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Main goals*
» the current general view holds thaitdis a productive derivational affix, deriving adjees from
passive verbal roots, e.g. ag [vVpass] —ato] (Kiefer 2008, also Englishablein Wasow 1977)

» using a set of (language specific) criteria wavskhat -hatdforms come in two types: lexicalized
adjectives and participialauses

* this leads us to the conclusion that:
i. hatéis not a derivational affix, but it attaches talvphrasesn a syntactic process, leading to
participial clauses
ii. hatoparticipials are not adjectives, but function $amy to non-finite verb forms likér-6
‘writ-ing', ir-ott 'writt-en’
iii. hatdadjectives differ from hatd participials in that they arexicalizedas adjectives

1. Lexicalized adjectives vs. participial clausesith —hat6

—haté (i.e. -hat6/-hets depending on vowel harmony) forms have two typedchlized adjectives and
participial clauses. The two can be differentiaiadhe basis of the following criteria:

(i)  combination with intensifiers/adverbs

(i)  availability of comparative forms

(i) availability as predicate complement

(iv) being a suitable input to lexical derivatson

(v) availability of non-compositional meaning {raerived from that of the source verb)
(vi) retention of argument structure and evenicitrre

1.1. Properties of hatdlexicalized adjectives
(i) hat6adjectives can be preceded by intensifiers, suéifeezetterparticularly', omagyon'very'

(1) a. kifejezetten ért-hiet szbveg
particularly understansBLE text
'particularly understandable text'

b. Ez a valtozds nagyon érezéhet
this the change very festLE
‘This change is very palpable.’

(i) hatdadjectives have comparative forms

(2) a. ért-het b. ért-hét-bb c. leg-ért-het-bb
understan@BsLE understan@BLE-COMP SuP-understantBLE-COMP
‘'understandable’ 'more understandable’ ost'mmderstandable’

(3) a. beszamit-hat6 emberek b. beszamittato emberek
PV.COUNtABLE people PV.COUNtABLE-COMP  people
‘sane people' ‘more sane people’

* This work contributes to and is supported by #téogé magyar nyelvtatComprehensive Grammar Resources:
Hungarian' project by OTKA NK 100804 for both authoand the VIDI projecfocus and ellipsisoy NWO
(Netherlands Organization of Scientific Resegifoln the first author.



(i) hatdéadjectives can serve as predicate complement

(4) Ez aszbveg ért-tiehek tinik.
this the text understam@iE-DAT seems
This text seems understandable.’

(iv) hatéadjectives can be input to further lexical derioat

(5) a. ért-hdi-ség b. beszamit-haté-sag
understan@BLE-NOM PV.COUNt-ABLE-NOM
‘understandability’ 'being sane'

(6) a. ért-hét-en b. lat-hat6-an
understandaBLE-ADV SEEABLE-ADV
‘understandability’ ‘evidently'

(v) hat6adjectives can have idiomatic, non-compositionamirgg, which is not derived from the
meaning of their source verb

(7) a. beszamit-hat6 emberek b. beszamittato emberek
PV.COUNtABLE people PV.COUNtABLE-COMP  people
‘sane people' ‘more sane people’
(vi) hat6adjectives do not inherit the verb's argument amhiestructure
(8) (*Mari altal) beszamit-hat6 emberek
Mari by countBLE people

# 'people who are sane to/for/by Mari'

1.2. Properties ofhaté participial clauses
(vi) hatdparticipial clauses retain the predicate’s argunagiot event structure of their verb

(9) gyerekek altal kénnyen ért-bet szdvegek
children by easily understandLE  texts
‘texts understandable easily to children’

(10) a kirdly  altal érdemrenddel ki tintetéhet emberek

the  king by order.with Pv awardABLE people
‘the people that can be awarded an order bkitigg

internal arguments (other than the direct objest)adbligatorily spelled out

11) a *(Janosnak) nem ad-hat6 konyvek
the JanobBAT not giveABLE books
‘the books that cannot be given to John’

(12) a *(fogasra) akaszt-hat6 kabatok
the racloNTO hangABLE coats
'the coats that can be hung on the rack’

(i) hato participial clauses cannot contain intensifierg,dan contain adverbs

(13) gyerekek altal {*kifejezetten [ konnyen} tdet szdvegek
children by particularly easily understatBLE texts
‘texts particularly understandable to children’

(14) Ot ember {*nagyon/ konnyen} le Ultetih
five man very easily PV  seatABLE
'Five men can easily be seated.’



(ii) hatéparticipial clauses do not have a comparative f@mimalso Farkas to appear)

(15) a. * Ez a szbveg gyerekek altal értHs (mint az).
this the text children by  understand:E-COMP than that
lit. 'This text is more understandable to @tgh than that.'

b. * Ot ember lelltet-h&bb, mint tiz.
five men SeatBLE-COMP than ten
'Five people can be better/easier seatedtéman

(iii) hatoparticipial clauses cannot be a predicate complémen

(16) * Ez a szoveg gyerekek Altal értsheek tinik.
this the text children by  understaxgl-E-DAT seems
‘This text seems to be understandable to amnldr

(iv) hat6participial clauses cannot form input to furthediéal derivations

(17) * Ez az ir6 gyerekek altal értdren ir.
this the writer children by understamgl-E-ADV  writes
‘This writer writes understandably/in an untimdable manner by children.’

(v) haté participial clauses do not have idiomatic, non-cosifional meaning compared to that of their
base verb

(18) Egy lakdas be  szamit-hato az arba.
a flat PV countABLE the pricelNTO
‘A flat counts towards the price.'

Table 1: Summary of findings

Properties ohat6forms lexical adjectives participial clauses
()  combination intensifiers or adverbs intensifiers adverbs
(i)  availability of comparative forms v *

*

(i) availability as predicate complement

v
(iv) input to lexical derivations v *
(v) non-compositional meaning possible v

(vi) argument and event structure present * v

1.3. Structural account of the two types

haté PARTICIPIAL CLAUSES haté combines with verb phrasasd yields a clausal constituent:

[CP [AspP [ModP(deontic) [vP(passive)[VP ... V=hato... ]]]]]

Evidence for clausal structure: left periphatigicoursétems such as topics and focus can be
expressed in the participiahté clause:

(19) Mi a [ csak TAVCSOVELqocys lat-hatdé ] csillagokat kutatjuk.
we the only telescop@TH  SeeABLE  starsacc researchAL
‘We research those stars that can only be sébravtelescope.'

hat6 ADJECTIVES haté forms derived in the syntax and lexicalized gecves



2. A similar distinction in other languages

The distinction we are making in Hungarian is notel, it has been established in one form or amothe
for other languages, too.

2.1. French -ble

Leeman (1992): ble forms in French fall in two classes: ‘forme verb&&orme adjectivale’ (cf. also
Perridon and Sleeman 2011)

(a)(=i) verbal forms can be modified by an adverb, adjatgicannot

(20) a. une manette qui estabaissable ragde
a lever that is lowerable quickly

b. *un homme qui estabominable rapidement
a man who is horrible quickly

(b)(=iv) verbal forms do not allow adverb formation withent while adjectives do

(21) a. *abaissablement

lowerability
b. abominablement/ aimablement
horribly kindly

(c)(=v) verbal forms are paraphrasable by passive vettite adjectival forms are not paraphrasable by
the original verb

(22) a. Lamanette ne parait pas abaissabdés 1fy  arriverai guand méme
the lever NEseems notlowerable but | in-it will.succeegway
b. un prix abordable = ?? unprix qu'o peut aborder
a price reasonable/affordable aprice dnat can reach

2.2. English -able

Fabb (1984): ableforms can be the result of a lexical derivatiomayntactic one (following Kayne
1981, and contra Wasow 1977)

(a) (=viliv) lexically derived -able adjectives do not have arguments and can be dffiyén—, -ty or -y:

(23) a. irreversible (*by the judge), indigestilftby babies)
b. rentability, inflatability
c. acceptably, identifiably, allowably

(b) lexically derived -able adjectives can be non-productive and can be feutidintranstive verbs or
nouns; but only without the presence of arguments

(24) a. perishable; variable
b. palatable, objectionable, comfortable, sealsten
c. *itis flammable to ashes
d. * he is risible out of the room

(c) (=vi) syntactically derived able adjectives on other hand apply to transitive verily and can have
resultative secondary predicates

(25) a. rememberable, conquerable, wearable
b. Beefis eatable raw. / Trout is hammeralae fl



3. Hungarian-specific differences betweehaté adjectives and participles

Further evidence for the lexicalized adjectiveparticipial clause distinction we are making corfrem
two more Hungarian-specific properties.
3.1. Syntactic differences between adjectival andapticipial hat6forms

Hungarian verbs can combine with so-calpeeverbal particleor preverbs(Pvs), largely resembling
Germanic particle-verb combinatiofyeverbshow a large degree of syntactic mobility.

(1) after focus or sentential negation, the prevestrended by the verb and may appear at a distance

(26) a. ANOST biztam meg a feladattal. cfegbiZtrust'
Janosicc trusted.$3G pv  the taskwITH PV.trust
"It was Janos who | trusted with the task.'
b. Janost nem biztam meg a feladattal.
Janosicc not trusted.4G pv  the taskwvTH

'l did not trust Janos with the task.'
() preverbs can remain behind in polar question-ansamtextdn a positive answer (cf. Liptak 2012)

(27) A: Meg biztad Janost  a feladattal?
PV  trusted.8G JAcCC the taskwITH
'Did you trust Janos with the task?"
B. Meg [ biztam—Janost—afeladattal.
PV trusted.$G JAcCC  the taskwITH
'l did’
Preverb-mobility is also attestedhatdparticipals hat function as the main predicatéheftlause
(Farkas to appear).

(1) hat6partitipials must strand themv particles when they follow focus or sentential atéan (see also
Farkas to appear):

(28) a. JanosiosT biz-haté meg a feladattal.
J. now trushBLE PV  the taskwiTH
‘Janos is trustable with the task NOW.'
b. Janos nem biz-hat6 meg a feladattal.
J. not trushBLE PV  the taskwITH
‘Janos is not trustable with the task.'

Importantly, lexicahatéderivations do noallow for such splitting:

(29) a. * JanosiosT szamit-hato be.
J. Nnow COUNABLE PV
‘Janos is sane NOW.' (intended meaning)
b. * Jdnos nem szamit-hato be.
J. not COUMABLE PV
‘Janos is not sane.' (intended meaning)

() haté participles allow for leaving thev behind when ellipsis applies to the TP

(30) A: Meg-biz-hat6 Janos afeladattal? vBMeg [pbiz-haté—Janosafeladattdl

PV-trustABLE J. the taskiTH PV trustABLE J. the taskviTH
'Is Janos trustable with the task?' 'He is



Importantly, lexicahat6adjectives do nadllow for splitting:

(31) A:Be-szamit-hat6  Janos? B: * Be[rp szamithatédanod
PV-COUNtABLE J. PV COUNtABLE J.
'Is Janos sane?' 'He is.'
Conclusion:

» inhatoparticiples, the above syntactic environments (tiegdocusing and guestion-answer pairs)
trigger the same syntactic mobility ¥ particles as observed in finite and some nonficlaeses-
this argues for a clausal statustwdto participles and their derivation in tegntax

» with hatdéadjectives, these syntactic environments canndatigpthehatéform - this argues
for their lexical status, as syntax has no actmetise internal structure of lexical words
(akaLexical integrityor Word Structure AutonoynCondition Selkirk 1982, Booij 1985)

3.2. A morpho-phonological difference: variation inthe linking vowel in plural affixation
Adjectival predicates in Hungarian agree with tiseibject in number, cf. (32)

(32) Ezek a lany-ok szégh
these the gitkl beautifulPL
‘These girls are beautiful.'

PL —ekconsists of the plural markek + 'linking vowel'—e—harmonizing with the stem

Adjectival forms ending iné/—4, show variation in the presence of the linking etvmost speakers find
the linking vowel optional (with some individualgferences detectable) (Kalman et al 2012):

(33) Ezek a lany-ok mélté{-k/-ak} voltak grai.
these the girkL worthL were the prizenTto
"These girls were worthy of the prize.'

In a survey with 28 informants, we found that6adjectives show the same variation: most speakers
find the linking vowel optional (with some individupreferences detectable):

(34) A piros szii gombak nem ehgtk/—ek}.
the red coloured mushroarm- not ediblepPL
'Red mushrooms are not edible.’

haté participials, however, differ in that speakers sysatically disprefer the linking vowel with them:

(35) A 10 évesnél régebbi hasznalt auték neméhato{—k/—ak} be egy Uj autd araba.
the 10 year-at older used cars not cdlezL PVa new car priceossIN
'Cars older than 10 years cannot be countedrtbtiia price of the new car.'

(36) A legfiatalabb asszisztensek még nem bdfhkt”—ak} meg nehezebb feladatokkal.
the youngest assistants yet not trustable- pPv  difficult. coMPtaskswITH
'The youngest assistants cannot yet be trusitbdhwore difficult tasks.'

This behaviour is entirely parallel to the behaviofipresent participials. Lexicalized forms show
variation in the presence of the linking vowel,udal participals do not use a linking vowel:

(37) (Sok didk volt a teremben.) A kivalo{—kk-} jutalmat kaptak.
many student was in the room the sepakserL prizeAcC received
‘(Many students were in the room.) The exceltamds received a prize.'
(38) (Sok diak allt a téren.) A tomégb kivalo6{—k/*—ak} hazasétaltak.

many student stood the square.the crowdrROM separateNG-PL  home.walked
'‘Many students stood on the square. The onesatény off the crowd walked home."'



Conclusion:

» the morphophonological form of the plural markkiis-sensitive to the category of thatéform:
haté participial clauses cannot appear with a linkiogvel
haté adjectives optionally can

This concludes our review of the distinct propertié the two classes bat6forms. The results are
summarized in Table 2.

Table 2: Summary of findings

Properties ohat6forms lexical adjectives participial clauses

()  combination intensifiers or adverbs intensifiers adverbs

(i)  availability of comparative forms v *

(i) availability as predicate complement v *

(iv) input to lexical derivations v *

(v)  non-compositional meaning possible v *

(vi) argument— and event structure present * v

(vii) Pv can split off the verb under . v

focus/negation/ellipsis
(viii) plural form —k or—Vvk -k
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