ‘(having) pushed’), the first extension in (94b) pertains to a position—the preconverbial one left-adjacent to the converbial head—whose status is far from trivial (cf. Laczkó 1995: 125–154). We start with this special position since it is “closer” to the head than other positions. It can be found so close to the head that their relationship may be regarded as an issue for morphology or for the lexicon, and not for syntax; although in the case of converbial phrases, similar to finite verb phrases, verbal modifiers are syntactically autonomous since they are (more or less) able to follow the converbial head, as shown in 3.1.4.1, sub III. A [verbal particle + converb] unit like this, for instance, has a single stress on the first syllable of the verbal particle component of the unit (95b). This pattern is the same as that of the [verbal particle + verb] unit which serves as the basis for the formation process of the converbial counterpart (95a).


	
 ● Stress pattern of the unit of a verb and the expression left-adjacent to it


	
a. Emlékszel? 'Váratlanul ['át-°tolta] a 'fiad

remember.2Sg unexpectedly across-push.Past.DefObj.3Sg the son.Poss.2Sg

a. 'talicskát a 'sufniba 'tegnap 'éjjel.

the wheelbarrow.Acc the shed.Ill yesterday night

‘Do you remember? Your son pushed the wheelbarrow unexpectedly from somewhere to the shed last night.’


	
b. Peti [convp a 'talicskát 'váratlanul [convp 'át-°tol-va a 'sufniba]

Peti the wheelbarrow.Acc unexpectedly across-push-VA the shed.Ill

'ma éjjel] már nyugodtabban alhat.

today night already calm.Comp.Advr sleep.Mod.3Sg

‘Peti can already sleep more calmly, having pushed the wheelbarrow unexpectedly from somewhere to the shed tonight.’



It is illustrated in the series of examples in (96) that what is given in (93–94) as the basic structure of the ConvP can be overridden.

Examples (96a-a’) show the regular order, where the complement is closer to the converbial head and hence precedes the modifier (see the expressions in italics) in the postconverbial zone (96a) or follows it in the preconverbial zone (96a’). As shown in the (b-c’)-examples, however, an adjunct can be closer to the head in the case of a phonetically heavier argument (96b-b’) while the word order with an argument which is closer to the head than a less heavy adjunct is somewhat marked (96c-c’). This suggests the emergence of a Behaghel-type phonetic effect, proposed by É. Kiss (2009b) in the Hungarian literature (see also Remark 3 in the introduction to 1.2 and N2.1.1.1: 673). Behaghel’s Law, according to which the optimal order of satellites of V in the right periphery of the Hungarian sentence is such that heavy phrases tend to come last, serves as a weak rule in the grammar in the sense that its violation does not give rise to ungrammaticality but only yields slightly marked variants. It is shown in (96d-d’) that even the simultaneous violation of this phonetic tendency and the “arguments-closer-than-adjuncts” rule results in only marked sentence variants (96d), or even fully acceptable ones (96d’). The full acceptability of the variant in (96d’) is in connection with the property of premodifier zones that, in this zone, arguments (in various operator functions, including unmarked topic functions, ordered by other principles than Behaghel’s Law) can also appear in addition to adjuncts (see the comments on (96e-e”) below).


	
 ● Arguments and free adjuncts in converbial phrases


	
a. A főnök nagyot hibázott

the boss big.Acc make_mistake.Past.3Sg

[el-küld-ve Ilit a konferenciára előzetes egyeztetés nélkül].

away-send-vaact Ili.Acc the conference.Sub previous agreement without

‘The boss made a big mistake by sending Ili to the conference without any previous agreement.’


	
a’. A főnök nagyot hibázott the boss big.Acc make_mistake.Past.3Sg

[előzetes egyeztetés nélkül el-küld-ve Ilit a konferenciára].

previous agreement without away-send-vaact Ili.Acc the conference.Sub

‘The boss made a big mistake by sending Ili to the conference without any previous agreement.’


	
b. A főnök nagyot hibázott [el-küld-ve Ilit

the boss big.Acc make_mistake.Past.3Sg away-send-vaact Ili.Acc

egyeztetés nélkül az ELTE jövő hétre tervezett konferenciájára].

agreement without the ELTE next week.Sub planned conference.Poss.Sub

‘The boss made a big mistake by sending Ili, without any agreement, to the conference planned to be held at ELTE next week.’


	
b’. A főnök nagyot hibázott [az ELTE jövő hétre tervezett the boss big.Acc make_mistake.Past.3Sg the ELTE next week.Sub planned

konferenciájára egyeztetés nélkül el-küld-ve Ilit].

conference.Poss.Sub agreement without away-send-vaact Ili.Acc

‘The boss made a big mistake by sending Ili, without any agreement, to the conference planned to be held at ELTE next week.’


	
c. (?)A főnök nagyot hibázott [el-küld-ve Ilit

the boss big.Acc make_mistake.Past.3Sg away-send-vaact Ili.Acc

az ELTE jövő hétre tervezett konferenciájára egyeztetés nélkül]. the ELTE next week.Sub planned conference.Poss.Sub agreement without

‘The boss made a big mistake by sending Ili, without any agreement, to the conference planned to be held at ELTE next week.’


	
c’. ?A főnök nagyot hibázott [egyeztetés nélkül the boss big.Acc make_mistake.Past.3Sg agreement without

az ELTE jövő hétre tervezett konferenciájára el-küld-ve Ilit].

the ELTE next week.Sub planned conference.Poss.Sub away-send-vaact Ili.Acc

‘The boss made a big mistake by sending Ili, without any agreement, to the conference planned to be held at ELTE next week.’


	
d. ?A főnök nagyot hibázott [el-küld-ve

the boss big.Acc make_mistake.Past.3Sg away-send-vaact

előzetes egyeztetés nélkül Ilit a konferenciára].

previous agreement without Ili.Acc the conference.Sub

‘The boss made a big mistake by sending Ili to the conference without any previous agreement.’


	
d’ A főnök nagyot hibázott [Ilit a konferenciára

the boss big.Acc make_mistake.Past.3Sg Ili.Acc the conference.Sub

előzetes egyeztetés nélkül el-küld-ve].

previous agreement without away-send-vaact

‘The boss made a big mistake by sending Ili to the conference without any previous agreement.’


	
e. *Tibi hibázott [tegnap nagyon Ilit Petinek is le-szid-va].

Tibi make_mistake.Past.3Sg yesterday very_much Ili.Acc Peti.Dat also down-scold-vaact

Intended meaning: ‘Tibi made a mistake by having scolded Ili also for Peti very much yesterday.’


	
e’ Tibi hibázott [tegnap Ilit Petinek is nagyon le-szid-va].

Tibi make_mistake.Past.3Sg yesterday Ili.Acc Peti.Dat also very_much down-scold-vaact

‘Tibi made a mistake by having scolded Ili also for Peti very much yesterday.’


	
e” Tibi hibázott [Ilit tegnap Petinek is nagyon le-szid-va].

Tibi make_mistake.Past.3Sg Ili.Acc yesterday Peti.Dat also very_much down-scold-vaact

‘Tibi made a mistake by having scolded Ili also for Peti very much yesterday.’



As shown in (96e), the situation in the preconverbial zone(s) is even more complicated than that in the postconverbial zone. Certain adjuncts expressing mood and extent (see nagyon ‘very much’), for instance, cannot precede arguments in the preconverbial zone at all. Other kinds of adjuncts, however, such as ones expressing tense, can appear more freely, as exemplified by tegnap ‘yesterday’ in (96e’-e”). This variegated pre-head mixture of adjuncts and arguments (more precisely, argument occurrences in non-base-generated positions) has obviously to do with the scope-taking potential of satellites (and can also easily be accounted for in the more sophisticated theory-specific syntactic structure given in (ii) in Remark 3 in the introduction to 1.2). It is in the subsection devoted to the preconverbial modifier zone that this topic will be returned to, see 3.2.2. In connection with modification, thus, not only questions concerning adjuncts are discussed but also questions of scope taking arguments and adjuncts.




3.2.1. Complementation

This section discusses the innermost ConvP core, that is, the pre- and postconverbial complement zone of the converb, within the complete ConvP domain presented in (93–94) above.

Subsection 3.2.1.1 is devoted to the general characterization of the pre- and postconverbial complement zone, illustrated in (97). In both zones, only vaact converbs (which have more arguments than the corresponding, inevitably objectless VApass ones) will be considered—with rationally limited illustration having regard to the high level of similarities in the respects relevant in this section. If VApassconverbs behave in a different way, we will provide examples for that type, too. Subsection 3.2.1.2 deals with sentential arguments.


	
 ● Converbs with respect to pre- and postcomplementation

Peti már teljesítette a feladatát

Peti already complete.Past.DefObj.3Sg the task.Poss.Acc

[convp át-tolva a talicskát a sufniba].

across-push.VA the wheelbarrow.Acc the shed.Ill

‘Peti has completed his task by having pushed the wheelbarrow from somewhere to the shed.’




3.2.1.1 General characterization of the complement zones

Subsection 3.2.1.1.1 is devoted to the discussion of the pre- and preconverbial complement zones of converbs in Hungarian. Subsection 3.2.1.1.2 discusses external and internal arguments of converbs. Subsections 3.2.1.1.3 and 3.2.1.1.4 are concerned with the order and the information-structural function of arguments, respectively, both in the preconverbial complement zone and in the postconverbial complement zone.


3.2.1.1.1 Complement zones of converbs

Let us start with the discussion of the preconverbial complement zone of the Hungarian converbs, which will be followed by a discussion of the postconverbial complement zone.

In the preconverbial complement zone practically all categories of phrases can appear. This is obviously due to the fact that converbs correspond to finite VPs; and Hungarian verbs—as well as the converbs formed from them—can be immediately preceded by complements of the following categories: referential (98b) or bare noun phrases (98c-c’), and postpositional (98d), adjectival (98e), participial (98f), adverbial (98g), converbial (98h) or infinitival phrases (98i). Note that all phrases retain their form (namely, their categories and case markings) in the course of converbialization; the only exception is the accusative case marking, which can be retained only in the case of vaact-converbialization, due to the fact that in the case of VApass-converbialization this finite-verbal argument is only semantically present within the converbial phrase (identified with one of the arguments of the matrix verb), see the comments on the series of examples in (74) in 3.1.4.1, sub V, and on

VApass-converbialization of verbs with accusative case marked verbal modifiers, see the comments on (12) in 3.1.2.1.


	
● Categories of preconverbial complements


	[convp ... [convp Complement Conv ...] ...]

	
b. [convp a levelet [dp Pestre] küldve] the letter.Acc Pest.Sub send.vaact

‘having sent the letter to Pest’


	
c. [convp [np kutyát] sétáltatva] dog.Acc walk.vaact

‘walking dogs’


	
c’. [convp a labdát [np sarokba] gurítva] the ball.Acc corner.Ill roll.vaact

‘having rolled the ball into a corner’


	
d. [convp a labdát [PP (a) pad alá] gurítva]

the ball.Acc the bench to_under roll.vaact

‘having rolled the ball under [the bench] / benches’


	
e. [convp a hintákat [AP pirosra] festve]

the swing.Pl.Acc red.Sub paint.vaact

‘having painted the swings red’


	
f. [convp a házat [partp Marinak tetsz-ő-re] alakítva] the house.Acc Mari.Dat please-Part-Sub rebuild.vaact

‘having rebuilt the house into one that pleases Mari’


	
g [convp a vendégekkel [advp udvariasan] bánva] the guest.Pl.Ins politely treat.vaact

‘treating the guests in a polite manner’


	
h [convp az üzletet mindig [convp nyitva] tartva] the shop always open.Conv keep.vaact

‘always keeping the shop open’


	
i [convp mindig [INFP győzni] akarva]] always win.Inf want.vaact

‘always wanting to win’


	
j [convp a könyvet el (nem) olvasva] the book.Acc away not read.vaact

‘(not) having read the book’



Example (98j) illustrates the use of the verbal particle. The verbal particle is in the same preverbal position left-adjacent to the verbal head as the phrases discussed in (98b-i); moreover, it is the most typical “occupier” of the given position. Nevertheless, it is not clear whether it can be regarded as a lexically selected argument of a converbial head, or another status is to be attributed to it, and if so, what status? The example in (98j) also shows that it is not impossible to separate it from the converbial head (and, as illustrated in 3.1.4.1, sub III, their order is sometimes interchangeable). All in all, the analogy suggests that the verbal particle occupies the preconverbial complement zone in (98j), but its argumenthood is questionable.

Note also that nominal elements of the given pre-head zone left-adjacent to the verbal or converbial head can often be characterized by “reduced” complementhood because they tend to lose their referential power, in order to obtain some “institutionalized” meaning (cf. P3.2.2.3). Examples (98c-d) illustrate the phenomenon; which also emerges in the case of the nominal components of the constructions presented in (99a,b,c). Even the DP status of the proper name Pestre ‘Pest.Sub’ in (98b) in the special preconverbial complement zone is questionable (probably there is only an N in the given position; but a detailed analysis of the problem would require theory-specific argumentation).

The preconverbial complement zone tends to host only one argument. Nevertheless, a few types of counterexamples can be created, as illustrated in the primeless examples in (99). The expression pairs in italics are regarded as constructing preconverbial complement zones for two reasons. First, they bear a single stress together (on the first syllable of the given [bare noun + verbal particle] sequences). Second, they can be situated between a low adverb (Surányi 2008: 176), which are ügyesen ‘skillfully’ and gyorsan ‘quickly’ in the particular examples, and the (non-finite) verb stem that the given adverb belongs to. As can be observed in the primed examples, the pre-head complement zone of finite verbs cannot host more than one expression. Thus, converbs pattern with other categories with a verbal lexical basis (that is, infinitives and participles, see the comments on (114) in 1.2.1.1.1 and on (107) in 2.2.1.1.1, respectively), including deverbal nominals (see N1.4.2.1.3, ex. (631) and N2.1.1.3, ex. (675–676)), in having a potentially two-slot pre-head complement zone.


	
 ● More preconverbial complement positions?


	
a. [convp a nagybátyjától ügyesen [partp [np 'pénzt] °kölcsön-kér-ve]] the uncle.Poss.Abl skillfully money.Acc loan-ask-vaact

‘having cleverly borrowed money from their uncle’


	
a’. *Iván ügyesen 'pénzt °kölcsön-kért a nagybátyjától.

Iván skillfully money.Acc loan-ask.Past.3Sg the uncle.Poss.Abl

Intended meaning: ‘Iván cleverly borrowed money from his uncle.’


	
b. [convp magát ügyesen [partp [np 'professzornak] °ki-ad-va]] self.Acc skillfully professor.Dat out-give-vaact

‘skillfully pretending to be a professor’


	
b’. *Mari ügyesen 'professzornak °ki-adta magát.

Mari skillfully professor.Dat out-give.Past.DefObj.3Sg self.Acc

Intended meaning: ‘Mari skillfully pretended to be a professor.’


	
c. [convp a királyfit gyorsan [convp [np 'békává] °vissza-változtat-va]]

the prince.Acc quickly frog.TrE back-transform-vaact

‘having quickly turned the prince back into a frog’


	
c’. *A boszorkány gyorsan 'békává °vissza-változtatta a királyfit.

the witch quickly frog.TrE back-transform.Past.DefObj.3Sg the prince.Acc

Intended meaning: ‘The witch has quickly turned the prince back into a frog.’



Let us now turn to the question of postconverbial complement zones (100a). The series of examples presented in (100b-h’) is devoted to the illustration of the categories which can appear in this zone.

a. post-head complement position is prototypically occupied by a referential noun phrase (Alberti 1997); (100b) serves as an illustration of this in the case of converbial heads, see also (100c-g,h’). As shown below, however, similar to verbs, practically almost all categories of phrases can appear in the postconverbial complement zone, obviously depending on the particular converbial head; namely, referential and bare noun phrases (100b-c), postpositional, adjectival, adverbial (or converbial) and infinitival phrases (100d,e,f,f’,g). As for participial phrases (100e’), those that can readily appear as predicates occupy a postconverbial complement position more readily. That is why HATÓ-participles are more acceptable in this position than, say, Ó-participles (cf. 2.1.4.2, sub VII). The only category that converbs cannot host in their postconverbial complement zones is the category of finite verbs (NB: this possibility is also unavailable for infinitives and extremely exceptional even in the case of finite verbs; see the comments on (9c-c”) and (10cc”) in 1.1.1 and (118) in 1.2.1.1.1).


	
 ● Categories of postconverbial complements


	[convp... [convp ... Conv ... Complement(s)] ...]

	
b. [convp eladva [dp az ötletet] [dp a TV-nek]]

away.sell.vaact the idea-Acc the TV-Dat

‘having sold the idea to the TV’


	
c. [convp megetetve [dp a majmot] [np éretlen banánnal]]

perf.feed.vaact the monkey.Acc unripe banana.Ins

‘having fed the monkey with unripe bananas’


	
d. [convp előszedve [dp a könyvet] [PP a pad alól]] forward.pick.vaact the book.Acc the bench from_under

‘having grabbed the book from under the bench’


	
e. [convp átfestve [dp a hintát] [AP zöldről] [AP pirosra]] repaint.vaact the swing.Acc green.Del red.Sub

‘having repainted the swing red from green’


	
e’ [convp átalakítva [dp a házat] ?[partp Marinak tetszőre] /

rebuild.vaact the house.Acc Mari.Dat please.Part.Sub /

✓ [partp geotermikus energiával fűthetőre]] geothermal energy.Ins heat.HATÓ.Sub

‘having rebuilt the house [into one that pleases Mari] / [into one that can be heated by geothermal energy]’


	
f. [convp elhelyezve [dp az e egyenest] [ADVP merőlegesenadv az f egyenesre]] away.place.vaact the e line.Acc perpendicular.Adv the f line.Sub

‘having positioned line e perpendicular to line f.’


	
f’ [convp elhelyezve [dp az e egyenest] [convp tengelyesen tükrözve]] away.place.vaact the e line.Acc axially reflect.Conv

‘having positioned line e by axially reflecting it.’


	
g [convp elküldve [dp a gyereket] [INFP bevásárolni]] away.send.vaact the kid.Acc into.shop.Inf

‘having sent the kid to do some shopping’


	
h [convp várva (azt), [CP hogy megjelenik]] wait.vaact that.Acc that perf.appear.3Sg

‘expecting that he is going to appear’


	[convp rávéve [dp Pétert] ?(✓arra), [CP hogy megjelenjen]] persuade.vaact Péter.Acc that.Sub that perf.appear.Subj.3Sg ‘having persuaded Péter to appear’


The last examples in (100h-h’) are devoted to raising the question whether a subordinate clause (CP) can be regarded as an argument of a converb in its postconverbial complement zone. The answer is theory-specific, depending on the stance concerning the status of the pronoun which the subordinate clause belongs to (but which does not necessarily appear explicitly). If the pronoun in question is considered to serve as a contentful pronoun (e.g., Szűcs 2017), the CP should be analyzed as not an argument of the converb but part of a DP, where this DP functions as the argument of the converb. According to the standard view (e.g., Kenesei 1994), on which the pronoun in question is an expletive, the CP can be regarded as the argument of the ConvP.

All in all, in respect of argument taking capacity, converbs are highly similar to verbs, obviously due to the fact that converbs are formed from verbs (3.1.2.1). As also shown above, even more than one phrase can readily co-appear in the postconverbial complement zone (100b-g,h’).




3.2.1.1.2 Arguments of converbs

This subsection discusses arguments of converbs. Note, first of all, that sections on arguments typically begin with the topic of their differentiation from adjuncts. As declared in the Introduction to the whole volume on non-finite phrases (see B.I), we consider it a common property of non-finite constructions that the argument/adjunct distinction (and the distinction between arguments with respect to thematic roles) are determined at the level of the finite verbal construction which the given nonfinite construction corresponds to. What is determined on the level of the syntax of the given non-finite construction are only factors such as the expressibility of the given satellite (and its exact form) and the position of the argument. Hence, as for sophisticated details of distinguishing arguments from adjuncts, including tests, the interested reader is referred to V2.

The notion of complementation is usually associated with the verbal domain. Verbs have argument structures, specifying the number and thematic roles of their arguments. Arguments of verbs are (typically) divided into internal and external arguments (see subsection 2.1.2 in SoD-NP; on the debate on internal and external arguments in the Hungarian clause structure, see M9 and V2). The internal argument in a sense completes the predicate, as a result of which it can be predicated of the external argument. The semantic arguments of the verb are normally realized as syntactic arguments: the external argument typically corresponds to the subject (i.e., the nominative case marked argument in finite clauses), whereas internal arguments generally surface in Hungarian as accusative or oblique case marked noun phrases or postpositional phrases.

As converbs are formed from verbs, they take the same arguments essentially in the same forms and essentially in the same combinations as verbs do in finite clauses, with the following differences. Accusative case marked arguments retain their case marking in the course of vaact-converbialization, as illustrated in (11b) in 3.1.2.1, while the VApass-converbial subtype is passive-like in the sense that the Theme argument of the input verbal construction, typically expressed by an accusative case marked argument, will correspond to the phonetically null (PRO) argument (see (11c) in 3.1.2.1). If the input of converbialization is an intransitive verb, the phonetically null argument of the corresponding VA-construction— typically an Agent in the active pattern and a Theme in the passive one— corresponds to the subject of the finite clause in both patterns of VAconverbialization; see (3b-b’,d-d’) in 3.1.1.

With all this in mind, let us now consider the series of examples in (101), which is devoted to the illustration of the difference between the role of external and internal arguments in converbialization. As mentioned by Laczkó (2000b: 394– 395), there are diverse theories on the external/internal distinction; it is according to his version concerning Hungarian how, of the arguments considered below, we will separate the external and internal ones. The external arguments are marked by underlined thematic labels below.


	
 ● External arguments of converbs


	
a. PéterAgent át-verte MaritTheme.

Péter across-hit.Past.DefObj.3Sg Mari.Acc

‘Péter deceived Mari.’


	
a’. Péter másnak adta el az érmét,

Péter other.Dat give.Past.DefObj.3Sg away the coin.Acc [csúnyán át-ver-ve MaritTheme].

badly across-hit-vaact Mari.Acc

‘Péter sold the coin to another person, having badly deceived Mari. a”. Mari ott állt [csúnyán át-ver-ve].

Mari there stand.Past.3Sg badly across-hit-VApass

‘Mari was standing there, badly deceived.’


	
b. [A rács]Instrument meg-szűrte [a masszá-t]Theme.

the grid perf-filter.DefObj.3Sg the mass-Acc

‘The grid filtered the mass.’


	
b’. A rács jól funkcionált [meg-szűr-ve [a masszá-t]Theme].

the grid well function.Past.3Sg perf-filter-vaact the mass-Acc

‘The grid has functioned well, having filtered the mass’


	
b” Ott maradt a masszaTheme [jól meg-szűr-ve].

there remain.Past.3Sg the mass well perf-filter-VApass

‘The mass has remained there, well filtered.’


	
c. PetiExperiencer meg-szerette Mari-tTheme.

Peti perf-like.Past.DefObj.3Sg Mari-Acc

‘Peti has gotten to like Mari.’


	
c’. ?Peti, [meg-szeret-ve Mari-tTheme], megkérte a kezét.

Peti perf-like-vaact Mari-Acc perf.ask.Past.DefObj.3Sg the hand.Poss.Acc

‘Peti proposed to Mari as he had gotten to like her.’


	PetiExperiencer ki-borult [a hírtől]Theme. Peti out-fall.Past.3Sg the news.Abl ‘Peti was freaked out by the news.

	
d’ Peti ott állt [ki-borul-va [a hírtől]Theme].

Peti there stand.Past.3Sg out-fall-VAPASS the news.Abl

‘Peti was standing there, freaked out by the news.’


	
e. El-hervadt [a virág]Theme.

away-wither.Past.3Sg the flower

‘The flower withered.’


	
e’ Ott találtuk a virágotTheme [el-hervad-va].

there find.Past.DefObj.1Pl the flower.Acc away-wither-VApass ‘We found the flower there, withered.’



Five verbal inputs are investigated, these are presented in the primeless examples in (101). In (101a), the external argument is an Agent, in (101b), it is an Instrument, while in (101c,d), it is an Experiencer (see (58) and (60d) in 3.1.3, sub V). Exactly these external arguments play the role of the phonetically null (PRO), only semantically present, participant in the corresponding vaact-converbial constructions, see (101a’,b’,c’,d’). If we follow Laczkó (2000b: 394–395) in assuming that a Theme can never function as an external argument and, in harmony with this stance, passivization is nothing else but making an argument structure external-argument-less, we should say that VApass-converbialization produces constructions with no external arguments, as shown in (101a”,b”,d’). In the case of the (e)-type, as the input argument structure contains no external argument (101e), the corresponding converbial construction will contain no external argument either.

All this can be generalized for external arguments simply as follows: a ConvP never contains a phonetically realized external argument.

Considering the other side of the coin, a generalization concerning internal arguments can be formulated as follows. An internal argument in the verbal basis will either appear within the ConvP or serve as the phonetically null argument. All Sources, Goals, Beneficiaries, Co-Agents, and Locations in (102) and even the Themes occurring in (102a’,b’) exemplify the former case. The latter case emerges if, and only if, the phonetically null argument corresponds to either an input subject that happens to be an internal argument (almost always a Theme, see (101e-e’)) or an input object; this latter case is restricted to the passive converbial forms (102a”,b”). Since in the course of converbialization arguments retain both their thematic functions and their forms (except for non-oblique arguments), internal arguments can appear as accusative (102a-a’,b-b’) and oblique case marked noun phrases (102a-a”,b-b”,c-c’,e-e”) as well as postpositional phrases (102d-d’). They can also serve as verbal modifiers in converbial phrases, too, see the verbal modifiers which are verbal particles, át ‘across’ in (102a-a’) and oda ‘to’ in (102bb”), and the oblique case marked one in (102e-e’).


	
 ● Internal arguments of converbs


	
a. [A fiú]Agent át-tolja [a talicská-t]Theme [a kert-ből]Source

Peti boy across-push.DefObj.3Sg the wheelbarrow-Acc the garage-Ela

[a sufni-ba]Goal.

the shed-Ill

‘The boy is going to push the wheelbarrow from the garden to the shed.’


	
a’. A fiú elvégezte a munkát

the boy execute.Past.DefObj.3Sg the work.Acc

[át-tol-va [a talicskát]Theme [a kert-ből]Source [a sufni-ba]Goal]. across-push-vaact the wheelbarrow.Acc the garden-Ela the shed-Ill ‘The boy has executed the work, having pushed the wheelbarrow from the garden to the shed’


	
a” (?)A talicskát másnap találtuk meg,

the wheelbarrow next_day find.Past.DefObj.1Pl perf

[át-tol-va [a kert-ből]Source [a sufni-ba]Goal]. across-push-VApass the garden-Ela the shed-Ill ‘We found the wheelbarrow next day, pushed from the garden to the shed.’


	
b. [A fiú]Agent oda-adta [Peti-nek]Beneficiary [a könyv-et]Theme.

the boy to-give.Past.DefObj.3Sg Peti-Dat the book-Acc

‘The boy gave the book to Peti.’


	
b’. A fiú betartotta az ígéretét

the boy into.keep.Past.DefObj.3Sg the promise.Poss.Acc

[oda-ad-va [Peti-nek]Beneficiary [a könyv-et]Theme].

to-give-vaact Peti-Dat the book-Acc ‘The boy kept his promise, having given the book to Peti.’


	
b” ?A könyv , [[egy ismeretlen-nek]Beneficiary oda-ad-va],

the book an unknown-Dat to-give-VApass

örökre elveszett.

forever vanish.Past.3Sg

‘The book, having been given to an unknown person, had been lost forever.’


	
c. [A fiú]Agent gyakran beszélget [Ili-vel]Co-Agent [a politiká-ról]Theme.

the boy often talk.3Sg Ili-Ins the politics-Del

‘The boy often talks politics with Ili.’


	
c’. A fiú egészen tájékozott lett,

the boy completely be_aware.Past.3Sg become.Past.3Sg

[gyakran beszélget-ve [Ili-vel]Co-Agent [a politiká-ról]Theme].

often talk-vaact Ili-Ins the politics-Del

‘The boy, having often talked politics with Ili, has become completely aware of politics.’


	
d. [Peti]Agent egész délután [Ili után]Goal koslatott.

Peti whole afternoon Ili after go_after.Past.3Sg

‘Peti went after Ili the whole afternoon.’


	
d’ Peti, [egész délután [Ili után]Goal koslat-va], lemaradt a meccsről.

Peti whole afternoon Ili after go_after-vaact miss.Past.3Sg the match.Del

‘Peti, as having gone after Ili the whole afternoon, had missed the match.’


	
e. Tavaly [a fiú]Agent már [Bécs-ben]Location lakott.

last_year the boy already Vienna-Ine live.Past.3Sg

‘Last year, the boy had already lived in Vienna.’


	
e’ ?Peti könnyen megszerezte az állampolgárságot,

Peti easily acquire.Past.DefObj.3Sg the citizenship.Acc [tavaly már [Bécs-ben]Goal lak-va].

last_year already Vienna-Ine live-vaact

‘Peti has easily acquired the citizenship, have already been living in Vienna since last year. ’



On the basis of the observations on the roles of external and internal arguments in converbialization, the following simple conclusion can be formulated: there are no phonetically realized external arguments within converbial phrases; that is, all phonetically realized arguments in ConvPs are internal arguments.


Remark 5. A potential counterexample to the non-existence of external arguments within ConvPs is demonstrated in (i). Examples (i-ii) have been constructed in a way that the otherwise phonetically null (PRO) participants are phonetically realized ConvP-internal counterparts, which is the emphatic pronoun maga ‘self’ (on an analogous phenomenon in the case of participles, see Remark 14 in 2.2.1.1.2).



	
(?)A főnököm [convp folyamatosan retteg-ve, my boss.Poss.1Sg permanently dread-VApass de közben magaAgent is másokat rettegésben tart-va] but during himself also other.Pl.Acc dread.Ine keep-vaact éli az életét.

live.DefObj.3Sg the life.Poss.Acc

‘My boss lives his life permanently in dread but, at the same time, also terrorizes others.’


	
?A főnököm [convp másokat rettegésben tart-va, my boss.Poss.1Sg other.Pl.Acc dread.Ine keep-vaact de közben magaTheme is folyamatosan meg-aláz-va] but during himself also permanently perf-humiliate-VApass éli az életét.

live.DefObj.3Sg the life.Poss.Acc

‘My boss lives his life terrorizing others but, at the same time, is also permanently being humiliated.’

The generalization that all phonetically realized arguments in ConvPs are internal arguments can be retained by assuming that an emphatic pronoun occupies no argument position but leaves the PRO subject to occupy the position in which a case is assigned and copies this case. In this approach the fact that even in (ii) the VApass-converbial construction is such that the copied case is not the accusative is a valuable piece of evidence in favor of the hypothesis that passivization is an inherent element of VApass-converbialization.

The predicative use of converbs also suggests the passive-like character of VApassconverbial construction; the primary evidence is the appearance of the Theme as a subject, instead of the Agent, which is not expressed in the given constructions (iii) (NB: an elaborated argumentation would inevitably require theory-specific details concerning, chiefly, the syntactic details of how predicative converbs “feed on” the finite predicative sentential core).


	A talicskaTheme vissza lett tol-va a sufniba. the wheelbarrow back become.Past.3Sg push-VApass the shed.Ill ‘The wheelbarrow has been pushed back to the shed.’





3.2.1.1.3 Argument order in complement zones

This subsection discusses the topic of argument order both in the preconverbial and in the postconverbial complement zones.

Let us start with the discussion of argument order in the preconverbial complement zone. As illustrated in (99) in 3.2.1.1.1, partially repeated here as (103a,b) below, it is possible for more than one argument to appear in this zone, witnessed by the facts that these elements have only a single, initial-syllable, stress, and are preceded by a low adverb (which can be regarded as separating the modifier zone from the complement zone in the preconverbial domain). The number of arguments, claimed to be potentially more than one, is virtually at most two. It is illustrated in (103d) that the simultaneous presence of three arguments in the preparticipial complement zone, even in their best order given in the example, results in unacceptability.


	
 ● Argument order in the preconverbial complement zone


	
a. [convp a nagybátyjától ügyesen [convp [np 'pénzt] °kölcsön-kér-ve]] the uncle.Poss.Abl skillfully money.Acc loan-ask-vaact

‘having cleverly borrowed money from their uncle’


	
a’. *[convp a nagybátyjától ügyesen [convp 'kölcsön [np °pénzt] °kér-ve]] the uncle.Poss.Abl skillfully loan money.Acc ask-vaact

Intended meaning: ‘having cleverly borrowed money from their uncle’


	
b. [convp a királyfit gyorsan [convp [np 'békává] °vissza-változtat-va]]

the prince.Acc quickly frog.TrE back-transform-vaact

‘having quickly turned the prince back into a frog’


	
c. ??[convp a katicát 'ügyesen [np 'vízből]Source °ki-ment-ve] the ladybird.Acc skillfully water.Ela out-save-Inf

‘having skillfully saved the ladybird from water’


	
d. *?[CONVP ügyesen [NP 'külföldinek]Beneficiary [NP °lakást]Theme °ki-ad-va] skillfully foreigner.Dat flat.Acc out-give-Ó

Intended meaning: having cleverly rented flats to foreigners’



As for the thematic build-up of two-slot preparticipial complement zones, (103a) presents the most typical pattern, which consists of a Theme and a verbal particle, strictly in this order (cf. (103a’)). As for the first element of the two-slot preconverbial complement zone, in addition to the most typical Theme role (103a), Goals can also be regarded as typical occupiers of this position (103b). Sources, however, are highly marked in the preconverbial complement zone ((103c); cf. (125e) in 1.2.1.1.3 and (111) in 2.2.1.1.3). It is common in the three cases that a verbal particle can never occupy the first position in a two-slot preconverbial complement zone; that is, a verbal particle must immediately precede the converbial head in this type of construction. We claim without illustration that, in addition to thematic roles, further factors also have an impact on the acceptability of the converbial constructions containing two arguments in their preconverbial complement zone (e.g., the degree of institutionalization, the phonetic weight/length of bare nominal expressions; cf. (125) in 1.2.1.1.3).

Let us now turn to the argument order in the postconverbial complement zone.

a. factor which influences the order of arguments in the postconverbial complement zone is their thematic roles. The data presented in the series of examples in (104) below and the observations associated with them are to be regarded as a point of departure for systematic future research.


	
 ● Argument order in the postconverbial complement zone


	
a. Ili sok időt vesztett [el-vitatkoz-va PéterrelCo-Agent MarirólTheme].

Ili much time.Acc lose.Past.3Sg away-quarrel-vaact Péter.Ins Mari.Del

‘Ili had lost much time by quarreling with Péter about Mari.’


	
a’. ? Ili sok időt vesztett [el-vitatkoz-va MarirólTheme PéterrelCo-Agent].

Ili much time.Acc lose.Past.3Sg away-quarrel-vaact Mari.Del Péter.Ins

‘Ili had lost much time by quarreling with Péter about Mari.’


	
b. Peti jól járt [convp …].

Peti well go.Past.3Sg

‘Peti has greatly benefited from […].’


	
c. el-ad-va [a gitárt]Theme [a szomszédnak]Beneficiary [100 fontért]Goal away-sell-vaact the guitar.Acc the neighbor.Dat 100 pound.Cau

‘having sold the guitar to the neighbor for 100 pounds’


	
c’. ?el-ad-va [a gitárt]Theme [100 fontért]Goal [a szomszédnak]Beneficiary away-sell-vaact the guitar.Acc 100 pound.Cau the neighbor.Dat

‘having sold the guitar to the neighbor for 100 pounds’


	
d. át-cipeltet-ve PéterrelAgent [a bőröndöt]Theme across-transport.Cau-vaact Péter.Ins the suitcase

[a lakásból]Source [a sufniba]Goal [egy talicskával]Ins the flat.Ela the shed.Ill a wheelbarrow.Ins

‘having made Péter transport the suitcase from the flat to the shed with a wheelbarro.’


	
d’ ? át-cipeltet-ve [a bőröndöt]Theme [a sufniba]Goal [a lakásból]Source across-transport.Cau-vaact the suitcase.Acc the shed.Ill the flat.Ela

‘having made someone transport the suitcase from the flat to the shed’


	
e. át-cipeltet-ve [a bőröndöt]Theme ??[P-relAgent egy t-valIns] / across-transport.Cau-vaact the suitcase.Acc P-Ins a wb-Ins /

*?[egy t-valIns P-relAgent] a wb-Ins P-Ins

‘having made Péter transport the suitcase with a wheelbarro.’


	
e’ ?át-cipeltet-ve P-relAgent [a bőröndöt]Theme [egy t-valIns] across-transport.Cau-vaact P-Ins the suitcase.Acc a wb-Ins

‘having made Péter transport the suitcase with a wheelbarrow’


	
e” *?át-cipeltet-ve [egy t-valIns] [a bőröndöt]Theme P-relAgent across-transport.Cau-vaact a wb-Ins the suitcase.Acc P-Ins

‘having made Péter transport the suitcase with a wheelbarrow’


	
f. át-cipeltet-ve 〈P-relAgent〉 [a bőröndöt]Theme (?)〈P-relAgent〉 across-transport.Cau-vaact P-Ins the suitcase.Acc P-Ins

[a lakásbólSource ??〈P-relAgent〉 a sufnibaGoal ?〈P-relAgent〉 the flat.Ela P-Ins the shed.Ill P-Ins

‘having made Péter transport the suitcase with a wheelbarrow from the flat to the shed’


	
f’ át-cipeltet-ve ??〈egy t-valIns〉 [a bőröndöt]Theme ?〈egy t-valIns〉 across-transport.Cau-vaact a wb-Ins the suitcase.Acc a wb-Ins

a. lakásbólSource ??〈egy t-valIns〉 a sufnibaGoal ✓〈egy t-valIns〉 the flat.Ela a wb-Ins the shed.Ill a wb-Ins

‘having made Péter transport the suitcase with a wheelbarrow from the flat to the shed’



A Co-Agent, for instance, preferably precedes the Theme in the postconverbial complement zone (104a) rather than following it (104a’). The same holds for a Goal and a Beneficiary: both of their orders are acceptable, with a preference for the [Beneficiary > Goal] order (104b+c-c’). It is exemplified in (104d) that the natural order of the quintuple of a (Forced) Agent, a Theme, a Source, a Goal and an Instrument in the postconverbial complement zone is exactly this. Putting the Source and the Goal in the opposite order results in a marked construction (104d’). Placing a (Forced) Agent immediately next to an Instrument in this order results in a highly marked construction while the reversed order is unacceptable, as shown by the first and the second variants in (104e), respectively. The high level of unacceptability in these cases is presumably due to the coinciding case suffixes. If, however, the (Forced) Agent and the Instrument are separated from each other, the resulting construction becomes only marked in the case of a [(Forced) Agent > Instrument] order (104e’) while the reversed order remains unacceptable (104e”). It is illustrated in (104f-f’) that a (Forced) Agent is quite acceptable (‘?’) even at the end of a postconverbial complement zone, while constructions with an Instrument heading the complex postconverbial complement zone are not sufficiently acceptable. It is also shown in (104f-f’) that neither a (Forced) Agent nor an Instrument can readily appear between a Source and a Goal; it is generally true that it is disadvantageous to separate the arguments referring to the two extreme points of a movement.

What is common in all these observations is that, of two participants comparable with respect to activity, the more active participant preferably precedes the less active one. Note that the tendencies are the same as those observed in the case of nouns (see N2.1.1.3 ex. (648), infinitives (see (129) in 1.2.1.1.3) and participles (see (112) in 2.2.1.1.3).

There are other potential factors coming from the following characteristics of arguments that may have more or less impact on argument order in the postconverbial complement zone: phonetic weight, grammatical function and degree of referentiality.

Of these factors, first the role of phonetic weight is going to be briefly illustrated. Consider the data provided in (104) to serve as a point of departure: in the case of equal phonetic weights and equality in further relevant factors, the thematic roles define the ideal word order. If the weights of arguments differ, they tend to follow each other according to Behaghel’s Law (É. Kiss 2009b) in the posthead complement zone in Hungarian. As illustrated in (105a+b-b’), although the Co-Agent argument preferably precedes the Theme (cf. (104a-a’)), a significantly lighter Theme preferably precedes a heavier Co-Agent.


	
 ● Other factors influencing argument order in the postconverbial complement zone


	
a. Ili sok időt vesztett [convp …].

Ili much time.Acc lose.Past.3Sg

‘Ili had lost much time […].’


	
b. el-vitatkoz-va 〈PéterrelCo-Agent〉 MarirólTheme 〈?PéterrelCo-Agent〉

away-quarrel-vaact Péter.Ins Mari.Del Péter.Ins

‘by quarreling with Péter about Mar.’


	
b’. el-vitatkoz-va 〈(?)MarirólTheme〉 away-quarrel-vaact Mari.Del

[a nőket gyakran kiborító új kollégával] Beneficiary 〈?MarirólTheme〉 the woman.Pl.Acc often freak_out.Ó new colleague.Ins Mari.Del

‘by quarreling about Mari with the new colleague who often freaks women out’


	
c. Peti jól járt [convp …].

Peti well go.Past.3Sg

‘Peti has greatly benefited from […].’


	
d. el-ad-va [a gitárt]Theme [a / egy / *?– szomszédnak]Beneficiary away-sell-vaact the guitar.Acc the / a / – neighbor.Dat

‘having sold the guitar to [the / a neighbor] / neighbors’


	
d’ el-ad-va [egy gitárt]Theme [a / egy / *?– szomszédnak]Beneficiary away-sell-vaact a guitar.Acc the / a / – neighbor.Dat

‘having sold a guitar to [the / a neighbor] / neighbors’ d”. *?el-ad-va [gitárt]Theme [a / egy / – szomszédnak]Beneficiary away-sell-vaact guitar.Acc the / a / – neighbor.Dat

Intended meaning: ‘having sold one or more guitars to [the / a neighbor] / neighbors’


	
e. *?Peti mindig jól jár el-ad-va gitártTheme szomszédnakBeneficiary.

Peti always well go.3Sg away-sell-vaact guitar.Acc neighbor.Dat

Intended meaning: ‘Peti always greatly benefits from having sold guitars to neighbors.’



The examples in (105c+d-d”) pertain to degrees of referentiality. The simple pattern of grammaticality judgments can be formulated as follows: postconverbial arguments are required to be referential but the degree of referentiality can then, above this lowest degree, be chosen freely. We attribute the exclusion of nonreferentiality from the postconverbial complement zone to the basic character of converbial expressions: they typically refer to factual states and manners (instead of potential situations). It is illustrated in (105e) that even a habitual matrix construction will not make it possible to use a converbial phrase with nonreferential post-head arguments.




3.2.1.1.4 Operators in complement zones

Since research into information structure plays a crucial role in the Hungarian generative literature, it is worth investigating whether the pre- and postconverbial complement zones can host different types of operators. The (basic) operators to be investigated are listed in (5) in the Introduction to the volume (in A.IV), also see 3.1.4.1, sub VII.

Let us first consider the capability of the preconverbial complement zone for hosting operators.

As is briefly illustrated in the series of examples in (106) below (by means of mind-quantifiers and is-quantifiers, which proved to serve readily as ConvP-internal operator expressions in 3.1.4.1, sub VII, see the series of examples in (76–77), the preconverbial complement zone, in general, cannot host the arguments as operators. This is obviously in connection with the fact that nominal expressions that can appear in this zone at all are single words or non-fully-fledged expressions while operators are based on a degree of referentiality which is incompatible with this restriction (cf. the comments on (98b) in 3.2.1.1.1 concerning the potential N status of proper names instead of their default DP status).


	
 ● Operators in the preconverbial complement zone?


	
a. Ili jó döntést hozott [convp …].

Ili good decision.Acc bring.Past.3Sg

‘Ili made a good decision […].’


	
b. Pétert 'Pécsre / 'vidékre °küld-ve

Péter.Acc Pécs.Sub / countryside.Sub send-vaact

‘in sending Péter to Pécs / [the country]’


	
b’. *Pétert 'Pécsre / 'vidékre 'küld-ve

Péter.Acc Pécs.Sub / countryside.Sub send-vaact

Intended meaning: ‘in sending Péter to Pécs / [the country]’


	
b” Pétert 'Pécsre / 'vidékre 'el-küld-ve

Péter.Acc Pécs.Sub / countryside.Sub away-send-vaact

‘in sending Péter to Pécs / [the country]’


	
c. *Pétert 'mindkét °városba °küld-ve

Péter.Acc both city.Ill send-vaact

Intended meaning (with the stress pattern indicated): ‘in sending Péter to both cities’


	
c’. *Pétert 'mindkét °városba 'küld-ve

Péter.Acc both city.Ill send-vaact

Intended meaning (with the stress pattern indicated): ‘in sending Péter to both cities’


	
c”. Pétert 'mindkét °városba 'el-küld-ve

Péter.Acc both city.Ill away-send-vaact

‘in sending Péter to both cities’


	
d. *Pétert 'Pécsre °is °küld-ve

Péter.Acc Pécs.Sub also send-vaact

Intended meaning (with the stress pattern indicated): ‘in sending Péter also to Pécs’


	
d’ *Pétert 'Pécsre °is 'küld-ve

Péter.Acc Pécs.Sub also send-vaact

Intended meaning (with the stress pattern indicated): ‘in sending Péter also to Pécs’ d”. Pétert 'Pécsre °is 'el-küld-ve

Péter.Acc Pécs.Sub also away-send-vaact

‘in sending Péter also to Pécs’



As for the details, (106b) shows the stress pattern of the preconverbial complement zone with non-operator-like minimal (word-size?) nominal expressions, the definite factor of which is that the converbial head is unstressed; if it is stressed, the resulting construction is unacceptable (106b’). The non-finite element can be stressed, but only at the cost of attaching a verbal particle to the converbial head; in this case, however, it is the verbal particle that will bear the stress, providing a construction in which the nominal expression before the converbial head with a verbal particle will serve as a topic outside the preconverbial complement zone (106b”).

As the series (106c-c”) and (106d-d”) of examples are constructed in an analogous way to the series in (106b-b”), the distribution of grammaticality judgments suggests that the quantified noun phrases under investigation cannot occupy a position in the preconverbial complement zone (106c,d). Instead, such expressions can occupy a position outside this zone (106c”,d”), before a version of the converbial head obligatorily with a verbal particle, cf. (106c’,d’). Converbs thus pattern with infinitives and participles in not hosting operators in their pre-head complement zones, see (137) in 1.2.1.1.4 and (114) in 2.2.1.1.4.

The postconverbial complement zone much more readily hosts the same kinds of key operators, presumably due to the verbal character of converbs (cf. the general high level of inclination of infinitives and deverbal nominals to host operators in their post-head complement zones, in contrast to non-deverbal nominals, see 1.2.1.1.4 and N2.1.1.4). Separate series of examples of this section are devoted to the question of compatibility with mind-quantifiers, is-quantifiers, foci, negative foci, negative quantifiers, and wh-phrases.

The series of examples are constructed in the same way as in 3.1.4.1, sub VII: the (a)-examples provide finite exemplar sentences, the (b)-examples the corresponding vaact-converbial constructions, and the (c)-examples the corresponding VApass-converbial constructions, also considering the case in which there is no semantically contentful finite matrix predicate over the converbial construction, see the (c’)-examples. We consider oblique case marked arguments in each operator function since they are retained in the same form and function in the course of both types of converbialization (see sub IV). We claim without illustration that there is no essential difference in acceptability modulo grammatical functions.

Of the operators listed in (5) in the Introduction to the volume (in A.IV), let us start the overview of the capability of having information structure with the determiner mind ‘every’ (see also the series of examples in (16) in 3.1.2.2).


	
 ● Mind-quantifiers in the postconverbial complement zone


	
a. A bárónőt mindkét nyakláncától meg-fosztották.

the baroness.Acc both necklace.Poss.Abl perf-deprive.Past.DefObj.3Pl

‘The baroness had been deprived of both of her necklaces.


	
b. A betörő elégedetten távozott a kastélyból

the burglar contentedly leave.Past.3Sg the castle.Ela a bárónőt meg-foszt-va mindkét nyakláncától.

the baroness.Acc perf-deprive-vaact both necklace.Poss.Abl

‘The burglar left the castle satisfied, having deprived the baroness of both of her necklaces.’


	
c. A bárónő szomorúan ült meg-foszt-va mindkét nyakláncától.

the baroness sadly sit.Past.3Sg perf-deprive-VApass both necklace.Poss.Abl

‘The baroness was sitting sadly, deprived of both of her necklaces.’


	
c’. A bárónő meg lett foszt-va mindkét nyakláncától.

the baroness perf become.Past.3Sg deprive-VApass both necklace.Poss.Abl

‘The baroness had been deprived of both of her necklaces.’



As shown by the grammaticality judgments associated with the vaact- and VApassconverbial constructions, both types of converbs readily host mind-quantifiers (107b-c). The same holds for the cases in which there is no semantically contentful finite matrix predicate over the converbial construction (107c’). As shown in (108bc’), is-quantifiers pattern with mind-quantifiers: they readily appear in all types of converbial constructions.


	
 ● Is-quantifiers in the postconverbial complement zone


	
a. A bárónőt a nyakláncától is meg-fosztották.

the baroness.Acc the necklace.Poss.Abl also perf-deprive.Past.DefObj.3Pl ‘The baroness had been deprived also of her necklace.


	
b. A betörő elégedetten távozott a kastélyból

the burglar contentedly leave.Past.3Sg the castle.Ela a bárónőt meg-foszt-va a nyakláncától is.

the baroness.Acc perf-deprive-vaact the necklace.Poss.Abl also

‘The burglar left the castle satisfied, having deprived the baroness also of her necklace.’ c A bárónő szomorúan ült ezúttal

the baroness sadly sit.Past.3Sg this_time meg-foszt-va a nyakláncától is.

perf-deprive-VApass the necklace.Poss.Abl also

‘The baroness was sitting sadly, deprived, this time, also of her necklace.’


	
c’. A bárónő meg lett foszt-va a nyakláncától is.

the baroness perf become.Past.3Sg deprive-VApass the necklace.Poss.Abl also ‘The baroness had been deprived also of her necklace.’



Let us turn to the investigation of the question whether focus expressions can appear in postconverbial complement zones (109–110).


	
 ● Csak-foci in the postconverbial complement


	
a. A bárónőt csak a nyakláncától fosztották meg.

the baroness.Acc only the necklace.Poss.Abl deprive.Past.DefObj.3Pl perf ‘The baroness had been deprived only of her necklace. a’. *A bárónőt fosztották meg csak a nyakláncától.

the baroness.Acc deprive.Past.DefObj.3Pl perf only the necklace.Poss.Abl

Intended meaning: ‘The baroness had been deprived only of her necklace.

An available meaning with a double-focus interpretation: ‘It is the baroness, and nobody else, who had been deprived only of her necklace.’ [Others had been deprived of several valuables.]


	
b. *A betörő sietve távozott a kastélyból ezúttal

the burglar in_a_hurry leave.Past.3Sg the castle.Ela this_time

a. bárónőt *?meg-foszt-va / *[foszt-va meg] csak a nyakláncától.

the baroness.Acc perf-deprive-vaact / deprive-vaact perf only the necklace.Poss.Abl Intended meaning: ‘The burglar left the castle in a hurry, having deprived the baroness, this time, only of her necklace.’

An available meaning with a double-focus interpretation, which can be associated with both variants: ‘The burglar left the castle in a hurry, having, this time, deprived the baroness, and nobody else, only of her necklace.’


	
c. *?Meg-foszt-va / *[Foszt-va meg] csak a nyakláncától,

perf-deprive-VApass / deprive-VApass perf only the necklace.Poss.Abl

a. bárónő még megjelenhetett a bálon.

the baroness yet appear.Mod.Past.3Sg the ball.Sup

Intended meaning: ‘Deprived only of her necklace, the baroness could still appear in the ball.’


	
c’. *A bárónő [meg lett foszt-va] / [lett

the baroness perf become.Past.3Sg deprive-VApass / become.Past.3Sg meg-foszt-va] / [lett foszt-va meg] csak a nyakláncától.

perf-deprive-VApass / become.Past.3Sg deprive-VApass perf only the necklace.Poss.Abl

Intended meaning: ‘The baroness had been deprived only of her necklace.’

An available meaning with a double-focus interpretation that can be associated with the second variant: ‘It is the baroness, and nobody else, who had been deprived only of her necklace.’



It is shown in (109a) that in Hungarian narrow focus must appear left-adjacent to the finite verb stem triggering a [verb stem + verbal particle] order in finite constructions. Placing a focus in a postverbal position is only acceptable if there is a focus before the finite verb stem, too (109a’), but in this case the meaning is not the one intended here: a one-focus construction with a post-head placement of the single focus.

It is illustrated in (109b-c’) that neither subtype of converbial constructions can host foci in the postconverbial complement zone, independent of the choice of the order between the verb stem and the verbal particle. Note in passing that the nonintended double-focus interpretation illustrated in (109a’) can also be associated with the corresponding converbial constructions in (certain variants of) the examples given in (109b,c’).

Negated constituents in Hungarian also function as foci (110a). As shown by the distribution of the grammaticality judgments in (110b-c’), converbial constructions with post-head negative foci completely pattern with those with csakfoci as all types (with all potential word orders) are fully unacceptable. Note that the kind of a non-intended double-focus interpretation discussed in connection with (109a’,b,c’) also emerges here in connection with (110b,c’); nevertheless, the resulting meanings can be retrieved only at that cost of so complex a presupposition that they are highly marked.


	
 ● Negative foci in the postconverbial complement zone


	
a. A bárónőt ezúttal nem a nyakláncától fosztották meg.

the baroness.Acc this_time not the necklace.Poss.Abl deprive.Past.DefObj.3Pl perf ‘The baroness had been deprived, this time, not of her necklace [but of her dignity].


	
b. *A betörő sietve távozott a kastélyból ezúttal a bárónőt the burglar in_a_hurry leave.Past.3Sg the castle.Ela this_time the baroness.Acc

meg-foszt-va / [foszt-va meg] nem a nyakláncától.

perf-deprive-vaact / deprive-vaact perf not the necklace.Poss.Abl

Intended meaning: ‘The burglar left the castle in a hurry, having deprived the baroness, this time, not of her necklace [but of her dignity].’

An available meaning with a double-focus interpretation, which can be associated with both variants: ‘The burglar left the castle in a hurry, having deprived, this time, the baroness, and nobody else, of something else than her necklace.’


	
c. *Meg-foszt-va / *[Foszt-va meg] nem a nyakláncától,

perf-deprive-VApass / deprive-VApass perf not the necklace.Poss.Abl

a. bárónő még megjelenhetett a bálon.

the baroness yet appear.Mod.Past.3Sg the ball.Sup

Intended meaning: ‘Deprived not of her necklace [but of her dignity], the baroness could yet appear in the ball.’


	
c’. *Ezúttal a bárónő [meg lett foszt-va] / [lett this_time the baroness perf become.Past.3Sg deprive-VApass / become.Past.3Sg

meg-foszt-va] / [lett foszt-va meg] nem a nyakláncától.

perf-deprive-VApass / become.Past.3Sg deprive-VApass perf not the necklace.Poss.Abl Intended meaning: ‘The baroness had been deprived, this time, not of her necklace [but of her dignity].’

An available meaning with a double-focus interpretation, which can be associated with the second variant: ‘This time it is the baroness, and nobody else, who had been deprived of something else than her necklace.’



The negative quantifier provides a picture which is highly intricate (111). The source of this intricacy is that the negative particle (‘NegPrt’) nem ‘not’ can potentially appear in the following three configurations relative to the verbal particle and the converbial head: (i) [NegPrt+VPrt+Head], (ii) [NegPrt+Head+VPrt], (iii) [VPrt+NegPrt+Head]. In addition, all the constructions in question can also contain the negative particle sem ‘also not’ (with the same meaning); but its appearance is not evaluated separately below in (111b-c’) as we do not consider the competing alternatives to be significantly different (although the authors of this chapter, for instance, consistently consider the variants involving sem one grade less acceptable).


	
 ● Negative quantifiers in the postconverbial complement zone with and without sem ‘also not’


	
a. A bárónőt ezúttal nem fosztották meg

the baroness.Acc this_time not deprive.Past.DefObj.3Pl perf

semelyik nyakláncától (sem).

none necklace.Poss.Abl also_not

‘The baroness had been deprived, this time, of none of her necklaces.’


	
b. A betörő sietve távozott a kastélyból a bárónőt

the burglar in_a_hurry leave.Past.3Sg the castle.Ela the baroness.Acc

ezúttal ?[meg nem foszt-va] / (?)[nem foszt-va meg] /

this_time perf not deprive-vaact / not deprive-vaact perf / ??[nem meg-foszt-va] semelyik nyakláncától (sem).

not perf-deprive-vaact none necklace.Poss.Abl also_not

‘The burglar left the castle in a hurry, having deprived the baroness, this time, of none of her necklaces.’


	
c. Ezúttal (?)[meg nem foszt-va] / ??[nem foszt-va meg] /

this_time perf not deprive-VApass / not deprive-VApass perf /

??[nem meg-foszt-va] semelyik nyakláncától (sem),

not perf-deprive-VApass none necklace.Poss.Abl also_not a bárónő megjelenhetett a bálon. the baroness appear.Mod.Past.3Sg the ball.Sup

‘Deprived of none of her necklaces, the baroness could appear in the ball.’


	
c’. A bárónő ezúttal nem lett meg-fosztva / the baroness this_time not become.Past.3Sg perf-deprive-VApass / *[foszt-va meg] semelyik nyakláncától (sem). deprive-VApass perf none necklace.Poss.Abl also_not

‘The baroness had been deprived, this time, of none of her necklaces.’



The grammaticality judgments in (111b,c) can be characterized by markedness to different (and speaker dependent) extents with a significant difference between the distributions of grammaticality judgments concerning the vaact-constructions (111b)

and the VApass-constructions (111c); it is not obvious, however, that the source of the difference does indeed depend on the subtypes considered (e.g., the acceptability of certain constructions may depend on the sentence-internal position of the VA-converbial construction in question; the revelation of the factors, however, requires future research).

In the case of the predicative converbial construction (111c’), the only acceptable variant (which is fully acceptable) is the one in which it is the finite verbal component that the negative particle nem is left-adjacent to, and not the converbial component, and, in this configuration, the verbal particle is to precede the converb (cf. (71c) in sub III).

Let us now turn to wh-words, which appear in questions. Interrogative whwords in Hungarian function as focus (É. Kiss 2002: 98) so they trigger a [verb+verbal particle] order in finite verbal constructions (112a). As neither csakfoci nor negative foci are acceptable in post-head positions, it is predicted that whwords are also unacceptable in the postconverbial complement zone. As the grammaticality judgments in (112b-c’) shows, this prediction is completely borne out.


	
 ● Wh-phrases in the postconverbial complement zone


	
a. A bárónőt ezúttal mitől fosztották meg?

the baroness.Acc this_time what.Abl deprive.Past.DefObj.3Pl perf

‘What had the baroness been deprived of this time?


	
b. *A betörő a bárónőt ezúttal meg-foszt-va /

the burglar the baroness.Acc this_time perf-deprive-vaact /

[foszt-va meg] mitől távozott a kastélyból?

deprive-vaact perf what.Abl leave.Past.3Sg the castle.Ela

Intended meaning: ‘What is it that the burglar left the castle, having deprived the baroness, this time, of?’


	
c. *A bárónő ezúttal meg-foszt-va / [foszt-va meg] mitől

the baroness this_time perf-deprive-VApass / deprive-VApass perf what.Abl jelent meg a bálon?

appear.Past.3Sg perf the ball.Sup

Intended meaning: ‘What is it that the baroness appeared at the ball deprived of?’


	
c’. *A bárónő ezúttal [lett meg-fosztva] / [lett the baroness this_time become.Past.3Sg perf-deprive-VApass / become.Past.3Sg foszt-va meg] / [meg lett foszt-va] mitől?

deprive-VApass perf / perf become.Past.3Sg deprive-VApass what.Abl Intended meaning: ‘What had the baroness been deprived of this time?’



All in all, quantifiers can appear in the postconverbial complement zone, see (107108) and (111), while foci cannot, see (109–110) and (112).

It is illustrated in the last series of examples in this subsection that it is possible to have more than one operator in the postconverbial complement zone (113b-c’), as well as in finite constructions (113a-a’).


	
 ● Complex information structures and ambiguity in the postconverbial complement zone


	
a. Ki-akasztottam mindhárom partneremet több partiban is.

out-hang.Past.1Sg all_the_three partner.Poss.1Sg.Acc several card_game.Ine also

[all_the_three_partners > several_card_games]

‘As for all the three partners of mine, I had freaked them out in several card games [not necessarily in the same games but probably in different games].’

[several_card_games > all_the_three_partners]

‘As for several card games, I had freaked out all the three partners of mine [together] in them.’


	
a’. Ki-akadtam mindhárom partneremre több partiban is.

out-occur.Past.1Sg all_the_three partner.Poss.1Sg.Sub several card_game.Ine also

[all_the_three_partners > several_card_games]

‘As for all the three partners of mine, they had freaked me out in several card games [not necessarily in the same games but probably in different games].’

[several_card_games > all_the_three_partners]

‘As for several card games, all the three partners of mine [together] had freaked me out in them.’


	
b. Tegnap előbb otthagytam a játékot

yesterday sooner leave.Past.1Sg the game.Acc

ki-akaszt-va mindhárom partneremet több partiban is.

out-hang-vaact all_the_three partner.Poss.1Sg.Acc several card_game.Ine also

[all_the_three_partners > several_card_games]

‘Yesterday I left the game earlier as for all the three partners of mine, I had freaked them out in several card games.’

[several_card_games > all_the_three_partners]

‘Yesterday I left the game earlier as for several card games, I had freaked out all the three partners of mine in them.’


	
c. Tegnap előbb otthagytam a játékot yesterday sooner leave.Past.1Sg the game.Acc

ki-akad-va mindhárom partneremre több partiban is.

out-occur-VApass all_the_three partner.Poss.1Sg.Sub several card_game.Ine also

[all_the_three_partners > several_card_games]

‘Yesterday I left the game earlier as for all the three partners of mine, they had freaked me out in several card games.’

[several_card_games >all_the_three_partners]

‘Yesterday I left the game earlier as for several card games, all the three partners of mine had freaked me out in them.’


	
c’. (?)Ki voltam akad-va out be.Past.1Sg occur-VApass mindhárom partneremre több partiban is.

all_the_three partner.Poss.1Sg.Sub several card_game.Ine also

[all_the_three_partners > several_card_games]

‘As for all the three partners of mine, they had freaked me out in several card games.’

[several_card_games > all_the_three_partners]

‘As for several card games, all the three partners of mine had freaked me out in them.’



Note that, in Hungarian, if the input information structure contains (at least) two operators, it is only in the preverbal word order that their relative scope is coded unambiguously (cf. É. Kiss 2002: 114). If the operators are placed in post-head positions, the clauses will become ambiguous, as illustrated in (113a-a’).

As predicted, the two possible scope interpretations available in the finite verbal constructions (113a-a’) are available in the corresponding converbial constructions (113b-d), too (with a slight preference of the word order reflecting scope order). It must be recalled at this point (see the comments on (6) in A.IV in the Introduction to the whole volume), however, that both the sentence type in (113a-a’) with its postverbal quantifier and the corresponding converbial expression types in (113b-d) can be called ambiguous only in the loose sense according to which the written strings of their words can be associated with two meanings (due to different scope distributions) but the associated meaning pairs are not realized with the same stress pattern (Varga 2016). What is shown here, therefore, is ambiguity in this loose sense.




3.2.1.2 Sentential arguments

As a separate volume is devoted to subordination (see volume E), here the topic is only illustrated with the help of two earlier examples, (100h-h’) in 3.2.1.1.1.


	
 ● Converbs with sentential arguments


	
a. Péter Mari osztályterme előtt áll

Péter Mari classroom.Poss in_front stand.3Sg

[convp várva (azt), [CP hogy megjelenik a lány]].

wait.vaact that.Acc that perf.appear.3Sg the girl

‘Péter is standing in front of Mari’s classroom expecting that she is going to appear.’


	
b. Sikeresnek bizonyultunk

successful.Dat prove.Past.1Pl

[convp rávéve Pétert ?(✓arra), [CP hogy megjelenjen]].

persuade.vaact Péter.Acc that.Sub that perf.appear.Subj.3Sg

‘We proved to be successful having persuaded Péter to appear.’





As shown in (114a-b), verbs with a propositional argument (see Laczkó (2000b: 344); see also V4.4) can readily be converbialized. However, the examples given raise the question whether a subordinate clause (CP) can be regarded as an argument of a converb in its postconverbial complement zone. The answer is theory-specific, depending on the stance concerning the status of the pronoun which the subordinate clause belongs to (but which does not necessarily appear explicitly). If the pronoun in question is considered to serve as a contentful pronoun (e.g., Szűcs 2017), the CP should be analyzed as not an argument of the converb but part of a DP, where this DP functions as the argument of the converb. According to the standard view (e.g., Kenesei 1994), on which the pronoun in question is an expletive, the CP can be regarded as the argument of the ConvP.


3.2.2. Modification

This subsection discusses the various forms of modification within the ConvP, essentially on the basis of the schema in (115) below (also presented as (93) in the introductory part of 3.2).


	
 ● The general structure of the converbial phrase

[convp preConv-modifier(s) [convp Complement(s) Conv Complement(s)] postConv-modifier(s)]



The series of examples presented in (94) in the introductory part of 3.2, repeated here as (116a-d) below, demonstrates the five positions in the converbial construction from the center outward, where the center is the italicized converbial head (116a). Then (116b) and (116b’) show the “appearance” of a preconverbial and a postconverbial complement, respectively, in the internal ConvP-zone according to (115). Finally, (116c) and (116c’) exemplify a preconverbial modifier position and a postconverbial modifier position, outside the internal ConvP-zone, as is shown in (115), too.


	
● The basic structure of the ConvP


	a. [convp tolva]

push.VA

‘pushed’


	
b. [convp át-tolva] across-push.VA

‘pushed from somewhere to somewher.’


	
b’. [convp át-tolva a talicskát a sufniba] across-push.VA the wheelbarrow.Acc the shed.Ill

‘having pushed the wheelbarrow from somewhere to the shed’


	
c. [convp gyorsan [convp át-tolva a talicskát a sufniba]] quickly across-push.VA the wheelbarrow.Acc the shed.Ill

‘having pushed the wheelbarrow quickly from somewhere to the shed’


	
c’. [convp gyorsan [convp át-tolva a talicskát a sufniba] ma éjjel] quickly across-push.VA the wheelbarrow.Acc the shed.Ill today night

‘having pushed the wheelbarrow quickly from somewhere to the shed tonight’


	
d. Peti már teljesítette a feladatát [convp gyorsan

Peti already complete.Past.DefObj.3Sg the task.Poss quickly [convp át-tolva a talicskát a sufniba] ma éjjel].

across-push.VA the wheelbarrow.Acc the shed.Ill today night

‘Peti has done his task by having pushed the wheelbarrow quickly from somewhere to the shed tonight.’






The schema in (115) shows a highly idealized lexical-semantics based picture according to which a head is immediately surrounded by its arguments in an inner ring, called a complement zone, embedded in an outer ring for adjuncts, called a modifier zone. Nevertheless, the basic structure of the ConvP can be overridden in cases in which an argument of the converbial head is phonetically heavier than an adjunct that also belongs to the given head. This can be attributed to a Behagheltype phonetic effect (see É. Kiss (2009b), according to which the optimal order of satellites of V, and, in this case, of Conv, in the right periphery is such that heavy phrases tend to come last. This effect is illustrated in the series of examples in (96) in the introductory part of 3.2, the relevant part of which is repeated here as (117).


	
 ● Arguments and free adjuncts in converbial phrases


	
a. A főnök nagyot hibázott

the boss big.Acc make_mistake.Past.3Sg

[el-küld-ve Ilit a konferenciára előzetes egyeztetés nélkül].

away-send-vaact Ili.Acc the conference.Sub previous agreement without

‘The boss made a big mistake by sending Ili to the conference without any previous agreement.’


	
a’. A főnök nagyot hibázott the boss big.Acc make_mistake.Past.3Sg

[előzetes egyeztetés nélkül el-küld-ve Ilit a konferenciára].

previous agreement without away-send-vaact Ili.Acc the conference.Sub

‘The boss made a big mistake by sending Ili to the conference without any previous agreement.’


	
b. A főnök nagyot hibázott [el-küld-ve Ilit

the boss big.Acc make_mistake.Past.3Sg away-send-vaact Ili.Acc

egyeztetés nélkül az ELTE jövő hétre tervezett konferenciájára]. agreement without the ELTE next week.Sub planned conference.Poss.Sub

‘The boss made a big mistake by sending Ili, without any agreement, to the conference planned to be held at ELTE next week.’


	
b’. A főnök nagyot hibázott [az ELTE jövő hétre tervezett the boss big.Acc make_mistake.Past.3Sg the ELTE next week.Sub planned

konferenciájára egyeztetés nélkül el-küld-ve Ilit].

conference.Poss.Sub agreement without away-send-vaact Ili.Acc

‘The boss made a big mistake by sending Ili, without any agreement, to the conference planned to be held at ELTE next week.’



Let us consider the kinds of satellites whose characterization this subsection is devoted to as modifiers of converbs in the above, theory-neutral, and hence highly simplified, sense (see Remark 6 in the introductory part of 1.2.2). First of all, free adjuncts should be discussed, both as post-modifiers (118a) and as pre-modifiers (118a’). As in Hungarian the left periphery of verb-based phrases serves as an operator zone, scope taking arguments (118b) and scope taking adjuncts (118c) are also to be discussed here, as pre-modifiers. Scope taking adjuncts are also to be investigated as post-modifiers (118c’), in the same way as scope taking arguments are discussed in 3.2.1.1.4. Arguments before the complement zone with no (obvious, logically definable) scope-taking character should also be considered in this subsection (118d); they can be regarded as topicalized elements.


	
 ● Post- and pre-modifiers of the ConvP


	
a. [convp [convp el-küld-ve Pétert a boltba] csütörtökön]

away-send-vaact Péter.Acc the shop.Ill Thursday.Sup

‘having sent Péter to the shop on Thursday’


	
a’. [convp csütörtökön [convp el-küld-ve Pétert a boltba]]

Thursday.Sup away-send-vaact Péter.Acc the shop.Ill

‘having sent Péter to the shop on Thursday’


	
b. [convp a boltba is [convp el-küld-ve Pétert]] the shop.Ill also away-send-vaact Péter.Acc

‘having sent Péter also to the shop’


	
c. [convp csütörtökön is [convp el-küld-ve Pétert a boltba]]

Thursday.Sup also away-send-vaact Péter.Acc the shop.Ill

‘having sent Péter to the shop also on Thursday’


	
c’. [convp [convp el-küld-ve Pétert a boltba] csütörtökön is]

away-send-vaact Péter.Acc the shop.Ill Thursday.Sup also

‘having sent Péter to the shop also on Thursday’


	d. [convp a boltba [convp el-küld-ve Pétert]] the shop.Ill away-send-vaact Péter.Acc ‘having sent Péter to the shop’


The next question to discuss is the category and the form (e.g., case marking) of the modifiers of ConvPs. The following generalization, as a point of departure based on our observations so far, can be formulated on the basis of 3.1.2.1 and 3.1.4.1, sub IV: both the syntactic category and the form of both pre- and postmodifiers of converbs are the same as they would be in the corresponding finite verbal constructions. The only exception is the subject which cannot be expressed (explicitly) in converbial constructions (see the comments on (3) and (9–10), and Remark 1 in 3.1.1).

As for free adjuncts, low adverbs are ab ovo readily hosted in all types of converbial constructions, the status of high adverbs in converbial constructions is unclear, while the insertion of medium-level adverbs in VA-constructions results in more or less marked examples (presumably depending on the difficulties of interpretation), but not ones of an “unclear status” (‘??’), see (13–15) in 3.1.2.1. Converbs, thus, inherit both the argument structure and the free adjuncts of the input verb, except for the high adverbs.

The topics illustrated in (118) are organized as follows. Subsection 3.2.2.1 deals with pre-head modification, including the topics of adjuncts both in general and as scope taking operators (118a’,c), and of arguments as scope takers (118b,d). Subsection 3.2.2.2 is devoted to the question of post-head modification: here free adjuncts are discussed generally and as scope takers (118a,c’).




3.2.2.1 Pre-head modification

This subsection discusses pre-head modification from three aspects. 3.2.2.1.1 surveys the types of free adjuncts which can appear as pre-head modifiers in converbial constructions. In 3.2.2.1.2 free adjuncts are investigated as operators. As in the theory-neutral approach of this book series arguments appearing before the pre-head complement zone are inevitably to be regarded as pre-modifiers, they are discussed here; subsection 3.2.2.1.3 is devoted to this topic, also including the investigation of arguments as operators.


3.2.2.1.1 Free adjuncts as pre-head modifiers

Let us start our investigation by overviewing the syntactic categories of free adjuncts that can appear as pre-head modifiers in converbial constructions. The preconverbial modifier prototypically has the form of an oblique case marked referential noun phrase (119c), or a postpositional phrase (119e). It is not impossible, either, that a preconverbial modifier appears in the form of a bare noun phrase (119d), an adverbial or a converbial phrase (119f).


	
● Categories of preconverbial modifiers


	a. [convp preConv-modifiers [convp ... Conv ...] …]

	
b. Péter egészen felfrissült [convp …].

Péter completely refresh.Past.3Sg

‘Péter has been completely refreshed […].’


	
c. [convp [dp a diófa árnyékában] [convp elfogyasztva egy kávét]] the walnut_tree shadow.Poss.Ine consume.vaact a coffee.Acc

‘having consumed a coffee in the shade of the walnut-tree’


	
d. (?)[convp [np barna cukorral] [convp elfogyasztva egy kávét]] brown sugar.Ins consume.vaact a coffee.Acc

‘having consumed a coffee with brown sugar’


	
e. [convp [PP a bőséges reggeli után] [convp elfogyasztva egy kávét]] the substantial breakfast after consume.vaact a coffee.Acc

‘having consumed a coffee after the substantial breakfast’


	
f. (?)[CONVP [[AdvP tűzforrón] / [ConvP jól felmelegítve]] fire_hot.Adv / well up.warm.Conv

[convp elfogyasztva egy kávét]] consume.vaact a coffee.Acc

‘having consumed a coffee [piping hot] / [well warmed]’



These kinds of free adjuncts can also be combined (120a). The distribution of grammaticality judgments associated with the word-order variants presented in (120b-c’), however, suggests that the order of their combination is not totally free. It is predicational affiliation that proves to count on the basis of the (b)-examples, which present the three adjuncts combined pairwise in the opposite order relative to the perfect order given in (120a). Thus, the optimal order is as follows: the adjunct that is predicated of the Theme is the one closest to the converbial head, preceded by the one that is predicated of the Agent, while the adjunct that is predicated of the state of affairs precedes the others. One might suggest, on the basis of the relation of phonetic weights which can be observed in the fully acceptable example in (120a), that the heavier an adjunct is, the farther position from the converbial head it tends to occupy, but the (c)-examples do not corroborate such a Behaghel-style tendency in the pre-head zone. It is illustrated in (120d) that the optimal position of the object, within the ConvP, is on the left periphery, not between or after the adjuncts.


	
 ● Order of free adjuncts in the preconverbial modifier zone


	
a. [a bőséges reggeli után] [egy szál pólóban] [tűzforrón]

the substantial breakfast after a single T-shirt.Ine fire_hot.Adv elfogyasztva egy kávét

consume.vaact a coffee.Acc

‘having consumed a coffee after the substantial breakfast just wearing a T-shirt piping hot’


	?[tűzforrón] [egy szál pólóban] elfogyasztva egy kávét fire_hot.Adv a single T-shirt.Ine consume.vaact a coffee.Acc

	??[tűzforrón] [a bőséges reggeli után] elfogyasztva egy kávét fire_hot.Adv the substantial breakfast after consume.vaact a coffee.Acc

	?[egy szál pólóban] [a bőséges reggeli után] elfogyasztva egy kávét a single T-shirt.Ine the substantial breakfast after consume.vaact a coffee.Acc

	
c. [ebéd után] [tűzforrón és jól megédesítve] elfogyasztva egy kávét lunch after fire_hot.Adv and well perf.sweeten.Conv consume.vaact a coffee.Acc

‘having consumed a coffee after lunch piping hot or well sweetened’


	
c’. ??[tűzforrón és jól megédesítve] [ebéd után] elfogyasztva egy kávét

fire_hot.Adv and well perf.sweeten.Conv lunch after consume.vaact a coffee.Acc


	
d. 〈a kávét〉 [a bőséges reggeli után] 〈(?)a kávét〉 [egy szál pólóban] the coffee.Acc the substantial breakfast after the coffee.Acc a single T-shirt.Ine

〈??a kávét〉 [tűzforrón] 〈*?a kávét〉 elfogyasztva

the coffee.Acc fire_hot.Adv the coffee.Acc consume.vaact

‘having consumed the coffee after the substantial breakfast just wearing a T-shirt piping hot’



Another potential investigation concerning the occurrence of adjuncts in the preconverbial modifier zone may be based on Surányi’s (2008) adverb classification in finite clauses, which rests upon Cinque’s (1999) universal hierarchy. As in the final part of subsection 3.1.2.1 this investigation has been exhaustively executed in a way that all Cinque-types of adjunct have been tested in pre-head positions (see the series of examples in (13–15) in 3.1.2.1), this subsection is restricted to an overview of the types which readily appear as preconverbial modifiers. They are those referred to as low-level adverbs (121a) and, with a less uniform picture, as medium-level adverbs (121b), with high-level adverbs systematically excluded from the zone in question, see (13) in 3.1.2.1.


	
 ● Low- and medium-level adverbs in the preconverbial modifier zone


	
a. A fura kérdéseket is röviden / teljesen / ügyesen meg-válaszol-va

the strange question.Pl.Acc also briefly / completely / well perf-answer-vaact

fejezték be az előadást.

finish.Past.DefObj.3Pl into the talk.Acc

‘They completed the talk having answered briefly / completely / well the strange questions, too.’


	
b. Az előkészületeket (?)megint / ?[még mindig] / ?gyakran

the preparation.Pl.Acc again / still always / often

határidőre be-fejez-ve várták az ellenőröket.

deadline.Sub into-finish-vaact wait.Past.DefObj.3Pl the inspector.Pl.Acc

‘They, again / [still always] / often completed the preparations before the deadline, and they

[waited/[were waiting]] for the inspectors in this way.’






3.2.2.1.2 Free adjuncts as pre-head operators

It is investigated in this subsection—via the operator types listed in (5) in the Introduction to the volume—which operator types can appear in the preconverbial modifier zone. The results are worth comparing with the corresponding ones in the areas of scope-taking arguments in the postconverbial complement zone in 3.2.1.1.4 and in the preconverbial modifier zone in 3.2.2.1.3, and of scope-taking adjuncts in the postconverbial modifier zone in 3.2.2.2.2.

Of the six operator types listed in (5) in the Introduction to the volume, all six can appear as free adjuncts in the preconverbial modifier zone (122a-c) (not only the quantifier-like types, as postconverbially; see the series of examples in (107–112) in 3.2.1.1.4).


	
 ● Adjuncts as operators in the preconverbial modifier zone


	
a. Ili kiváló teljesítményt nyújtott, [mindkét napon] /

Ili excellent performance.Acc give.Past.3Sg both day.Sup / [még az utolsó napon is] le-fut-va a távot.

even the last day.Sup also down-run-vaact the distance.Acc

‘Ili gave an excellent performance, having run the distance [on both days] / [even on the last day].’


	
b. Ili pocsék teljesítményt nyújtott, [csak az egyik napon] /

Ili miserable performance.Acc give.Past.3Sg only the one_of day.Sup /

[nem a verseny napján] / [semelyik napon sem]

not the race day.Poss.Sup / none day.Sup also_not

fut-va le a távot.

run-vaact down the distance.Acc

‘Ili gave a poor performance, having run the distance [only on one of the days] / [not on the day of the race] / [on none of the days].’


	
c. (?)A távot melyik napon le-fut-va the distance.Acc which day.Sup down-run-vaact

nyújtott Ili elfogadható teljesítményt?

give.Past.3Sg Ili acceptable performance.Acc

‘Which day, after having run the distance, did Ili give an acceptable performance on?’



The acceptable status of converbial constructions containing wh-words, illustrated in (122c), is obviously due to the fact that they realize their interrogative force via taking external scope (witnessed by the corresponding translation), with an internal scope being uninterpretable (cf. the comments on (97–98) in 1.1.4.1, sub VII and (89) in 2.1.4.1, sub VII). As argued for in the comment on (82b,c,d) in 3.1.4.1, sub VII, converbial constructions may be proposed to behave as nominal ones, in which a wh-word embedded in a noun phrase drags, “pied-pipes” (Ross 1967), its containing phrase with it to the focus position of the clause.

The next part of this subsection is devoted to the investigation whether it is possible to have more than one operator in the preconverbial modifier zone (123a+b-b’), or to have operators both before and after the converbial head (123a+c). As illustrated in the series of examples mentioned, the answer is positive to both questions.

Let us first consider the case in which two adjuncts function as operators in the preconverbial modifier zone (123b-b’). In contrast to the situation in the postconverbial complement zone (see (113) in 3.2.1.1.4), the examples in (123b-b’) are unambiguous due to the following fact: in Hungarian, pre-head operators are ordered scopally (cf. Remark 6 in the introductory part of 1.2.2), in contrast to operators in the post-head zone (É. Kiss 1992: 167).


	
 ● More than one scope taking adjunct in the preconverbial modifier zone and in both the pre- and the postconverbial modifier zone


	
a. […], a kiadó szép profitra tett szert.

the publisher beautiful profit.Sub take.Past.3Sg substance.Acc

‘… the publisher made a good profit.’


	
b. A könyveket [Szegeden is] [mindkét napon] árusít-va

the book.Pl.Acc Szeged.Sup also both day.Sup sell-vaact

[also > ∀]: ‘By selling the books in Szeged and some other city on both days so that there were at least one place in addition to Szeged where the books were sold on those days…’


	
b’. A könyveket [mindkét napon] [Szegeden is] árusít-va the book.Pl.Acc both day.Sup Szeged.Sup also sell-vaact

[∀ > also]: ‘By selling the books on both days in Szeged and perhaps some other city [so that it held for both days that the books were sold on the given days in some cities which may have been different except for Szeged…]’


	c. A könyveket [Szegeden is] árusít-va [mindkét napon]

the book.Pl.Acc Szeged.Sup also sell-vaact both day.Sup Both meanings provided in (123b-b’) are available



If there are two scope taking adjuncts but only one of them is placed in the pre-head modifier zone while the other appears in the post-head modifier zone, scopal ambiguity emerges (123c). A post-head operator is claimed to be not ordered scopally relative to another operator, either another post-head one or a pre-head one (see É. Kiss (1992: 167), see also Remark 6 in the introductory part of 1.2.2; NB: stress can result in disambiguation, see Varga (2016). Therefore, (123c) is predicted to be scopally ambiguous. Although the surface-order reflecting scope order is preferred in this case, the prediction is to be regarded as being borne out.

The last case to investigate in this subsection is the combination in which there are two scope taking operators but only one of them is an adjunct, placed in the preconverbial modifier zone, while the other is now an argument appearing in the postconverbial complement zone (3.2.1.1.4). As illustrated in (124), these kinds of constructions are ambiguous in the same way as constructions containing two adjuncts, one preconverbially and the other postconverbially (123c).


	
 ● Operators in both the preconverbial modifier zone and the postconverbial complement zone

a. kiadó szép profitra tett szert

the publisher beautiful profit.Sub take.Past.3Sg substance.Acc [Szegeden is] árusít-va mindkét könyvet.

Szeged.Sup also sell-vaact both book.Acc

[also > ∀]: ‘By selling both books in Szeged and some other city, the publisher made a good profit.’

[∀ > also]: ‘By selling both books in Szeged and each book in other cities besides, the publisher made a good profit.’




3.2.2.1.3 Arguments as pre-head operators

It is investigated in this subsection—via the operator types listed in (5) in the Introduction to the volume—which operator types can appear as arguments in the preconverbial modifier zone. The results are worth comparing with the corresponding ones in the areas of scope-taking arguments in the postconverbial complement zone in 3.2.1.1.4 and of scope-taking adjuncts in the preconverbial modifier zone in 3.2.2.1.2 (see also 3.1.4.1, sub VII).

Of the six operator types, just like in the case of scope-taking adjuncts in the preconverbial modifier zone (3.2.2.1.2), all the six can appear as arguments in the preconverbial modifier zone (125b-g) (on the interpretation of the question in (125g), see the comment on (122c) in 3.2.2.1.2).


	
 ● Arguments as operators in the preconverbial modifier zone


	
a. A főnök jó döntést hozott […].

the boss good decision bring.Past.3Sg

‘The boss made a good decision […].’


	
b. [mindkét konferenciára] el-küld-ve Petit both conference.Sub away-send-vaact Peti.Acc

‘having sent Peti [to both conferences]’


	
c. [a berni konferenciára is] el-küld-ve Petit the Bern.Adj conference.Sub also away-send-vaact Peti.Acc

‘having sent Peti [also to the conference in Bern]’


	
d. [csak a berni konferenciára] el-küld-ve / [küld-ve el] Petit only the Bern.Adj conference.Sub away-send-vaact / send-vaact away Peti.Acc

‘having sent Peti [only to the conference in Bern]’


	
e. (?)[nem a berni konferenciára] el-küld-ve / [küld-ve el] Petit

not the Bern.Adj conference.Sub away-send-vaact / send-vaact away Peti.Acc

‘sending Peti [to a conference other than the one in Bern]’


	
f. [semelyik konferenciára] nem küld-ve el Petit

none conference.Sub not send-vaact away Peti.Acc

‘having sent Peti [to none of the conferences]’


	
g (?)Petit melyik konferenciára el-küld-ve

Peti.Acc which conference.Sub away-send-vaact hozott a főnök jó döntést?

bring.Past.3Sg the boss good decision

‘Which conference was it a good decision by the boss to send Peti to?’



The next part of this subsection concentrates on the investigation whether it is possible to have at least two arguments functioning as operators in the preconverbial modifier zone, or to have operators both before and after the converbial head. As illustrated in (126), the answer is positive to both questions; that is, there is no difference in this respect between arguments and adjuncts (cf. the also fully acceptable corresponding constructions in (123) in 3.2.2.1.2).

Let us first consider the case in which two arguments function as operators in the preconverbial modifier zone (126b-b’). As in the case when two adjuncts appear here, the examples presented in (126b-b’) are also unambiguous due to the fact that in Hungarian pre-head operators are ordered scopally (cf. Remark 6 in the introductory part of 1.2.2), in contrast to operators in the post-head zone (É. Kiss 1992: 167).


	
 ● More than one scope taking argument in the preconverbial modifier zone and in both the pre- and the postconverbial modifier zone


	
a. A főnök jó döntést hozott […].

the boss good decision bring.Past.3Sg

‘The boss made a good decision […].’


	
b. [mindkét infóst] [a berni konferenciára is] el-küld-ve both IT_guy.Acc the Bern.Adj conference.Sub also away-send-vaact

[also > ∀]: ‘by having sent to the Bern conference both IT guys who had also attended another local conference besides’


	
b’. [a berni konferenciára is] [mindkét infóst] el-küld-ve the Bern.Adj conference.Sub also both IT_guy.Acc away-send-vaact

[∀ > also]: ‘by having sent both IT guys who each had attended other local conferences to the Bern conference’


	c. [mindkét infóst] el-küld-ve [a berni konferenciára is] both IT_guy.Acc away-send-vaact the Bern.Adj conference.Sub also Both meanings provided in (126b-b’) are available.


If there are two scope taking arguments but only one of them is placed in the prehead modifier zone while the other appears in the post-head zone, scopal ambiguity emerges (126c) (just like in the case of adjuncts, see (123c) in 3.2.2.1.2). A posthead operator is claimed to be not ordered scopally relative to another operator, either another post-head one or a pre-head one (see É. Kiss (1992: 167), see also Remark 6 in the introductory part of 1.2.2; NB: stress can result in disambiguation, see Varga (2016). Therefore, (126c) is predicted to be scopally ambiguous. Although the surface-order reflecting scopal order is preferred in this case, the prediction is to be regarded as being borne out.

Let us now turn to a topic mentioned in the introductory part of 3.2.2: there may be arguments before the pre-head complement zone with no (obvious, logically definable) scope-taking character; see example (118d) in that part. These arguments can be regarded as topicalized elements in a preconverbial modifier zone, see (127), on the basis of similar finite constructions presented in (183) in 1.2.2.1.3.

It is discussed in connection with the series of examples in (183) in 1.2.2.1.3 that, on the finite sentence level, both subjects and other arguments can appear as topics. In Hungarian, there can be more than one topic before the verb, with no restricted order. It is also illustrated in the given series of examples that topics in Hungarian, at least in finite constructions, considered by É. Kiss (2002: 11), are referential and specific; according to this, an indefinite subject of a sentence is obligatorily to be interpreted in as a specific noun phrase.

With all this in mind, let us now consider converbial constructions containing topics. The distribution of grammaticality judgments associated with the variants presented in (127b-b”) suggests that it is highly marked or definitely unacceptable for a topic in a ConvP to be non-referential while referential indefinite and definite noun phrases, as expected, are fully acceptable as topics in ConvPs, too. As for specificity in the case of indefinite noun phrases, it is also highly preferred (NB: it is not easy to decide how much unacceptable to use an indefinite expression with a non-specific, out-of-the-blue, interpretation).


	
 ● Topics in preconverbial modifier zones


	
a. A főnök jó döntést hozott […].

the boss good decision bring.Past.3Sg

‘The boss made a good decision […].’


	
b. [a konferenciára] [az / egy / *– infóst] végül mégis el-küld-ve the conference.Sub the / a / – IT_guy.Acc finally even away-send-vaact

‘by even having sent, ultimately, [the IT guy] / [an IT guy (from a group of IT guys known from the context) / [one or more IT guys] to the conference’


	
b’. [egy konferenciára] [az / ?egy / *– infóst] végül mégis el-küld-ve a conference.Sub the / a / – IT_guy.Acc finally even away-send-vaact

‘by even having sent, ultimately, the/an IT guy / [one or more IT guys] to a conference (from a group of conferences known from the context)’


	
b” *[konferenciára] [az / egy / – infóst] végül mégis el-küld-ve conference.Sub the / a / – IT_guy.Acc finally even away-send-vaact

Intended meaning: ‘by having sent, ultimately, the/an IT guy / [one or more IT guys] to conferences’


	
c. [Ilit] [a lublini konferenciára] végül mégis el-küld-ve

Ili.Acc the Lublin.Adj conference.Sub finally even away-send-vaact

‘by having sent, ultimately, Ili to the Lublin conference’


	
c’. [a lublini konferenciára] [Ilit] végül mégis el-küld-ve the Lublin.Adj conference.Sub Ili.Acc finally even away-send-vaact

‘by having sent, ultimately, Ili to the Lublin conference’



As illustrated in (127c-c’), converbs pattern with finite constructions, infinitives and participles in tolerating several topics, potentially in all possible orders.

Note that, in addition to the “normal” type of topics, which has no logically definable scope-taking character, there is a special, contrastive, type of topic, see (183d-d”) in 1.2.2.1.3, characterized by É. Kiss (2002: 22–23) as follows: it is “pronounced with a particular, contrastive intonation comprised of a brief fall and a long rise” and “it conveys the implicature that there is also an alternative referent for whom an alternative predicate holds”. As discussed in connection with the series of examples in (83) in 3.1.4.1, sub VII, converbial constructions, in contrast to participial ones (see (90) in 2.1.4.1, sub VII), pattern with infinitival and deverbal nominal constructions in not hosting contrastive topics; see the comments on (100) in 1.1.4.1, sub VII, and (317) in N1.3.1.2.4.1, sub VII, in which contrastive topichood is hypothesized to be inherently associated with the part of the propositional content of sentences expressed by their finite (predicative) cycles.

It is illustrated in (128) that converbs only partially pattern with infinitives in what is referred to as “licensing extraction from deep syntactic strata” in the comments on (186) in 1.2.2.1.3. Possessive (128a) as well as non-possessive (128b) arguments of ConvP-internal complex noun phrases can be extracted from their (presumably) base-generated positions to ConvP-internal operator positions, but not to further ConvP-external operator positions (128c,d). It is also illustrated below that it is not licensed, either, to extract remnant noun phrases from ConvPs, leaving their satellites within ConvPs (128c’); while ConvP-internal remnant movement is acceptable (128a’). For the sake of completeness, it is also illustrated in this series of examples that it is also impossible to extract, from a ConvP, any kinds of arguments, with or without their possessive or non-possessive arguments (128e).


	
 ● Extraction of arguments inside and outside ConvPs


	
a. [convp Péternek (is) tavaly mindkét könyvét el-olvas-va]

Péter.Dat also last_year both book.Poss.Acc away-read-vaact maximálisan teljesítettem a könyvklub elvárásait.

maximally fulfil.Past.1Sg the book_club expectation.Poss.Pl.Acc

‘Having read, last year, both books of Péter’s (also), I had maximally fulfilled the expectations of the book club.’


	
a’. (?)[convp Mindkét könyvét tavaly Péternek is el-olvas-va] both book.Poss.Acc last_year Péter.Dat also away-read-vaact

maximálisan teljesítettem a könyvklub elvárásait.

maximally fulfil.Past.1Sg the book_club expectation.Poss.Pl.Acc

‘Having read, last year, both books of Péter’s (also), I had maximally fulfilled the expectations of the book club.’


	
b. (?)[convp A majákról (is) tavaly mindkét könyvet el-olvas-va] the Maya.Pl.Del also last_year both book.Acc away-read-vaact

maximálisan teljesítettem a könyvklub elvárásait.

maximally fulfil.Past.1Sg the book_club expectation.Poss.Pl.Acc

‘Having read, last year, both books about the Mayans (also), I had maximally fulfilled the expectations of the book club.’


	
c. *Péternek (is) maximálisan teljesítettem a könyvklub elvárásait

Péter.Dat also maximally fulfil.Past.1Sg the book_club expectation.Poss.Pl.Acc [convp tavaly mindkét könyvét el-olvas-va].

last_year both book.Poss.Acc away-read-vaact

Intended meaning: (128a) or a more complex meaning that involves (128a)


	
c’. *Mindkét könyvét maximálisan teljesítettem a könyvklub both book.Poss.Acc maximally fulfil.Past.1Sg the book_club

elvárásait [convp Péternek (is) tavaly el-olvas-va].

expectation.Poss.Pl.Acc Péter.Dat also last_year away-read-vaact

Intended meaning: (128a’) or a more complex meaning that involves (128a’)


	
d. *A majákról (is) maximálisan teljesítettem a könyvklub

the Maya.Pl.Del also maximally fulfil.Past.1Sg the book_club

elvárásait [convp tavaly mindkét könyvet el-olvas-va].

expectation.Poss.Pl.Acc last_year both book.Acc away-read-vaact

Intended meaning: (128a”) or a more complex meaning that involves (128a”)


	
e. *(*Péter) mindkét könyvét (a majákról) maximálisan teljesítettem

Péter both book.Poss.Acc the Maya.Pl.Del maximally fulfil.Past.1Sg a könyvklub elvárásait [convp tavaly el-olvas-va].

the book_club expectation.Poss.Pl.Acc last_year away-read-vaact

Intended meaning: Having read, last year, Péter’s/his both books (about the Mayans), I had maximally fulfilled the expectations of the book club.





The next series of examples is devoted to the overview of the operator orders (im)possible in converbial constructions relative to those in finite ones, discussed in connection with the series of examples in (187) in 1.2.2.1.3.

It was shown in (187) in 1.2.2.1.3 that the basic “finite” operator order is [Topic > Quantifier > Focus], on the basis of É. Kiss (2002: 112–113), while the opposite orders [Quantifier > Topic], [Focus > Topic] and [Focus > Quantifier] were shown to be unacceptable, at least in what can be referred to as the ‘preverbal field’ according to the explicit (“surface”) position of the verb stem appearing in the word orders. The sufficiently acceptable “opposite” word orders were all such that the subordinate operator (in the scope of another operator) follows the verb stem (in the theory-neutral sense, in which no distinction can be made between arguments spelt out in their base-generated positions after/outside an operator domain and arguments spelt out in an operator domain after the lifted copy of the verb appearing somewhere in the left periphery of the operator domain in question). As was also mentioned, assuming a topic position after the verb and the verbal particle is illegitimate in most syntactic theories we know, but in the theory-neutral approach of this book it is useful to consider these, otherwise perfect, word-order alternatives as part of the relevant set of permutations.

With all this in mind concerning the basic pre-head “finite” operator orders and the acceptable alternatives, based on the placement of the two operators considered on the two sides of the head, we can establish that converbial constructions completely pattern with finite ones in the distribution of acceptable operator orders. The canonical [Topic > Quantifier > Focus] operator order is illustrated in (129a), with (129b,c,d) illustrating this canonical order for pairs of operators. As can be seen, all the four examples are perfect while the pre-head appearances of the corresponding operator pairs in the reversed orders are not sufficiently acceptable (129b’,c’,d’).


	
 ● Order of operators in the pre-head zone in converbial constructions


	
a. [Petivel]Topic [Ilit is / mindkét lányt]Quantifier [csak Vilinek]Focus

Peti.Ins Ili.Acc also / both girl.Acc only Vili.Dat be-mutattat-va / (?)[mutattat-va be]

into-introduce.Caus-vaact / introduce.Caus-vaact into

nem teljesítettem az elvárásokat.

not fulfil.Past.1Sg the expectation.Pl.Acc

‘I had not fulfilled the expectations, having made Peti introduce [Ili also] / [both girls] only to Vili.’


	
b. Tegnap [Marit]Topic [a főzésre is / mindkét munkára]Quantifier yesterday Mari.Acc the cooking.Sub also / both work.Sub

váratlanul meg-kér-ve kellemetlen helyzetet idéztem elő.

unexpectedly perf-ask-vaact unpleasant situation.Acc invoke.Past.1Sg fore

‘Having unexpectedly asked Mari for [the cooking also] / [both jobs] yesterday, I had caused an unpleasant situation.’


	
b’. ??Tegnap [a főzésre is / mindkét munkára]Quantifier [Marit]Topic yesterday the cooking.Sub also / both work.Sub Mari.Acc váratlanul meg-kér-ve kellemetlen helyzetet idéztem elő.

unexpectedly perf-ask-vaact unpleasant situation.Acc invoke.Past.1Sg fore

‘Having unexpectedly asked Mari [to also cook] / [for both jobs] yesterday, I had caused an unpleasant situation.’


	
c. Tegnap [Marit]Topic [csak a főzésre]Focus meg-kér-ve / (?)[kér-ve meg]

yesterday Mari.Acc only the cooking.Sub perf-ask-vaact / ask-vaact perf

kellemetlen helyzetet idéztem elő.

unpleasant situation.Acc invoke.Past.1Sg fore

‘Having asked Mari only to cook yesterday, I had caused an unpleasant situation.’


	
c’. ??Tegnap [csak a főzésre]Focus [Marit]Topic meg-kér-ve yesterday only the cooking.Sub Mari.Acc perf-ask-vaact

kellemetlen helyzetet idéztem elő.

unpleasant situation.Acc invoke.Past.1Sg fore

‘Having asked Mari only to cook yesterday, I had caused an unpleasant situation.’


	
c”. Tegnap [csak a főzésre]Focus kér-ve 〈?[Marit]Topic〉 meg 〈✓[Marit]Topic〉

yesterday only the cooking.Sub ask-vaact Mari.Acc perf Mari.Acc

kellemetlen helyzetet idéztem elő.

unpleasant situation.Acc invoke.Past.1Sg fore

‘Having asked Mari only to cook yesterday, I had caused an unpleasant situation.’


	
d. Tegnap [mindkét lányt]Quantifier [csak a főzésre]Focus meg-kér-ve / yesterday both girl.Acc only the cooking.Sub perf-ask-vaact / (?)[kér-ve meg] kellemetlen helyzetet idéztem elő.

ask-vaact perf unpleasant situation.Acc invoke.Past.1Sg fore

‘Having asked, yesterday, both girls only to cook, I had caused an unpleasant situatio.’


	
d’ *?Tegnap [csak a főzésre]Focus [mindkét lányt]Quantifier meg-kér-ve yesterday only the cooking.Sub both girl.Acc perf-ask-vaact

kellemetlen helyzetet idéztem elő.

unpleasant situation.Acc invoke.Past.1Sg fore

Intended meaning: ‘Having asked, yesterday, both girls only to cook, I had caused an unpleasant situation.’


	
d” Tegnap [csak a főzésre]Focus kér-ve 〈(?)[mindkét lányt]Quantifier〉 meg yesterday only the cooking.Sub ask-vaact both girl.Acc perf 〈✓[mindkét lányt]Quantifier〉 kellemetlen helyzetet idéztem elő. both girl.Acc unpleasant situation.Acc invoke.Past.1Sg fore

‘Having asked, yesterday, both girls only to cook, I had caused an unpleasant situation.’





The more or less acceptable variants in (129c”,d”) demonstrate operator pairs in non-canonical orders but placed on the two sides of the head (NB: the intended interpretations are those where the scope order follows what the word order provides, but cf. the comments on (126c). As mentioned above, we show these variants only in order to retain our theory-neutral stance, and the readers should decide within their theoretical frameworks what conclusions the given data make them draw.

The last question to discuss in this subsection is where the different adverb types can be inserted into the word order determined by the basic

[Topic > Quantifier > Focus] operator structure. It is a plausible hypothesis, as a point of departure, that in this respect converbial constructions pattern with finite verbal constructions; see  Table 4. As, however, in the final part of subsection 3.1.2.1 this investigation has been exhaustively executed in a way that all Cinquetypes of adjuncts have been tested in pre-head positions (see the series of examples in (13–15) in 3.1.2.1), this subsection is restricted to an overview of the types which readily appear as preconverbial modifiers. They are those referred to as low-level adverbs (127c-c’) and, with a less uniform picture, as medium-level adverbs (127b- b’), with high-level adverbs systematically excluded from the zone in question, see (13) in 3.1.2.1.



Table 4 Potential positions of high-, medium- and low-level adverbs in finite constructions (Surányi 2008: 178/(28) ⏎


	
	
	Topic
	
	Topic
	
	Quant
	
	Quant
	
	Focus
	
	VPrt



	AdvHigh 
	✓	
	✓	
	✓	
	✓	
	✓	
	*	


	AdvMedium
	*	
	*	
	✓	
	✓	
	✓	
	✓	


	AdvLow
	*	
	*	
	*	
	*	
	*	
	✓	


As illustrated in (130), the hypothesis above, restricted to medium- and low-level adverbs, can be retained. That is, of the pre-head positions, medium-level adverbs can readily occupy post-Topic positions (130a+b-b’) while low-level ones can accept only the position after the complete sequence of operators (130a+c-c’). This generalization on potential word orders should be understood in a way that the Cinque-type adverbs considered are not interpreted (and stressed) as contrastive topics (NB: the examples provided are practically unsuitable for such interpretations, in accordance with the content of the relevant comment on (127) above).


	
 ● High-, medium- and low-level adverbs in the word order determined by the basic [Topic > Quantifier > Focus] operator structure in the preconverbial modifier zone


	
a. Ki akar velem tolni a főnök […].

out want.3Sg Ins.1Sg push.Inf the boss

‘The boss wants to mess with me […].’


	
b. [convp 〈??szándékosan〉 [engem]Topic 〈✓szándékosan〉 [mindig]Quantifier 〈(?)szándékosan〉 intentionally I.Acc intentionally always intentionally

[csak az unalmas konferenciákra]Focus 〈*szándékosan〉 el-küld-ve]

only the boring conference.Pl.Sub intentionally away-send-vaact

‘by, intentionally, always sending me only to the boring conference.’


	
b’. [convp [engem]Topic 〈*?szándékosan〉 [az unalmas konferenciákra]Topic

I.Acc fortunately the boring conference.Pl.Sub

[mindig]Quantifier 〈(?)szándékosan〉 el-küld-ve] always fortunately away-send-vaact

‘by, intentionally, always sending me to the boring conferences’


	
c. 〈*teljesen〉 [a kérdéseket]Topic 〈*teljesen〉 [mindig]Quantifier

completely the question.Pl.Acc completely always

〈*teljesen〉 [csak harmadszorra]Focus 〈(?)teljesen〉

completely only for_the_third_time completely

meg-válaszol-va

perf-solve-vaact

‘by always completely answering questions only on the third time of asking’


	
c’. [a hibáimat]Topic 〈*teljesen〉 [az igazgatónak]Topic [mindig]Quantifier

the mistake.Poss.Pl.1Sg.Acc completely the director.Dat always

〈✓ teljesen〉 fel-tár-va

completely up-reveal-vaact

‘by always completely revealing my mistakes to the director’






3.2.2.2 Post-head modification

This subsection is devoted to the question of post-head modification: free adjuncts are discussed generally (3.2.2.2.1) and as scope takers (3.2.2.2.2).


3.2.2.2.1 Free adjuncts as post-head modifiers

The series of examples presented in (131) is devoted to the illustration of the categories which can appear in the postconverbial modifier zone (131a). The matrix construction is given in (131b).

It is a plausible hypothesis that categories that can appear as pre-head modifiers can also appear as post-head ones. As shown in (131), this hypothesis is completely borne out as all the categories serving as pre-head adjuncts (see (119) in 3.2.2.1.1) can readily appear in post-head zones, too, that is, referential and bare noun phrases (131c-c’), postpositional (131d), adverbial and converbial phrases (131e). As shown in (131f), even more than one phrase can readily co-appear here.


	
 ● Categories of postconverbial modifiers


	a. [convp … [convp ... Conv ...] postConv-modifiers …]

	
b. Péter egészen felfrissült [convp …].

Péter completely refresh.Past.3Sg

‘Péter has been completely refreshed […].’


	
c. [convp [convp elfogyasztva egy kávét] [dp a diófa árnyékában]] consume.vaact a coffee.Acc the walnut_tree shadow.Poss.Ine

‘having consumed a coffee in the shade of the walnut-tree’


	
c’. (?)[convp [convp elfogyasztva egy kávét] [np barna cukorral]]

consume.vaact a coffee.Acc brown sugar.Ins

‘having consumed a coffee with brown sugar’


	
d. [convp [convp elfogyasztva egy kávét] [PP a bőséges reggeli után]] consume.vaact a coffee.Acc the substantial breakfast after

‘having consumed a coffee after a substantial breakfast’


	
e. (?)[convp [convp elfogyasztva egy kávét] consume.vaact a coffee.Acc

[AdvP tűzforrón] / [convp jól felmelegítve]]] fire_hot.Adv / well up.warm.Conv

‘having consumed a coffee [piping hot] / [well warmed]’


	
f. [convp [convp elfogyasztva egy kávét] [AdvP jó forrón] [np barna cukorral] consume.vaact a coffee.Acc good hot.Adv brown sugar.Ins

[dp a diófa árnyékában] [PP a bőséges reggeli után]] the walnut_tree shadow.Poss.Ine the substantial breakfast after

‘having consumed a coffee very hot with brown sugar in the shade of the walnut-tree after a substantial breakfast’



Another potential investigation concerning the occurrence of adjuncts in the postconverbial modifier zone may be based on Surányi’s (2008) adverb classification in finite clauses, which rests upon Cinque’s (1999) universal hierarchy. In the final part of subsection 3.1.2.1, this investigation has been exhaustively executed in a way that all Cinque-types of adjuncts have been tested; and the generalization we provided was that the low- and the medium-level adverbs can appear in ConvPs, with high-level adverbs essentially excluded from here (see the series of examples in (13–15) in 3.1.2.1). The acceptable examples were those that the given adverbs had all been placed in pre-head positions. Although it is obvious that this placement is the preferred one (cf. (121) in 3.2.2.1.1), as illustrated below, the low- (132a) and the medium-level (132b) adverbs can basically also appear as postconverbial modifiers.


	
 ● Medium- and low-level adverbs in the postconverbial modifier zone


	
Péter befejezte az előadást

Péter into.finish.Past.DefObj.3Pl the talk.Acc

a. fura kérdéseket is meg-válaszol-va röviden / teljesen / ügyesen.

the strange question.Pl.Acc also perf-answer-vaact briefly / completely / well

‘Péter completed the talk having answered briefly / completely / well the strange questions, too.’


	
Péter várta az ellenőröket az előkészületeket

Péter wait.Past.DefObj.3Pl the inspector.Pl.Acc the preparation.Pl.Acc határidőre be-fejez-ve (?)megint / (?)már.

deadline.Sub into-finish-vaact again / already

‘Péter had, again / already completed the preparations before the deadline, and he was waiting for the inspectors in this way.’






3.2.2.2.2 Free adjuncts as post-head operators

It is exemplified that, of the six types of operators listed in (5) in the Introduction to the volume, the three quantifier-like types—mind-quantifiers (133a), is-quantifiers (133a) and negative quantifiers (133c)—can readily appear in the postconverbial modifier zone while the three narrow-focus-like types—csak-foci (133b), negative foci (133b) and wh-words (133d)—cannot be hosted there. The results are worth comparing to those in (107–112) in 3.2.1.1.4, where arguments were investigated after a converbial head: in the area of description considered, adjuncts can be characterized by the same distribution of acceptance as arguments.


	
 ● Adjuncts as operators in the postconverbial modifier zone


	
Ili kimerült az utolsó napra, le-fut-va a távot

Ili exhaust.Past.3Sg the last day.Sub down-run-vaact the distance.Acc [mindhárom napon] / [még vasárnap is].

all_three day.Sup / even Sunday also

‘Ili had become exhausted for the last day, having run the distance [on all the three days] / [even on Sunday].’


	
*Ili pocsék teljesítményt nyújtott, le-fut-va / [fut-va le]

Ili miserable performance.Acc give.Past.3Sg down-run-vaact / run-vaact down

távot [csak az egyik napon] / [nem a verseny napján].

the distance.Acc only one_of day.Sup / not the race day.Poss.Sup

Intended meaning: ‘Ili gave a poor performance, having run the distance [only on one of the days]

/ [not on the day of the race].’


	
Ili pocsék teljesítményt nyújtott, nem fut-va le a távot

Ili miserable performance.Acc give.Past.3Sg not run-vaact down the distance.Acc semelyik napon (sem).

none day.Sup also_not

‘Ili gave a poor performance, having run the distance on none of the days.’


	
d. * [convp A távot le-fut-va / [fut-va le] mely napokon] the distance.Acc down-run-vaact / run-vaact down which day.Pl.Sup [merült ki] / ki-merült Ili az utolsó napra?

dive.Past.3Sg out / out-dive.Past.3Sg Ili the last day.Sub

Intended meaning: ‘Which days had Ili become exhausted by having run the distance on?’



The next part of this subsection is devoted to the investigation of whether it is possible to have more than one operator in the postconverbial modifier zone. As illustrated in (134a+b-b’), two adjuncts can readily appear in the postconverbial modifier zone; and, just like in the case of postconverbial arguments (see (113) in 3.2.1.1.4), the examples in (134b-b’) are ambiguous (with a negligible preference associated with the word-order reflecting scopal order), due to the fact that, in Hungarian, post-head operators are not ordered scopally (É. Kiss 1992: 167).


	
 ● More than one scope taking adjunct in the postconverbial modifier zone and in both the pre- and the postconverbial modifier zone


	
a. […], a kiadó szép profitra tett szert.

the publisher beautiful profit.Sub take.Past.3Sg substance.Acc

‘… the publisher made a good profit.’


	
b. A könyveket árusít-va [Szegeden is] [mindkét napon] the book.Pl.Acc sell-vaact Szeged.Sup also both day.Sup

[also > ∀]: ‘By selling the books in Szeged as well (as one or more other city) on both days [so that there was at least one place in addition to Szeged where the books were sold on both days…]’

[∀ > also]: ‘By selling the books on both days in Szeged as well (as some other cities) [so that it held for both days that the books were sold on the given days in some cities which may have been different except for Szeged…]’


	b. A könyveket árusít-va [mindkét napon] [Szegeden is] the book.Pl.Acc sell-vaact both day.Sup Szeged.Sup also Both meanings provided in (134b) are available.

	
c. [Ezt a könyvet is] árusít-va [mindkét napon] this.Acc the book.Pl also sell-vaact both day.Sup

[also > ∀]: ‘This book is such that there is at least one place in addition to Szeged where it can be sold on both days’

[∀ > also]: ‘This book is such that it holds for both days that it can be sold in Szeged, too.’





The last case to investigate in this subsection is the combination in which there are two scope taking operators but only one of them is an adjunct, placed in the postconverbial modifier zone, while the other is now an argument appearing in the preconverbial modifier zone (3.2.2.1.3). As illustrated in (134a+c), these kinds of constructions are ambiguous (with a negligible preference associated with the wordorder reflecting scopal order) in the same way as constructions containing two adjuncts postparticipially (134b-b’).


3.3 External syntax of converbs

This section discusses the distribution of converbial phrases within the clause, with a few comments on the differences between the subtypes with respect to their distributional properties. Sections 3.3.1 and 3.3.2 deal with the syntactic functions and the syntactic positions of converbial phrases, respectively.


3.3.1. Syntactic functions of converbial phrases

This subsection mainly focuses on the syntactic functions of converbial phrases. We have organized the discussion on the basis of two factors: the function of the given converb (whether it is an argument, an adjunct or a predicate) (135), and the category of the matrix element that subcategorizes for the converb (136–137). The functions are discussed by means of an extension of the classification given in (6) in 3.1.1, based on the categories proposed by Bartos (2009: 76–77, 99).

Converbs are often referred to in the traditional literature as adverbial participles because converbialization results in forms that pattern with adverbs with respect to their syntactic distribution (on adverbial properties of converbs, see 3.1.4.2).

First, converbs function as predicates with a “copular help” (cf. otthon/jól *(✓van) ‘at_home/well is (‘s/he is [at home]/okay’)), as illustrated in (135a-a’). Under special pragmatic circumstances, however, converbs are preferably used as predicates without the copula (135a”).

Second, converbs can also appear as arguments, typically as verbal modifiers, and not in the place of subjects, objects or other case marked noun phrases (135b). In this respect, thus, converbs also pattern with adverbs (cf. otthon hagy ‘at_home leave’ (‘s/he leaves it at home’), jól tart ‘keep well’ (‘s/he feeds someone well’). All the subtypes of converbs discussed up to this point, those in (135a-b), are VApassconverbs; in complement positions, however, there sporadically appear vaactconverbs, too, as illustrated in (135b’). This special subtype can be characterized by the extreme form of manner meaning which is to be interpreted as not only an accompanying activity to the matrix activity (in which case the PartP should have been considered to be an adjunct) but the execution of the matrix activity (via which the matrix activity has been carried out). Note that, in harmony with this “viameaning”, instrumental case marked deverbal nominal constructions can preferably substitute for the vaact-converbial constructions, ones such as torta-süt-és-sel ‘cake-bake-Nmn-Ins’ (‘via baking cakes’).


	
 ● Functions of converbs, with illustration of the capacity of subtypes for taking arguments and adjuncts


	
Va-Converbs as Predicates


	
a. static predicate

Ili nagyon ki van fárad-va az ebédfőzéstől.

Ili very out be.3Sg get_tired-VApass the lunch.cook.Nmn.Abl

‘Ili is very much exhausted from preparing lunch.’


	
a’. dynamic predicate

Brutálisan meg lett foszt-va a bárónő az ékszereitől.

brutally perf become.Past.3Sg deprive-VApass the baroness the jewel.Poss.Pl.Abl

‘The baroness has been brutally deprived of her jewels.’


	
a” potential non-copular use of predicates

Az ebéd tálal-va (van)! / Meg-csinál-va! / Útlevél ki-pipál-va!

the lunch serve-VApass be.3Sg / perf-do-VApass / passport out-tick-VApass

‘The lunch is served.’ / ‘Done!’ / ‘Passport check.’




	
Va-Converbs as Complements


	b. Small-Clause Predicate Expressing State

Az ékszereitől teljesen meg-foszt-va találtuk a bárónőt.

the jewel.Poss.Pl.Abl completely perf-deprive-VApass find.Past.DefObj.1Pl the baroness.Acc

‘We found the baroness totally deprived of her jewels.’


	
b’. small-clause predicate expressing the execution of the matrix activity

?Megállás nélkül tortákat süt-ve ütöttem el az időt.

stopping without cake.Pl.Acc bake-vaact beat.Past.1Sg away the time.Acc

‘I was killing time via baking cakes nonstop.’


	C. Va-Converbs as Adjuncts

	
c. state adverbial

Laci [az ebédet pazarul elő-készít-ve] /

Laci the lunch.Acc elegantly fore-prepare-vaact /

[az ebédfőzéstől nagyon ki-fárad-va] várt minket.

the lunch.cook.Nmn.Abl very out-get_tired-VApass wait.Past.3Sg we.Acc

‘Laci waited for us having [elegantly prepared the lunch] / [been very much exhausted from preparing lunch].’


	
c’. manner adverbial

a. Yesterday-t hangosan énekel-ve masíroztunk haza. the Yesterday-Acc loudly sing-vaact march.Past.1Pl home

‘We were marching home singing Yesterday loudly.’


	
c”. purpose adverbial

Ablakot nyitottam, utat enged-ve a füstnek.

window.Acc open.Past.3Sg way.Acc allow-vaact the smoke.Dat

‘I opened the window, letting out the smoke.’




	
D. Van-converbs as adjuncts


	
d. Sentential Modifier as Reason

?Be-esteled-vén, tüzet kellett raknunk.

into-night_fall-VÁN fire.Acc must.Past put.Inf.1P

‘After night had fallen, we had to make a fire.’


	
d’ Sentential Modifier as Time

?A legkisebb gyermekük is el-ér-vén a nagykorúságot,

the smallest child.Poss.3Pl also away-reach-VÁN the age_of_majority.Acc a szomszéd házaspár újra elkezdett utazgatni.

the neighbor couple again begin.Past.3Sg travel.Inf

‘With even their youngest child having reached the age of majority, the couple next door had begun, again, to travel.’







Third, converbs can readily appear as adjuncts (135c-d), which is the typical function of adverbs (cf. otthon alszik ‘at_home sleep’ (‘s/he is sleeping at home’). While manner and purpose adverbials, illustrated in (135c’-c”), are essentially vaact-converbs (with exceptions such as the one shown in (3d’) in 3.1.1), both

vaact- and VApass-converbs can function as state adverbials (135c). It is shown in (135d-d’) that the archaic VÁN-converb can be inserted in the system of converbs as (various subtypes of) state adverbials.

We follow Bartos (2009: 99) in understanding what is presented in (135) as a system of converbial subtypes essentially ordered from bottom up according to internal structural richness, with syntactic minimalness as one extreme value and clausalness as the other. The VÁN-converbial construction is an excellent representative of the clausal extreme point since the converbial head can have its own subject (135d’) as well as appearing even as a predicate with no semantic subject (135d); see Remark 1 in 3.1.1. All other subtypes, that is, those listed in (135a-c”), can be regarded as reduced in the sense that the given converbial head can have no phonetically realized subject. The lowest subtypes from (135a-b) can be construed as ‘even more reduced’ since the VApass-converbial heads can have neither explicit subjects nor explicit objects. As for the concept of syntactic minimalness mentioned above, however, it should be considered that each converbial subtype in the system shown in (135) can be associated with oblique case marked arguments and free adjuncts, witnessed by the examples we have selected.


Remark 6. Bartos (2009: 77–82), having reviewed the various generative approaches to VAconverbs available in the Hungarian literature (Komlósy 1992, Laczkó 2000a, É. Kiss 1999, Bene 2005, Kenesei 2000, Tóth 2000b), decides to base a hierarchical theory concerning the subtypes of converbs such as the one illustrated in (135a-c”) above upon Tóth’s (2000b) analysis, which recognized that -vA-affixation can target a variety of syntactic domains (VP, VoiceP, T(ense)P), giving rise to converbial units of diverse status and function (Bartos 2009: 81). Bartos (2009: 99) concludes that there are at least four crucial syntactic points for ConvPs to be inserted, yielding converbial constructions with markedly different properties. These are, from bottom up, (1) right above v, (2) above CAUS but below Voice, (3) above Voice, (4) in the IP-space. Let us consider the characterizations of the four cases provided by Bartos (2009: 99).



	Merge right above v, illustrated in (135a) above and (i) below. In this case, a minimal converbial phrase is claimed to emerge, which can then be embedded in a copular matrix domain, where the converb will serve as the main semantic predicate. The internal argument of the converb, practically a Theme, is promoted to be the subject of the copula clause, getting its case licensed there. It is claimed that no external argument can appear, which can be attributed to the minimalness of the structure.

	
 Merge above CAUS but below Voice; see (135a’) above and (ii) below. In this case, the embedding construction is still copular, but a somewhat richer structure is claimed to emerge, with an event variable that licenses further modifiers. A modifier like this is zsírban ‘in fat’, exemplified in (ii), where not only the result state of frying is referred to, as in the unacceptable example (i), but also the process of frying, of which the method of using fat is an inherent part.


	
*A hús zsírban van meg-sül-ve.

the meat fat.Ine be.3Sg perf-fryunacc-VApass

Intended meaning: ‘The meat has been fried in fat.’

(Bartos 2009: 91, ex. (28a)


	
A hús zsírban van meg-süt-ve.

the meat fat.Ine be.3Sg perf-frytr-VApass ‘The meat has been fried in fat.’

(Bartos 2009: 91, ex. (28a)




	Merge above Voice. This point of merge is claimed to give rise to either small clauses selected by certain matrix predicates as their arguments (135b-b’), or adverbial modifiers to matrix VoicePs (135c-c’), which are adjuncts. Here the Voice-layer allows for projecting an external argument in Bartos’s approach, but in the absence of a case licenser it surfaces as a covert DP (PRO), the reference of which is determined by syntactic (essentially subject or object) control (on controllers, see the description illustrated in (9–10) in 3.1.1). The ConvP is construed as a secondary predicate, with a depictive or a transparent adverbial reading (see Remark 3 in 3.1.1).

	
 Merge in the IP-space, illustrated in (135c”) above. This high merge point is claimed to yield a clausal structure for the ConvP, the subject of which, however, is still covert, due to the fact that its T(ense) is non-finite, and hence syntactically or logophorically controlled (see (10d) in 3.1.1).

We have completed this four-element system with a fifth one, shown in (135d-d’), which is the VÁN-converb. Its peculiar property is that it can have its own overt subject (see Remark 1 in 3.1.1), the licensor of which is obviously difficult to find (probably the -n in some way, which may be related to the 3Sg agreement suffix (e.g. ül-j-ön ‘sit-Subj-3Sg) (cf. Károly 1956: 208–213, Nádasdi 2012: 170–178). Due to the potential appearance of an explicit subject, this subtype is to be considered to be the highest, most clause-like, element of the system, referred to there as a sentential modifier, following Bartos (2009: 96). VÁNconverbial sentential modifiers can provide two semantic factors concerning the connection between the ConvP and the matrix: reason and/or time (135d) and (135d’), often together inseparably (due to pragmatic factors).

VA-converbs can also appear as sentential modifiers, as shown in (iii). In this function, VA- and VÁN-converbial constructions are in a competiton since VÁN-ConvPs can also have phonetically null subjects. The grammaticality judgments in (iii) show the evaluation of the authors, but this is the area where the judgments highly depend on the given speakers’ extent of tolerance towards VÁN-converbs: whether they use VÁN-converbs as part of their standard Hungarian, or use them with the intention of enriching their speech with archaic and/or elevated stylistic features, or do not use them at all).


	
[Az ebédfőzéstől nagyon (?)ki-fárad-ván / ✓ki-fárad-va], the lunch.cook.Nmn.Abl very out-get_tired-VÁN / out-get_tired-VApass

Laci lefeküdt aludni.

Laci down.lie.Past.3Sg sleep.Inf

‘[Very much exhausted from preparing lunch], Laci went to sleep.’





At this point, we draw the interested reader’s attention to 3.1.4.2, sub IV, in which a somewhat different approach to the functions of converbial expressions is available. It is investigated there on the basis of Keszler (2000d: 210, 2000c: 426–429), Kiefer and Ladányi (2000b: 208–210) and Kiefer (2000b: 579) whether VA-converbs can appear in the place and function of a wide range of adverb types, not restricted to state and manner adverbs.

Let us now turn to the question of what types of matrix heads take converbs as complements (136). As already shown in (135b-b’), ConvPs can appear as arguments of finite verbal phrases (in a lexical-semantic sense), in the function of secondary predicates typically appearing as verbal modifiers; see also (136a-a”) below. As a straightforward consequence of this fact, converbs can also be arguments of other non-finite/deverbal categories such as infinitives (136b), various types of participles (136c-c’), converbs (136d), deverbal nominals (136e), and, less readily, deverbal adjectives (136f). In (136b-f), VApass-converbial expressions are shown as arguments of heads of diverse categories. We claim without illustration that vaact-converbial expressions such as the two provided in (136a’-a”) can also serve as arguments of the same verb-based categories.


	
 ● Categories taking VA-converbial phrases as their arguments


	
a. [vp [convp Be-zár-va] találtuk / hagytuk /

into-lock-VApass find.Past.DefObj.1Pl / leave.Past.DefObj.1Pl / tartottuk a házat].

hold.Past.DefObj.1Pl the house.Acc

‘We found / left / kept the house locked.’


	
a’. [vp [convp Könyvet olvas-va] töltötte az időt].

book.Acc read-vaact spend.DefObj.3Sg the house.Acc

‘He passed the time reading books’


	
a” [vp [convp Kétségbeesett arcot vág-va] fogadta a hírt].

desperate face.Acc cut-vaact receive.Past.DefObj.3Sg the news.Acc

‘He received the news with a desperate look in his face.’


	
b. Meglepő volt [infp [convp be-zár-va] talál-ni a házat].

surprising be.Past.3Sg into-lock-VApass find-Inf the house.Acc

‘Finding the house locked was surprising.’


	
c. [partp a házat [convp be-zár-va] tart-ó] lány

the house.Acc into-lock-VApass hold-Ó girl

‘a/the girl who keeps the house locked’


	
c’. a [partp [convp be-zár-va] tart-ott / tart-andó / tart-ható] ház

the into-lock-VApass hold-T / hold-ANDÓ / hold-HATÓ house

‘the house that [was kept] / [should be kept] / [can be kept] locked’


	
d. [convp [convp A házat be-zár-va] hagy-va] mentem el.

the house.Acc into-lock-VApass hold-vaact go.Past.1Sg away

‘I went away, leaving the house locked.’


	
e. [dp A ház [convp be-zár-va] tart-ása] nem volt jó ötlet.

the house into-lock-VApass hold-Nmn.Poss not be.Past.3Sg good idea

‘Keeping the house locked was not a good idea.’


	
f. ??a [ap [convp be-zár-va] tart-hatatlan] kutya

the into-lock-VApass hold-Adjr dog

‘the dog that cannot be kept chained’





As shown in (135c-c”), ConvPs can readily appear as adjuncts that belong to finite verbal phrases; see also (137a-a’) below. In harmony with this fact, converbs can also readily serve as adjuncts of certain non-finite/deverbal categories such as infinitives (137b) and participles (137c-c”), and somewhat less readily as deverbal nominals (137e) and as deverbal adjectives (137f-f’). Converbs even less readily host converbial adjuncts (137d-d’), presumably due to some kind of monotonicity effect concerning free adjuncts (whose affiliation is less easily detectable than that of arguments, cf. (136d). In most of the examples, vaact-converbial expressions are shown as adjunctive satellites of heads of various categories (137b,c,c’,d,e,f). We claim with partial illustration (137c”,d’,f’) that VApass-converbial expressions such as the one provided in (137a’) can also serve as adjuncts of the same verbbased categories to the same extent. As for the symmetry between active and passive converbial forms, (137c’) is worthy of comment: the example in question shows that even the syntactically puzzling combination can occur in which a passive participle has an active converbial adjunct.


	
 ● Categories taking VA-converbial phrases as adjuncts that belong to them


	
a. [vp [convp Újságot olvas-va] üldögéltem a teraszon].

newspaper.Acc read-vaact be_sitting.Past.1Sg the terrace.Sup

‘I was sitting on the terrace reading newspapers.’


	
a’. [vp [convp Nyársra tűz-ve] sütöttem (meg) a húst].

stick.Sub put-VApass fry.Past.1Sg perf the meat.Acc

‘I [was frying] / [have fried] the meat skewered.’


	
b. Jó dolog [infp [convp újságot olvas-va] üldögél-ni a teraszon].

good thing newspaper.Acc read-vaact be_sitting-Inf the terrace.Sup

‘It was good to be sitting in the terrace reading newspapers.’


	
c. az [partp [convp újságot olvas-va] üldögél-ő] lány

the newspaper.Acc read-vaact be_sitting-Ó girl

‘the girl who is sitting reading newspapers’


	
c’. [partp [convp a nyársat közvetlenül a tűz fölé tart-va] süt-endő] hús

the stick.Acc directly the fire above hold-vaact fry-ANDÓ meat

‘the meat that should be fried by holding the skewer directly above the fire’


	
c”. a [partp [convp nyársra tűz-ve] süt-hető] hús

the stick.Sub put-VApass fry-HATÓ meat

‘the meat that can be fried skewered’


	
d. ??Ott hagytuk őket [convp [convp újságot olvas-va] üldögél-ve].

there leave.Past.DefObj.1Pl they.Acc newspaper.Acc read-vaact be_sitting-vaact

‘We left them sitting reading newspapers.’


	
d’ ??Jobban szeretem a húst [convp [convp nyársra tűz-ve] süt-ve].

more like.DefObj.1Sg the meat.Acc stick.Sub put-VApass fry-VApass

‘I prefer the meat fried skewered.’


	
e. ?Kiborít [dp Ilinek a teraszon való hosszas üldögél-és-e freak_out.3Sg Ili.Dat the terrace.Sup VALÓ lengthy be_sitting-Nmn.Poss

[convp újságot olvas-va]].

newspaper.Acc read-vaact

‘I am freaked out by Ili’s lengthy sitting on the terrace while reading newspapers.’


	
f. ??a [ap [convp guggol-va] szinte süt-hetetlen] hús

the squat-vaact almost fry-Adjr meat

‘the meat that cannot be fried while squatting’


	
f’ (?)a [ap [convp nyárson süt-ve] szinte e-hetetlen] hús

the stick.Sup fry-VApass almost eat-Adjr meat ‘the meat that cannot be eaten skewered’





We conclude the subsection by discussing the fact that the acceptability of converbial expressions in particular functions depends not only on the active/passive and perfect/imperfect dichotomies concentrated on in 3.1.1 but also on phonological (138b-b’), semantic (138a-a’) and aspectual (138c-c’) factors (see the comments on (7c-c’) and (8d-d’) in the subsection in question).


	
 ● Further factors having impact on the acceptability of converbial expressions in certain functions


	
a. ?A nehéz feladat jól meg van old-va.

the difficult task well perf be.Past.3Sg solve-VApass

‘The difficult task has been solved well.’


	
a’. A hús jól át van süt-ve. the meat well across be.3Sg roast-VApass

‘The meat is / [has been] roasted well.’


	
b. Az ezredes ??((?)egy puskagolyótól súlyosan) meg-sebesül-ve the colonel the rifle_bullet.Abl seriously perf-be_wounded-VApass várta a felmentő sereget. wait.Past.DefObj.3Sg the relief army.Acc

‘The colonel was waiting for the relief army wounded (seriously from a rifle bullet).’


	
b’. Peti ??( ✓az előkészületektől teljesen) ki-merül-ve várt minket.

Peti the preparation.Pl.Abl completely out-dive-VApass wait.Past.3Sg we.Acc

‘Peti was waiting for us (totally) exhausted (by the preparations).’


	
c. Szépen / Gyorsan fel-öltöz-ve elindult munkába.

neatly / quickly up_dress-VApass depart.Past.3Sg work.Ill

‘Dressed neatly / quickly, he left for work.’

(Bartos 2009: 79, ex. (6a)


	
c’. Szépen / *Gyorsan fel-öltöz-ve találtuk /

neatly / quickly up_dress-VApass find.Past.DefObj.1Pl /

[ült a szobájában]. sit.Past.3Sg the room.Poss.Ine

‘[We found him] / [He was sitting] neatly / quickly dressed in his room.’
 (Bartos 2009: 79, ex. (6b)





It is illustrated in (138a-a’) that it is preferred for the static predicative converbial construction, for instance, to contain an argument that undergoes a (preferably physical and not psychological) change of state, after which the result state is ‘clearly visible’, and/or the resulting state holds for a longer period (Bartos 2009:

83).

As shown by the grammaticality judgments associated with the VAstateconstructions in (138b,b’), the acceptability of a ConvP is sometimes radically influenced by the factor of what extent the converbial expression is elaborated: the heavier the phonological form of the given phrase is, the more acceptable it is in the converbial function in question. What factually counts may be not the formal factor of heaviness but its pragmatic dimension, which can be captured as some kind of sophistication or detailedness.

The radical difference in acceptability observable in the minimal pair in (138c-c’) illustrates a factor that may preferably to be construed as aspectual. In this approach, the difference between the adverbial satellites in the ConvPs in question, ‘quickly’ and ‘neatly’, can be captured as follows, based on the tripartite event structure demonstrated in Farkas and Ohnmacht (2012): while both provide some characterization of the event of dressing, the former pertains to the cumulative phase of the event (the process itself of putting on clothes) with the latter exclusively pertaining to the result phase in which the given person is being “represented” by wearing certain clothes. The difference between the constructions shown in (138c) and those shown in (138c’) is then that the matrix construction in (138c) can be interpreted in both ways while the one in (138c’) is compatible with only the result-state characterizing interpretation. Thus, predicates that take ConvPs as arguments (138c’) or adjuncts (138c-c’), sometimes together with the entire matrix clause, are sensitive certain aspectual characteristics within the given ConvPs.


3.3.2. Syntactic positions of converbial phrases

This subsection briefly discusses the information-structural positions in which converbial phrases can appear. That is, it is investigated whether converbs can appear in post-head positions, as verbal modifiers, and as various types of quantifiers, foci and topics.

Of the head types which a ConvP can belong to (listed in (136) as arguments and in (137) as adjuncts in 3.3.1), the following categories can host the converbial phrase in a post-head position (without any kind of operator character): a verb (139a-a”), an infinitive (139b), and a deverbal nominal (139e). Converbs can host other converbs in a post-head position only if the satellite is an argument (139d’), and not an adjunct (139d); presumably for the same reason as discussed in connection with (137d-d’): the affiliation of adjuncts is less easily detectable than that of arguments. Participles and adjectives can host converbs in a post-head position only if they serve as predicates (139c”,f’), and not as attributes (139c-c’,f), due to the fact that attributive constructions are always head-final in Hungarian (see the (a)-examples in (78–80) in 2.1.4.1, sub III).


	
 ● Positions of converbs: I. Post-head position


	
a. [vp Üldögéltem a teraszon [convp újságot olvas-va]].

be_sitting.Past.1Sg the terrace.Sup newspaper.Acc read-vaact

‘I was sitting on the terrace reading newspapers.’


	
a’. [vp Meg-sütöttem a húst [convp nyársra tűz-ve]].

perf-fry.Past.1Sg the meat.Acc stick.Sub put-VApass

‘I have fried the meat skewered.’


	
a” [vp Ott hagytuk a házat [convp be-zár-va]].

there leave.Past.DefObj.1Pl the house.Acc into-lock-VApass

‘We left the house locked.’


	
b. Jó dolog [infp üldögél-ni a teraszon [convp újságot olvas-va]].

good thing be_sitting-Inf the terrace.Sup newspaper.Acc read-vaact

‘It is good to be sitting in the terrace reading newspapers.’


	
c. *az [partp üldögél-ő [convp újságot olvas-va]] lány

the be_sitting-Ó newspaper.Acc read-vaact girl

Intended meaning: ‘the girl who is sitting reading newspapers’


	
c’. *a [partp jól (meg-)süt-hető [convp nyársra tűz-ve]] hús

the well (perf-)fry-ANDÓ stick.Sub put-VApass meat

Intended meaning: ‘the meat that can be fried well skewered’


	
c”. Ez a hús jól (meg-)süt-hető [convp nyársra tűz-ve].

this the meat well (perf-)fry-HATÓ stick.Sub put-VApass

‘This meat can be fried skewered.’


	
d. ??Ott hagytuk őket [convp üldögél-ve [convp újságot olvas-va]].

there leave.Past.DefObj.1Pl they.Acc be_sitting-vaact newspaper.Acc read-vaact

‘We left them sitting reading newspapers.’


	
d’ El-mentem [convp ott hagy-va a házat [convp be-zár-va]].

away-go.Past.1Sg there hold-vaact the house.Acc into-lock-VApass

‘I went away, leaving the house locked.’


	
e. ?Kiborít [dp Ilinek a teraszon való hosszas üldögél-és-e freak_out.3Sg Ili.Dat the terrace.Sup VALÓ lengthy be_sitting-Nmn.Poss

[convp újságot olvas-va]].

newspaper.Acc read-vaact

‘I am freaked out by Ili’s lengthy sitting on the terrace while reading newspapers.’


	
f. *a [ap szinte (meg-)süt-hetetlen [convp nyársra tűz-ve]] hús

the almost (perf-)fry-Adjr stick.Sub put-VApass meat

Intended meaning: ‘the meat that cannot be fried skewered’


	
f’. Ez a hús szinte meg-süt-hetetlen [convp nyársra tűz-ve].

this the meat almost perf-fry-Adjr stick.Sub put-VApass ‘This meat cannot be fried skewered.’





We claim without full illustration of the possible cases that the distribution of grammaticality judgments sketched above does not depend on the difference between vaact- and VApass-converbs; what count are the argument vs. adjunct status of ConvPs and their function according to the system illustrated in (135) in 3.3.1 (although these latter two factors are undoubtedly in a strong correlation with the active/passive dichotomy). A complete cross-classification of the cases according to all these factors would go far beyond the scope of this book.

As for further positions, a VApass-converbial phrase can readily appear as a verbal modifier (140a) – and this can be regarded as its canonical position (as a complement with an essentially adverbial character, see the comment on (135b) in 3.3.1). As converbs (just like infinitives and participles) do not form expressions that could be categorized as basic universal quantifiers, the construction presented in (140b) is of the atypical kind illustrated, in the case of infinitives, in Remark 9 in 1.3.2, and in the case of participles, in (147b) in 2.3.2. It is not difficult, however, to create examples of ConvPs appearing as is-quantifiers (140c), csak-foci (140d), and contrastive topics (140g). It is also possible to replace a ConvP with a whexpression, as shown in (140e). Nevertheless, although the resulting question is undoubtedly such that a congruent answer to it can be created with a ConvP, there is no argument for qualifying the suitable wh-expression as a converbial phrase; it is rather an adverbial one.


	
 ● Other positions of VApass-converbs


	
a. [vp [convp Nyit-va]VMod hagyhatod a házat].

open-VApass leave.Mod.DefObj.2Sg the house.Acc

‘You can leave the house open.’


	
b. ?Mind nyit-va, [convp mind zár-va]Quant ott hagyhatod a házat.

all open-VApass all lock-VApass there leave.Mod.DefObj.2Sg the house.Acc

‘You can leave the house either open or closed.’


	
c. [convp Nyit-va is]Quant hagyhatod a házat.

open-VApass also leave.Mod.DefObj.2Sg the house.Acc

‘You can leave the house also open.’


	
d. [convp Csak be-zár-va]Focus hagyhatod ott a házat.

only into-lock-VApass leave.Mod.DefObj.2Sg there the house.Acc

‘You can leave the house only closed.’


	
e. Hogyanwh hagytad ott a házat?

how leave.Past.DefObj.2Sg there the house.Acc

‘How have you left the house?’


	
f. [convp Nyit-va]Topic két ablakot hagytam, open-VApass two window.Acc leave.Past.DefObj.1Sg

[convp félig be-csuk-va]Topic hármat, [convp be-csuk-va] meg hatot.

halfway into-lock-VApass three.Acc into-lock-VApass and six.Acc

‘I have left open two windows, halfway closed three, and closed six.’


	
g. Ez a pad újonnan 500.000 Ft-ot ér, this the bench newly 500.000 Ft-Acc be_worth.3Sg

de [convp újra-fest-ve] bezzeg semmit nem kapok érte. but again-paint-VApass [reproach+] nothing.Acc not get.1Sg Cau.3Sg ‘This bench as new is worth HUF 500.000 but as a repainted one I get nothing for it.’





Our example of a ConvP as a non-contrastive topic in (140f) requires a comment. Converbs are not readily suitable for being non-contrastive topics since “basic” topics are held to be referential expressions (typically noun phrases). It thus depends on the theoretical framework whether one can accept the sort of listing alternatives in (140f), in which no reproaching flavor emerges, as a construction with a basic sort of topic.


	
 ● Other positions of vaact-converbs


	
a. [vp [convp Könyvet olvas-va]VMod töltötte az időt].

book.Acc read-vaact spend.DefObj.3Sg the house.Acc

‘He passed the time reading books.’


	
b. ?Mind fut-va, [convp mind sétál-va]Quant teljesítheted a távot.

all run-vaact all walk-vaact complete.Mod.DefObj.2Sg the distance.Acc

‘You can complete the distance by either running or walking.’


	
c. [convp Sétál-va is]Quant teljesítheted a távot.

walk-vaact also complete.Mod.DefObj.2Sg the distance.Acc

‘You can complete the distance also by walking.’


	
d. [convp Csak fut-va]Focus teljesítheted a távot.

only run-vaact complete.Mod.DefObj.2Sg the distance.Acc

‘You can complete the distance only by running.’


	
e. Hogyanwh teljesíthetem a távot?

how complete.Mod.DefObj.1Sg the distance.Acc

‘How can I complete the distance?’


	
f. [convp Fut-va]Topic ketten teljesítették a távot, run-vaact two.Advr complete.Past.DefObj.1Sg the distance.Acc

[convp kocog-va]Topic hárman, [convp sétálva-va] meg hatan.

jog-vaact three.Advr walk-vaact and six.Advr ‘Two have completed the distance by running, three by jogging, and six by walking.’


	
g. [convp Sétál-va]CTopic bezzeg csak Ili teljesíthette a távot.

walk-vaact [reproach+] only Ili complete.Mod.Past.DefObj.1Sg the distance.Acc

‘As for walking, it was only Ili who was allowed to complete the distance in this way.’





As illustrated in (141), vaact-converbs pattern with VApass-converbs in being capable of appearing in the same kinds of information-structural positions, with the same comments concerning the cases of wh-phrases and non-contrastive topics.



3.4 Bibliographical notes

Converbialization is traditionally referred to as a derivation (Keszler 2000a: 317). In this volume, however, we essentially follow Kenesei’s (2000: 116–128) alternative stance, who argues for the status of converbializers as non-finite clause type marking inflectional suffixes; in this approach, thus, the converbializer is practically regarded as occupying a Tense position (Rebrus 2000: 770). Three converbial suffixes are considered in Hungarian grammars (Laczkó 2000a): ‑vA, ‑vÁn and ‑AndÓ. From these, only the first one, ‑vA, is held to be unquestionably productive; the status of ‑vÁn and ‑AndÓ is controversial (Laczkó 2000a: 409, 443, Bartos 2009: 75–76; cf. Kiefer and Ladányi 2000a: 161).

VÁN-converbs are claimed to be significantly different from VA-converbs in that they can have their own subjects in the Nominative or be formed from verbs which do not have any arguments (Komlósy 1992: 465–466), Sárik 1998, Tóth 2000b, Bartos 2009, Nádasdi 2012; see also Károly 1956: 208–213).

Laczkó (2000a: 445–446) argues that there are two types of VA converbial suffixes: an active and a passive one (cf. Velcsovné 1968a,b; Komlósy 1992). Bartos (2009: 77–82), having reviewed the various generative approaches to VAconverbs available in the Hungarian literature (Komlósy 1992, É. Kiss 1999, Kenesei 2000, Laczkó 2000a, Tóth 2000b, Bene 2005), bases a hierarchical theory upon Tóth’s (2000b) analysis, which recognized that ‑vA-affixation can target a variety of syntactic domains.

It is also investigated in the literature whether VA-converbs can appear in the place and function of a wide range of adverb types, not restricted to state and manner adverbs (Keszler 2000d: 210, 2000c: 426–429, Kiefer and Ladányi 2000b: 208–210), Kiefer 2000b: 579).
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C


	Case 278

	Accusative ~ 6, 7, 9, 11, 18, 21, 24, 25, 31, 32–33, 52, 93, 94, §1.1.4.1/V (p. 95), 115, 129, 133, 138–140, 208, 240, 269–270, 274, 278, 286, 293, §1.4.2 (p. 295), 338, 344, 354, 367, 371, 406–407, §2.1.4.1/V (p. 407), 419, 427, 433–434, 438–442, 498–499, 513–516, 544–545, §3.1.4.1/V (p. 545), 562, 568, 572–575

	Ablative ~ 27, 213, 278, 311, 468

	Adessive ~ 55, 278, 374, 519

	Allative ~ 278

	Dative ~ 6, 10–15, 27–28, 32–33, 43, 58, 63–67, 70–71, 84–85, 94–95, 99, 106, 111–114, 116, 130, 134–135, 140, 148–151, 173, 212, 214–215, 262, 270, 272, 278, 281–282, 286, 291, 308–312, 320–329, 390, 397–398, 495, 536–537

	Delative ~ 278

	Elative ~ 26, 278, 294

	Illative ~ 208–209, 278, 294

	Inessive ~ 67, 262, 278, 383, 526

	Instrumental ~ 130, 140, 278, 293, 311, 322, 495, 526, 528, 605

	Lative ~ 27, 137

	Locative ~ 27, 67, 169, 190–191, 234, 236, 262, 383, 526–527

	Nominative ~ 7, 10, 14, 27, 43, 58, 70, 84, 128, 129, 133, 134, 140, 262, 270, 278, 286, 308, 310, 320–322, 327, 337–338, 345, 354, 367, 428, 438, 442, 485, 513, 572

	Oblique ~ 5–7, 11–12, 25–27, 31, §1.1.2.3/V (p. 46), 49–53, 56–57, 66–67, 82–84, 93, 98, 106, 112, 129, 133, 174, 221, 240, 310–312, 317, 321–322, 339, 353, §2.1.2.3/V (p. 364), 367–369, 372, 376, 379, 383, 394–398, 406, 411, 419, 438–442, 455, 473–474, 495, 496, 498, 499, §3.1.2.3/V (p. 510), 513–514, 517, 526–527, 534–537, 544, 547, 572, 574, 581, 590, 607

	Sublative ~ 105, 130, 212, 214, 278, 312, 317

	Superessive ~ 278

	-t -marked phrase §1.1.4.1/V (p. 95), §2.1.4.1/V (p. 407), §3.1.4.1/V (p. 545)

	Translative/Essive ~ 278



	Case assignment 9, 79–80, 95, 133, 339, 392, 428, 482, 532, 537, 575

	Case marking See Case

	Classifier 117

	Clitic 12, 100, 103

	Coincidence of markers/features/forms 84–85, 88, 94–95, 127, 142, 143, 148–150, 215, 255, 302, 339, 435, 444, 515, 578

	Command 29–30, 242–243

	Complement 117–120, § 121 (p120), 170–172, 273, 278, 285–287, 295–297, 301–303, 306, 307–308, §14227 (p310), §14228 (p312), 316, 319–320, 321–322, 324, 325–328, 428–432, § 221 (p433), 451–454, 488, §3142/IV (p558), 563–567, § 321 (p567), 588–590, 605–606, 608–609, 613

	prehead ~ 118, 121–123, 136–141, 151–152, 211, 218, 245–248, 254–255, 433–436, 443, 446–447, 454, 568–570, 576–577, 579–581, 596

	two-slot ~ 123, 136–141, 246–247, 255, 436, 443, 569–570, 576

	posthead ~ 103, 118, 123–128, 141–151, 152–170, 187, 192–193, 204, 208–209, 228, 260, 436–438, 443–446, 448–451, 458–459, 469, 570–571, 577–579, 581–587, 594



	Complementation See Complement 

	Complex event 30–31, 62, 110, 127, 129, 381

	Compositionality 55, 334, 343, 378, 381, 420, 423, 560

	Compound 345, 461

	Conjugation 15, 21, 25, 27, 65–66, §1141/II (p87), 114, 115–116, 274, 293, 295, 301, 383, §2141/II (p401), 427–428, 526, §3141/II (p540), 562–563

	Conjunction 22

	Constituency 24, 27, 114, 123, 152–153, 155, 177, 220, 225, 436, 448, 453, 469

	Controll 5–21, 32–33, 44, 99, 270, 324, 485–486, 492–496, 497, 502, 544, 607–608

	Logophoric ~ 493–496, 608

	Converb 121–125, 174, 221, 236, 238, 244, 246, 250, 253, 258–259, 433, 436, 441, 455, 470, 473–474, 476, § 3 (p481)

	active (VAACT)/passive (VAPASS)

	pattern482- 490, 497–498, 507, 509–510, 544, 572, 609- 610, 613



	VÁN- ~ 482–487, 500, 511, 514, 518–521, 522–525, 531–532, 537, 606–608

	lévén -construction 486, 523–529

	ANDÓ- ~ 482, 487



	Coordination 275–280, 283

	Countability 446

	Coreference 328

	Cumulative phase 498, 611

	Cycle 116, 172, 325–329, 428, 554, 563, 597



D


	Defectivity 8, 16

	Definiteness 15, §1142/V (p114), 115 See Agreement 

	in definiteness of the object ~ Effect 269, 273

	Definite noun phrase 70–71, 125, 145, 212, 462, 596

	Degree

	Comparative ~ 333, 419–424, 473, 557, 558 ~ of adjectivalness §2143 (p426), 473

	~ of adverbialness §3143 (p561) ~ of comparison 344, §2142/II (p419), 423, 426–427, §3142/I (p557), 558, 562

	~ of nominalness 110–116

	~ of referentiality / specificity 51, 94–95, §1142/V (p114), 115, 122, 125–127, 137, 142, 144–146, 150, 151, 213, 372, 435, 445–446, 462, 517, 569, 578–580, 596

	~ of verbalness 92, 95–96, 113, §1143 (p115), 406–407, 417, §2143 (p426), 545–546, 554, §3143 (p561)

	Superlative ~ 419–423, 557, 558



	Depictive 493–494, 607

	Derivation xxviii, 4, 53, 58, 129, 244, 332, 336, 343, 346, 373, 382, 453, 482, 518, 522, 558

	Determination §1142/VI (p114), §1143 (p115) Determiner 114 See Quantifier 

	determiner

	Deverbal adjective 238, 336, 343, 473–474, 608–609

	Deverbal noun22- 30, 43, 103, 112, 123, 9–130, 138, 152, 163, 173, 201, 236, 238, 242–243, 244–246, 251–253, 259–260, 332–333, 379, 389–390, 414, 416, 436, 473–474, 476, 554, 569, 581, 597, 605, 608–609, 612

	Dialects of Hungarian xix–xxi, 16, 63, 128, 281, 300, 309, 521

	Discourse-linkedness 36, 146, 172, 213, 219, 222, 281

	Discourse particle/marker 58, 107, 124, 179, 210, 212, 241, 285, 416, 464, 553

	~ bezzeg 107, 210–212, 253–254, 257–258, 416, 460–461, 464–465, 478, 553–554, 614

	~ ugye ‘isn’t it’ 261–264






E


	Economy (Principle) 99

	egy ‘a(n)/one’ 114, 298

	-ék See Associative plural suffix 

	-ék Ellipsis 287–288, 294, 299, 335, 425

	Embedded (clause/constituent) 36, 107, 117, 157, 158, 210–211, 213, 227–228, § 141 (p269), 296–298, 325–330, 464, 494, 545, 553, 593, 597, 607

	Empty phonetic form 23, 29, 33, 62, 114, 242, 381, 485, 523

	Encyclopedic knowledge: 53, 393

	Epistemic kell -construction 12, 45, 49, 51, 54, 58, 61, 65–81, 84, 87, 132

	Evaluative construction 12–13, 21, 45–58, 61, 65, 71–85, 99, 132–133, 146

	Event structure 129, 326, 333, 611

	Extraction 6, 40, 57–58, 105, 213–215, 243, 258–260, 350, 377, 464–465, 597–598



F


	Feature percolation 41, 116

	felé -expression 90–91, 403, 541–542

	[FINITE] feature 31, 92, 116, 117, 133, 264, 353, 406, 419, 428, 429, 496, 563, 564

	Focus 41, 89, 100–102, 105, 107–109, 124, 156–158, 164–165, 178–180, 187–188, 195- 197, 203–205, 215–220, 226–229, 233, 245, 247–250, 254–258, 268, 284, 291- 292, 303, 334, 403, 405–406, 411–413, 449, 465–469, 476, 478, 540–541, 548–549, 552–553, 582–585, 593, 598–601

	csak -~ 101, 179–180, 196, 226, 228, 248–249, 255–256, 412, 449, 471, 549, 582–585, 603, 613

	Double/Multiple Focus ~ 179, 449, 582–584

	Narrow ~ 105, 158, 179, 218, 227, 449, 471, 583, 603

	Negative ~ 101–102, 158, 165, 179–180, 196–197, 227, 233, 249–250, 256–257, 291, 412- 413, 549, 583–584



	‘For instance’-construction See ‘For-instance’-test construction

	Formation (process) xxviii, § 11 (p3), 22, 31, 53, 93, 118, 133, 266, § 21 (p332), 333, 336, 344–348, 353, 373, 377, 406, 419, 427, 430, § 31 (p482), 484, 487, 496, 499, 518, 521–522, 539, 544, 565

	Future construction 43, 45, 49–54, 58, 61–66, 69–81 See Future tense 



G


	Generative linguistics (Hungarian) xiv–xvi, 116, 117, 170, 428, 429, 485, 563

	Grammatical function10, 19, 22–24, 41, 69, 79–80, 84, 100, 108, 142, 146–147, 155, 158–159, 206, 240–241, 337, 339, 348, 350, 384, 392, 397, 411, 426, 442, 445, 473, 495, 506, 515, 528, 532, 536–537, 547, 578, 581

	Grammaticality judgment xxi, xxv–xxvi

	Grammaticalization 308, 319



H


	-hAt See Modal suffix 

	-hAt 

	Head § 11 (p 3), 117–118, § 21 (p 332), 428–431, § 31 (p 482), 563–565

	~ finalness 403–406, 413, 418, 430, 448, 451–452, 460–461, 469, 477, 612



	Heavy constituent See Phonetic weight 

	Homophonous forms 333, 379 See Scope 

	ambiguity Household passive 493, 517 [HUMAN] feature See Animacy 



I


	-i See Attributivizer suffix 

	-i Identification 107 See Focus 

	Idiom§1123/VII (p 53), 263, §1413 (p 292), 345, §2123/VII (p 372), 498, §3123/VII (p 518)

	Indefinite noun phrase 145–146, 446, 462, 596

	Infinitive § 1 (p3), 377, 388–390, 401, 410–416, 428, 433, 436–437, 445, 447, 463–464, 474, 476, 505, 522, 530–531, 540, 547, 554, 563, 568–570, 578, 581, 597, 608- 609, 612–613

	~al inflection 99–101, 132



	Information structure xxxii-xxxiii, §1122 (p40), §1141/VII (p97), 115–116, §12114 (p151), 227, 258, §2122 (p359), §2141/VII (p409), 427, §22114 (p446), §3122 (p504), §3141/VII (p547), 562, §32114 (p579) See Focus, Quantifier, Topic, Wh-word/phrase

	Input of formation xxviii–xxix

	Institutionalization 122, 138, 435, 443, 498, 569, 577

	Intensifier 224, 333, §2142/IV (p423), 427, 473, §3142/III (p558), 562

	Interpretation

	Deontic ~ 8, 13, 16, 21, 58–59, 76, 78, 131–132, 239–240, 356–357, 390–391, 531

	Distributive ~ 169, 280

	Dynamic ~ 62, 379–380, 395, 488, 498–499, 515–516, 536, 539, 605

	Epistemic ~ 8, 13, 16, 21, 34–35, 58–59, 76, 78, 131, 239, 273, 390–391, 522, 531 See Epistemic kell -construction 

	Generic ~ 31, 212, 298, 370

	Habitual ~ 31, 35, 38, 71–72, 385–386, 529–530, 579

	Hybrid ~ ; Hybrid scope 

	Linear order reflecting ~ 166–167, 169, 173, 190, 208, 218–219, 234–235, 458, 462, 465, 471, 594, 596, 598, 604

	Modal ~ 36–37, 239–240, 309, 357, 400–401, 446 ; Modal verb and Modal existential wh -construction 

	Pair-list ~ 280

	Stage-/Individual-level ~ 62, 334–335, 381–382, 473, 523–524

	State / Static ~ 62, 379, 488, 494, 498–499, 513, 539, 605, 611



	Intonation 

	~ contour 268, see Stress (pattern) 



	is ‘also indeed’ 12, 92, 100, 103, 150, 251, 285, 341, 403, 404, 411, 479–480, 541, 543, 548 See is -quantifier 



L


	Lexical basis 336–343, 407, 436, 497, 506, 547, 569

	Lexicalization 58, 60, 241, 309, 333, 381, 419, 421, 560–561

	Lexicon 8, 12, 24, 30, 57, 99, 118, 222, 243, 265, 287, 293, 335, 377, 430, 493, 494, 559, 564

	Linking vowel 4, 335

	Locative / Ablative / Lative trichotomy 27

	Locative expression See Locative case 



M


	Manner expression 300, 488–489, 493–495, 605–608

	Meaning See Interpretation 

	MEC See Modal existential TfA-construction 

	MEC-template 293

	Merge 486, 492, 607–608

	Microparameter 103, 160, 182, 198, 229 ; see also Speaker dependent variation 

	Micro variation See Speaker dependent variation 

	Modal existential wh-construction (MEC) 107, 165, 181, 204, 239, 240, §1.4.1 (p. 269)

	Modality 

	Abilty 75–76, 388–390, 425

	Circumstantial~ 270, 273

	Necessity 35–37, 76, 341, 356–357, 376, 390, 392–393, 397, 401

	Obligation 8, 10, 76, 132, 323, 390

	Permission 75–76, 271, 388–390, 530

	Possibility 35, 75, 87, 270, 276, 341, 356–357, 388–389, 401, 425, 530

	Potentiality 401; see also Interpretation



	Modification §1.2.2 (p. 170), 300, §2.2.2 (p. 451) §3.2.2 (p. 588)

	Adjectival~ See Adjectival modification

	Adverbial~ ; Adverbial modification

	(non-)restrictive ~ 475–476

	prehead~ §1.2.2.1 (p. 173), §2.2.2.1 (p. 454), §3.2.2.1 (p. 590)

	posthead~ §1.2.2.2 (p. 220), §2.2.2.2 (p. 469), §3.2.2.2 (p. 602)



	Modifier 

	Sentential~ 486, 532, 606, 608, see Modification



	Mood 16, 19–20, 22, 34–35, 39, 62, 68, §1.1.4.1/I (p. 86), 115–116, 120, 184–185, 199, 230, 269, 271–274, 279, 281, 286, 288, 290, 293, 307, 309–310, 381–384, §2.1.4.1/I (p. 399), 423, 427–428, 432, 523, §3.1.4.1/I (p. 537), 562–563, 567

	Conditional~ 19, 185, 271, 309, 318, 401

	Imperative~ 87, 271, 401

	Indicative ~ 29, 62, 64, 68, 114, 242, 261, 271, 309, 318, 381–383, 523, 525

	Subjunctive~ 16, 20, 269–272, 277–291, 328, 401, 483





N


	Name

	Proper~ See Proper noun 



	Narration 268, 293

	Negation 91, 158–164, 183, 186–187, 196–203, 230, 261, 276, 280, 293, 334, 403, 405, 541–543, 583

	Emphatic~ 91, 184–185, 199, 230, 414

	Sentential~ 91, 334, 403, 541–543; see also Negative focus and Negative (universal) quantifier



	Negative concord 102, 159, 182, 197, 228

	Negative particle 102–103, 159–163, 182–188, 197–202, 205, 228–232, 413, 449, 542, 550–551, 584–585

	Neologism 3, 346, 487

	Nominal properties xxxii, 3, §1.1.4.2 (p. 110), 115–116

	Nominalization 30, 80, 243, 266, 311, 332, 393, 450

	Non-specificity See Specificity 

	Nonce word 3, 346, 487

	Noun

	ÁS-/ÁS- 105, 129, 135, 379

	bare ~ 51–52, 55, 69, 121–122, 124–127, 138–141, 144–145, 174, 212–213, 221, 262–263, 286, 354–355, 371–372, 384, 433–436, 443, 446, 455, 470, 499, 515–517, 528, 568–570, 577, 590, 602

	Common~ 298

	HATNÉK~ 106

	Ó—~ 349

	Ordinary~ 360

	Proper~ 122, 125, 151, 435, 446, 569, 580

	SED—~ 379

	tth-~ 349



	Noun phrase

	Bare~ See Bare noun 

	Definite~ ; Definite noun phrase

	Specific ~ ; Specificity 



	Number 360

	Plural~ 14, §1.1.4.2/I (p. 110), 115, 141, 295, 309, 335, 345, 348, 351, 425 ; see also Plural suffix; Agreement in number and Agreement in number and person



	#Singular~ 141, 274, 295–299, 302, 307, 309, 323, 325, 327, 345, 360, 505

	Numeral 114, 298



O


	Object 5–21, 24–25, 41, 48–50, 55, 79–83, 88, 95–96, 98, 100, 105, 111–112, 116, 147, 150, 204, 209, 218, 240, 274–275, 293, §1.4.1 (p. 295), 337–340, 343–345, 355, 366–368, 374–377, 378, 388–389, 391–393, 395–398, 401, 408, 438, 440, 443, 454, 455, 484, 493–496, 497–500, 506, 509, 512–514, 517, 519–520, 532–536, 540, 544, 545, 556, 567, 574, 591, 605, 607

	Old Hungarian 240, 277, 428, 540, 563

	Operator 

	Logical~ 164, 183, 200, 230

	~order 166, 173, 188, 190–191, 193, 206, 208, 215–220, 234, 458, 461–462, 465^ 168, 471, 593–599, 604

	Standard~order 216, 219, 466, see Information structure



	Order

	~of adjucts See Adjunct order

	~of arguments ; Argument order

	~of operators ; Operator order





P


	Paradigm 15, 17, 21–22, 65–66, , §1.1.4.1/II (p. 87), 92, 111–112, 115–116, 295–300, 302, 307, 318–319, 383, §2.1.4.1/II (p. 401), 427–428, 483, 526, §3.1.4.1/II (p. 540), 562–563

	~gap 344, 362, 483, 511, 514



	Participle 123, 236–238, 250, 253, 259, 266, §2 (p. 331), 482, 491, 499–500, 569, 578, 581, 605, 608–609, 612, 613

	Active~ See Ó-participle 

	andó~ 238–239, 245, 341, 351, 357, 401 ; see also Participle

	Anterior~ ; T-participle 

	Continuous~~ ; Ó-participle 

	ható~ 245, 333–335, 341–343, 351, 401, 436–438, 443–446, 448–450, 452–454, 467–468, §2.2.2.2.1 (p. 469), §2.2.2.2.2 (p. 471), 570 ; Participle

	Future~ ; ANDÓ-participle 

	Ó~ 251, 336–337, 339–340, 342–343, §2.1.3/I (p. 378), §2.14.1/V (p. 407), 442 ; Participle

	Passive~ ; T-participle 

	Passive potential # ; HATÓ-participle 

	Past~ ; T-participle 

	Perfect~ ; T-participle 

	Future~ ; ANDÓ-participle 

	Posterior (passive) ~ ; ANDÓ-participle 

	Simultaneous~ ; Ó-participle 

	T—~ 339–340, 344–346, 355, 380, 402, §2.1.4.1/V (p. 407), 442 ; Participle

	monolithic passive-ializer 343, 378



	Passive(-like) construction 99, 132, 141, 297, 323, 329, 330, 332–334, 338, 341–345, 354, 371, 376, 378, 406–407, 427, 439–442, 449, 482, 484–486, 489–490, 494, 498, 502, 509–514, 520, 544, 572–575, 609–610, 613 ; see also Household passive

	Pause 123, 147, 167, 221

	Periphery

	Left~ 100, 123, 171, 215, 221, 435, 453, 455, 465, 589, 591, 599

	Right~ 119, 123, 153, 171, 219, 221, 225, 235, 267–268, 431, 452, 565, 588



	Person 15, 62, 64, 68, 272, 275, 345, 381–382, 402, 523, 525 ; see also Agreement in number and person and Agreement in person

	Phonetic weight... 117, 199, 126, 138, 141–144, 148–150, 153, 171, 174, 431, 443, 445, 452, 455, 473, 491, 565, 577–578, 588, 591, 611

	Phonological unit 49, 367, 513

	Phonetically null 22, 44, 132, 270, 336–340, 345, 354, 365, 367, 369, 371, 378, 389–390, 406–409, 419, 434, 438–442, 454–455, 484–486, 494, 497, 508–509, 516, 544, 572–575, 607–608

	Phonological word 49, 367, 513

	Physical/Psychological state 491, 611

	Pied-piping 553, 593

	Place 30, 96, 408, 517, 527, 546

	Polysemy 293

	Possessee 27–28, 69–71, 100, 311, 384, 528

	Possession 69, 384, 528

	Possessive construction 6, 13, 27–28, 57–58, 69–71, §1.1.4.2/II (p. 111), 115, 214, 299, 312, 349, 377, 379, 384–385, 464, 528–529, 597

	Possessor 6, 14, 27–28, 55, 57–58, 69, 70–71, 100, 111–112, 116, 117, 147, 214–215, 260, 311, 345, 360, 374, 377, 384, 465, 495, 519, 528

	nak/dative case marked~ 14, 27, 55, 57, 70, 111, 112, 116, 214, 374, 377, 495, 519

	unmarked~ 14, 27, 58, 70–71, 111



	Possessum See Possessee 

	Postposition xxvi–xxvii, 7, 27–28, 31, 100, 106, 112, 121, 124, 129, 133, 174, 221, 240, 278, 341, 353, 356, 379, 382, 433, 436, 438, 440, 455, 470, 496, 499, 560, 568, 570, 572, 574, 590, 602

	[~ + való ] test See [Postposition + való] test

	~al által 'by’ phrase 340–342, 349, 353–355, 364, 367, 373, 375, 387, 393–396, 407, 442, 476, 497–500, 518, 535–536



	Posthead position See Posthead complement and Posthead modification 

	Pragmatic marker See Discourse particle/marker 

	Predicate 8–11, 29, 62–68, 237–243, 271–276, §1.4.2.2.6 (p. 308), §1.4.2.3.4 (p. 320), §1.4.2.3.5 (p. 320), 334, 350–351, 381–384, 429, 450–452, 467–468, 476, 488, 489, 523–527, 605–606

	Adjectival~ 62–63, 273–275, 381–382, 523

	Adverbial~ 65–66, 383, 526

	Complex~ 6, 10–12, 17, §2.1.4.2/VII (p. 426), 427–428

	Converbial~ 575–576, 605

	Nominal~ 63–65, 129, 239, 382, 384, 524–525

	Primary~ 242–243

	Secondary~ 351, 473–476, 488, 493, 607–608



	Small-clause ~ 488, 606

	Predicative 33, 39, 63, 68, 114, 129–130, 176, 242–243, 246, 259, 261, 265, 382–383, 404, 410–418, 421–422, 425, 442–454, 460, 467, 469, 489–490, 511, 517, 539, 541, 543, 549, 551–554, 575, 585, 597, 611

	Prehead position See Prehead complement and Prehead modification 

	Preparatory phase 73, 386

	Presupposition 583

	Preverb See Verbal modifier/particle 

	Pro-drop 12, 17, 33, 44, 100, 132, 299, 493

	Productivity 3, 43, 58, 63, 277, 332, 333, 336, 346, 361, 377, 482–483, 487, 507, 521

	Pronoun 12, 18, 22–30, 38, 44, 99–100, 112, 123, 128–133, 150, 165, 181, 204, 221, 247, 272, 277–281, 284–293, 298, 309, 316, 320, 322, 328–329, 336–339, 345, 409, 438, 441–442, 449, 496, 513, 571, 575, 587

	Anaphoric ~ 278

	Arbitrary 44, 132, 270, 498

	Demonstrative ~ 117, 129–130, 278, 293, 298, 328, 435

	Emphatic ~ maga 441–442, 575

	Existential ~ §1.4.1 (p. 269)

	Expletive ~ 128, 438, 571, 587

	Indefinite ~ 165, 181, 204, 277, 281, 298

	Interrogative ~ 104–107, 180–181, 203–204, 247, 277–280, 298, 415, 553, 585, 593 ; see also Wh -word/phrase

	Personal ~ 99–100, 150, 293

	Relative ~ 277–287, 337–339

	Resumptive ~ 123, 133, 221; Phonetically null 



	Proposition 8, 11, 21, 35, 169, 270–272, 281, 414, 450, 554, 587, 597

	Pseudo-infinitives 59, 60–61, 62, 66–67, 73–74, 242, 260

	Purpose expression 5, 237–239, 307, 486, 488, 493, 495, 560, 606



Q


	Quantification §1.1.4.2 (p. 114), 115–116

	Universal ~ 160, 163, 183, 199, 230, 250



	Quantifier40- 42, 97–103, 108–109, 117, 165–169, 205, 215–220, 221–222, 226, 233–236, 247, 250–252, 258–259, 280, 287, 289–290, 341, 359–361, 409–411, 418, 446–447, 449, 457, 459, 461, 465–469, 471, 476, 478, 480, 504–505, 556, 586–587, 593, 598–601, 603, 612–613

	is -~ 99–100, 151–152, 156–157, 178, 194–195, 226, 228, 250–252, 257–259, 411, 447, 478, 548, 580, 582, 603, 613

	mind /universal-~. 98–100, 151–152, 154–157, 177–178, 193–194, 225–226, 228, 250, 410–411, 447, 547–548, 580, 581, 603

	Negative (universal) ~ 102–103, 158–163, 181–188, 197–203, 228–232, 250, 413–414, 480, 550–552, 584, 603

	~-determiner 97, 114, 117, 409, 465, 547, 581; see also the subtypes below



	Question

	Echo ~ 105–106, 415, 457, 459, 480

	~ particle -e xx

	~ word 104, 106, 269 ; see also wh -word/phrase 

	yes/no ~ 287, 335





R


	Reading See Interpretation 

	Referentiality See Degree of referentiality/specificity

	Relative clause 284, 337–339, 373, 428, 475

	Remnant 57, 267, 377, 464, 597

	Reproach See Discourse particle/marker bezzeg 

	Restrictivity See (Non-)restrictive modification

	Result state 489–490, 498, 607, 611



S


	Satellite xxix ; see also Adjunct and Argument 

	Scope xxxiii–xxxiv

	External ~ 40, 97, 105, 152–153, 156, 163–166, 179–180, 183, 186–188, 195, 200–205, 227–234, 360, 410, 415, 553, 593

	Internal ~. 40–41, 97, 100–101, 104, 115, 157, 163–166, 180–181, 187–188, 191, 202–205, 208, 209, 227–228, 232–234, 360, 410, 427, 504, 553, 562, 593

	Inverse ~ 167, 191, 208

	~ ambiguity 40–42, 109–110, 418, 449, 555–556

	Hybrid ~ 42, 168–169, 190

	~al hierarchy 40–42, 97, 108, 160–161, 166, 173, 183, 191, 199, 209, 230, 235, 416, 554; see also Information structure 



	Sentence

	Declarative ~ 185, 268

	Existential ~ 126–127 ; see also Existential verb 

	Habitual ~ 38 ; Habitual Interpretation 

	Neutral ~ 85, 89, 127, 265, 268, 286, 313, 350

	Possessive ~ 69, 384, 528



	Short answer 240

	Sociolect xxi, xxvi, 63

	Spatial See Place 

	Speaker dependent variation. 66, 69–70, 81, 93, 101, 103, 106, 133, 155, 157, 160, 162, 177, 180, 182, 184, 187, 194, 198–200, 204, 215, 225, 229, 231, 258, 260, 341, 363, 397–398, 415, 423, 442, 472, 532, 585

	Specificity 51, 106, 114, 125–127, 137, 145–146, 210–213, 270, 272, 281, 462, 596

	Speech act 34, 39, 176

	Spell-out (domain/phase) 172–173, 215, 247, 267–268, 465, 599

	Split construction 69–70, 254, 267, 334–335, 384, 528

	Spreading phenomenon 63, 350, 426

	State of affairs 8–13, 138, 174, 455, 591

	Standard Hungarian xx–xxi, 608

	Stress (pattern) 49, 68, 70, 90, 99, 107, 109, 118, 122, 136, 147–148, 151–154, 166–169, 173, 177–178, 188, 190, 194, 206–212, 218, 225, 234–236, 245, 253–255, 268, 272–273, 276, 314, 350, 363–364, 367, 384–385, 418, 430, 435, 442, 447, 458, 462–464, 502, 513, 527–529, 542, 554, 556, 564, 569, 576, 580, 587, 594, 596–597, 601

	Stress reduction 147–148, 466

	Style 159, 182, 197, 228–229, 268, 345, 402, 483, 608

	Colloquial ~ 345, 402, 483

	Educated ~ 483

	Humorous ~ 44, 362, 374, 507, 518

	Slang 535

	Sophisticated-written ~ 345, 402

	~ used in newspapers 344, 362, 368

	Technical jargon 517



	Subject 5–24, 27, 31–33, 41–44, 48–51, 54–58, 64–69, 75–88, 93, 95, 98–99, 105–108, 111–112, 116, 128–135, 146–151, 155–159, 162, 165–166, 173, 179, 199, 202, 204–206, 210–212, 215, 240–241, 270, 274–276, 281–283, 286, 291, 295–300, 304, 308–310, 315, 317, 320–329, 334, 336–345, 354–356, 361–362, 365–371, 374–378, 382, 384, 388–398, 401, 406–407, 409, 419, 434, 438–446, 454, 462, 484–486, 493–496, 497–500, 506–528, 531–537, 540, 542, 544, 556, 572, 574–575, 590, 596, 605–608

	Null ~ 22, 44, 132, 336–340, 345, 354, 365–371, 378, 389–390, 406–407, 409, 419, 434, 438–442, 454–455, 499–500, 509, 516, 572–575, 608



	Subjectless 12, 64, 132, 382, 510, 525

	Subordinate clause 22–30, 36, 45–48, 128, 169, 272, 274, 307, 323, 344, 437–438, 450, 486, 571, 587

	Suffix 

	Adjectivalizer ~ -s 473

	Adverbializer ~ 558

	Attributivizer ~ -i. 382–383

	Derivational ~ 4, 58, 336, 343, 346, 382, 522, 558

	Modal ~ -hAt 58–61, 76–78, 271, 342–343, 378, 390, 522

	Personal possessive ~ 349 ; see also Possessee and Possessive construction 

	Plural ~ 141, 335, 348, 351, 425

	associative ~ -ék 141, 348, 425; Plural number 



	Possessedness ~ 28, 348–349, 425; Allomorph 



	Suppletive form 61–63, 379

	Syllable 49, 118, 122, 136, 268, 367, 430, 435, 442, 513, 564, 569, 576

	Syncretism 302
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	Telicity 80–85, 393–398, 489, 509–516, 533–537

	Atelic 80–85, 393–398, 510, 533–537

	Telic 80–81, 84–85, 393–398, 489, 509–510, 513–516, 534, 536



	Tense xxvi, 8, 16, 19–20, 62–63, 66, 68, 71–72, 76, §1.1.4. 1/I (p. 86), 115–116, 117, 120, 212, 264, 271, 274, 293–294, 301–302, 305, 307, 309–310, 318, 319, 320, 335, 339, 347–348, 350, 381–386, §2.1.4. 1/I (p. 399), 426, 427–428, 432, 523, 529–530, §3.1.4. 1/I (p. 537), 562–563, 567

	Anteriority 37, 332, 339, 344, 362, 399–400, 485–487, 539

	Future ~ 6, 8, 21, 43, 63, 71–72, 76, 86, 271, 332, 339, 341–343, 380, 385–386, 399–400, 529–530, 537–539 ; see also Future construction 

	Past ~ 16, 19, 45, 62, 66, 86, 212, 271, 293, 302, 309, 318–319, 332, 334, 339, 347–348, 350, 362, 381, 385, 399, 426, 507–508, 523, 529, 539

	Posteriority 62–63, 332, 357, 379, 399–400, 487, 539

	Present ~ 29, 62, 64, 66, 71, 114, 212, 242, 261, 271, 294, 307, 309, 318, 332, 334, 381–382, 385, 523, 525, 529, 539

	Simultaneity 332, 399–400, 487

	~ position 86, 401, 539

	~less 20, 116, 117, 264, 428, 563
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	Constituency~ See Constituency 

	Focus ~ 124

	‘For instance’~ construction 27, 36, 41, 97–100, 123, 153–160, 165–166, 177–189, 191, 193–199, 204, 206–207–211, 220, 225–235

	[Postposition + való ] ~ 379

	Postverbal ~ 156, 165, 179, 187, 195, 204, 227, 231–233



	Thematic role 23, 95, 132, 136–149, 339, 373, 409, 438, 443–445, 484, 576–578

	Agent 12, 45–50, 83, 129–132, 140–143, 147–151, 281, 308, 320, 336, 339–344, 395, 397, 409, 441, 444–445, 449, 490–491, 495, 498, 507, 513, 515, 536, 544, 572–578

	Forced ~ 143, 444–445, 578



	Beneficiary 6, 75, 134–137, 142–151, 282, 441–446, 574–579

	Co-Agent 134, 142, 146, 440–441, 573–574, 577–579

	Experiencer 10, 12, 76, 80–85, 87, 129–134, 138–140, 275–276, 281, 308, 320, 344, 392–398, 439–440, 495–496, 532–537, 573

	Goal 134, 137–138, 142–143, 307, 440–445, 573–578

	Instrument 143, 439–440, 444–445, 573, 578

	Location 137, 440–441, 573–575
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	Natural Force 134

	Referent (Ref) 129

	Source 135–138, 142–143, 440–445, 573–578

	Theme 45, 50–51, 54, 80–85, 129–151, 174, 336, 339–345, 354, 362, 365, 369–370, 374, 392–398, 407, 409, 439–446, 454–455, 484, 487, 490–493, 496, 498, 507–508, 513, 515, 517, 520, 532–537, 544, 572–579, 591, 607

	Stimulus-~ 85, 397, 533





	Thematic hierarchy 145, 173

	Time/Temporal. 8, 30, 38, 44, 63–64, 66–71, 86, 96, 188–191, 234, 334, 337, 353, 363, 365, 370, 399, 408, 485, 487, 493–495, 499, 539, 546, 606, 608

	Speech time 539

	Temporal overlap 493–494

	Temporal sequencing 495



	Topic 64, 68–69, 95, 117, 133, 137, 151, 171, 209–220, 242, 245, 247, 252, 254, 257–258, 281, 283, 288, 303, 350, 382, 384, 447, 453, 461–469, 476, 478, 525–528, 565, 581, 589–590, 596–601, 612–614

	Contrastive ~ 41, 59–81, 97, 107–108, 123, 157, 210–212, 220–222, 228, 242, 243, 253, 258, 260–263, 283, 287, 416, 461–464, 475, 478–479, 553–554, 597, 613





U


	Uninflectability §3.1.4.2/V (p. 561)

	Uralic languages xviii, 69, 384, 528



V


	való 251, 379

	“van -free” construction 62–72, 381–386, 523–530

	Verb

	Auxiliary ~ xxxi, 6, 8–10, 21, 23, 43, §1.1.3/II (p. 71), 75, 86, 133, 254, 267, 272, 274, 304, 309, 315, 319, §2.1.3/II (p. 385), 399, §3.1.3/II (p. 529), 537, 539

	Bodily/sound emission ~ 45, 362–363, 508

	~ cluster 15, 264–268

	~ with roll-up structures 243, 265–268

	~ with climbing verbal particles 243, 264–268



	Existential ~ 66–71, 259, 269, 271–276, 280–281, 294, 378–379, 383–385, 522, 526–529

	Intransitive ~ 17, 19, 21, 44, §1.1.2.3/II-III (p. 44), 54, 299, 301, 317, 328, 336, 339–341, 343–345, 362, §2.1.2.3/II-III (p. 362), 369–370, 374, 484, 486–487, 491, 493, 498, 506, 507, §3.1.2.3/II-III (p. 507), 515, 544, 563, 572

	Unaccusative ~ §1.1.2.3/III (p. 45), 48, 50–51, §2.1.2.3/III (p. 363), 366, 369–370, 374, 391, 394–395, 399, 421, 487, 489, 507, 508, §3.1.2.3/III (p. 509), 511–513, 515

	Unergative ~ §1.1.2.3/II (p. 44), 47, 50, 65, §2.1.2.3/II (p. 362), 365, 368, 394, 399, 487, 489, §3.1.2.3/II (p. 507), 511, 514, 534



	Modal ~. xxxi, 8, 16–17, 36–37, §1.1.3/III (p. 75), 239–241, 270, 273–276, 309, §2.1.3/III (p. 388), 400–401, 446, §3.1.3/III (p. 530)

	Negative ~ nincs 261, 269–271, 275, 278–294, 527–528

	Psych ~ xxxi, §1.1.3/V (p. 79), 388, 392, §2.1.3/V (p. 392), 486, §3.1.3/V (p. 532)

	Raising ~ xxxi, 10, 16, 21, §1.1.3/IV (p. 78), §2.1.3/IV (p. 391), §2.1.4.2/VII (p. 426), §3.1.3/IV (p. 531)

	Subject-~ 78–79, 215, 391–392, 531–532

	Object-~ 79, 304, 391–392, 531–532



	Reciprocal ~ 45, 362–363, 508

	Reflexive ~ 45, 322–323, 325, 362–363, 508

	Semi-copular ~ 275

	Stress-attracting ~ 272–273

	Stress-avoiding ~ 265, 314

	Transitive ~ 17, 19, 30, §1.1.2.3/IV (p. 46), 48–49, 52, 243, 270, 299, 302, 305, 318, 333, 336, 340–345, §2.1.2.3/IV (p. 364), 366–367, 371–372, 378, 387, 392–393, 396–397, 399–400, 484, 489, 493, 497, 506, §3.1.2.3/IV (p. 509), 512, 515–517, 533–534, 544, 563

	~ used only in a negative context 236, 244, 276, 278

	~ van ‘be’ xxx–xxxi, §1.1.3/I (p. 61), 251, 273, §2.1.3/I (p. 378), 486, §3.1.3/I (p. 522)

	copular use of ~ 10, 17, 29, 62–69, 114, 242, 275, 306–307, 309–310, 318, 350, 378–384, 410, §2.1.4.2/VII (p. 426), 427, 436, 448, 453, 469, 486, 493, 522–527, 605, 607

	hidden copula 62, 381, 523

	existential use of ~ 61, 66–71, 259, 269, 271–273, 275, 280–281, 294, 378–379, 383–385, 522, 526–529 ; see also Modal existential wh -construction

	possessive use of ~ 61, 69–71, 378–379, 384–385, 522, 528–529



	~ without arguments. §1.1.2.3/I (p. 43)), 44–46, 49, §2.1.2.3/I (p. 361)), 364, 367, 485, §3.1.2.3/I (p. 507)), 510, 513, 517

	~ with oblique arguments. §1.1.2.3/V (p. 46), 52–53, §2.1.2.3/V (p. 364), 372, §3.1.2.3/V (p. 510), 517 ; Oblique case

	Weather-~ 133 ; Verbs without arguments



	Verb types xxix–xxx, 20, §1.1.2.3 (p. 42)), §2.1.2.3 (p. 42)), §3.1.2.3 (p. 42))

	Deviant ~ xxx–xxxi, §1.1.3 (p. 58)), 260, §2.1.3 (p. 377)), 486, §3.1.3 (p. 521))



	Verbal modifier/particle 30–34, §1.1.2.3/VI (p. 49), 54–55, 60–73, 78, 81, 86, §1.1.4.1/III (p. 89), 93, 95, 96, 101–102, 106, 111–113, 115–116, 118, 122, 133, 135, 136–137, 140, 151–152, 158–159, 163, 178, 182, 197, 199, 211, 215, 218–219, 227–228, 243, 261–269, 284–286, 314, 334–335, 351–352, 353–355, 363, §2.1.2.3/VI (p. 367), 374, 380–385, 387, 391–392, 399–400, §2.1.4.1/III (p. 402), 406, 407, 408, 411–413, 419, 423, 427–428, 430, 434–435, 440–441, 443, 447, 465, 474, 476, 478, 479, 497, 499–500, 506, 510, 512, §3.1.2.3/VI (p. 512), 525–529, 533–537, §3.1.4.1/III (p. 540), 544, 545–546, 549–551, 557, 562, 564, 568–569, 574, 576, 580–585, 599, 605, 608, 612–613

	Separability of ~ 49, §1.1.4.1/III (p. 89), 110, 115–116, §2.1.4.1/III (p. 402), 427–428, §3.1.4.1/III (p. 540), 562

	Stranding of ~ 284, 334

	Verbal modifiers which are not verbal particles 354–355, 440, 499–500



	Verbal properties xxxi–xxxii, §1.1.4.1 (p. 86)), 115–116, 333, 352, §2.1.4.1 (p. 398)), 427–428, 496, §3.1.4.1 (p. 537)), 562–563

	Vocative 99

	Volitionality 37, 51, 78, 80–83, 132–133, 357, 393–394, 397, 502, 504, 509, 536

	Vowel harmony 4, 346–347, 483



W


	Wh -word/phrase 22, 104–107, 112, 152, 164–166, 180–181, 187, 203–204, 226, 228, 233, 239–240, 247, §1.4.1 (p. 269)), 414–415, 449, 457, 459, 471, 479–480, 552–553, 581, 585, 593, 603, 613–614

	World knowledge 166, 235

	Word order 30, 41, 81, 89–92, 101, 103, 106, 109, 119, 122, 127, §1.2.1.1. 3 (p. 136)), 153–162, 167–169, 173, 174, 177–190, 194–202, 206, 208, 215–220, 221, 225–236, 243–244, 252, 254, 264–268, §1.4.1.2 (p. 283)), 293–294, 295, 314, 329, 350, 385, 402–406, 411–416, 431, 435, §2.2.1.1. 3 (p. 442)), 449, 455, 461, 465–469, 471–472, 485, 502, 529, 540–543, 549–554, 565, §3.2.1.1. 3 (p. 576)), 583–587, 591, 598–601, 604

	Inverse ~ 89, 91, 403–405, 412, 541–542
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