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1. Introduction
This paper is an attempt at examining whether tiseaeclass of auxiliaries in Hungarian, and if
so, what distinguishes them from the rest of thdvyszeThe initial hypothesis is based on the
fundamental distinction between lexical and funwiocategories: whereas both can have
complements, in the case of the former, complemargsassigned thematic roles, while
functional categories in general do not have thengaids at all. Thus, for example, an article,
i.e. an item of the category D, belongs under atfanal category because, even though it can
never stand without a complement, it never assghP complement any thematic role. If the
NP can have a thematic role at all, it is dischétgesome head to the dominating DP, either in
a Spec-head (external argument) or a complemendt+eéstion (internal argument).

The target of our investigation is the class lehrents, which has perhaps been most
prone to equivocation and misunderstanding in Haagdinguistic tradition: auxiliaries. First,
| will survey the literature and identify three pass, which have come to different
conclusions although they may very well have deitmeth identical classes. Then | will
reproduce one of the most comprehensive summafi#iseoproperties of auxiliaries in the
languages of the world with the purpose of applyingm to Hungarian. This will lead to
various new classifications of the verbs conceroéavhich the one based on the capability of
having a thematic grid proves to be most promisingsection 3 | review the tests by which
thematic roles are identified, and show that a remobverbs have no thematic grids. These are
the ones considered to be 'central' auxiliariaswfauch further evidence is provided in section
4. Their precise lexico-syntactic characterizat®given in section 5. Finally, in section 6 some
of the 'quasi-auxiliaries' are analyzed, since #ygyear to be similar to central auxiliaries in at
least some of their properties.

If the central auxiliaries have no thematic disgeathen they are functional categories
or at least form a special subclass of verbs. Gpuesdly, we have to revise our traditional
notion of auxiliaries in order to accommodate thdihgs reported here.

2. Auxiliaries in general

2.1. Auxiliaries in the Hungarian linguistic traahn

In the Hungarian literature three widely differmgws can be discerned. Traditional grammars
(Tompa (1961), Bencédy et al. (1968)) merely listatvthey call auxiliaries, nameljog
'Future, will' andvolna 'Past Conditionalywould have (been). To these Keszler (1995) and
Lengyel (1995) add various forms of the coptda 'be’,lesz'be-Future, become’, and the verbs
mulik ‘pass [used in expressing age and tfaeimarad'remain’. They make no use of formal
or distributional criteria, but refer to their 'val of inflectional affixes'. In our terminology shi

! The research reported here was supported by &fgoamthe Higher Education Research
Support Program (FKFP 680/1977). Previous versiiae been read and commented on by
Jacqueline Guéron, Aniké Liptak, and lldiké Téthhase advice is gratefully acknowledged,
although it was not always followed, for which, afawd the inevitable errors remaining, the
reponsibility is of course mine.

2 As in hisz éves multhe) twenty years passed = he's over twenty';éarGita milt (két
perccel)five o'clock passed (with two minutes) = two ngsipast five'.



amounts to saying that they are words, but substitor, or have the same function as,
inflectional affixes.

Kalméan et al. (1986, 1989) determine the clasawfiliaries by means of rigorous
distributional criteria. According to the attribateelevant to them, any verb is an auxiliary that
(i) occurs with an infinitival complement, and (i) a neutral sentence (a) cliticizes onto the
main verb in case the verb has no verbal prefip(everb), cf. (1a), or (b) is between the prefix
and the main verb otherwise, cf. (EbThis classification of verbs and the accompanying
terminology has been influential and adopted byynantably by Farkas and Sadock (1989),
among others.

1 a. Anna fut-ni akar.
Anna run-INF wants
'Anna wants to run.’

b. Annaki akar fut-ni.
Anna out wants run-INF
'Anna wants to run out.'

They add that the more the verb 'tends' to beefirtite higher it is in the hierarchy of
‘auxiliariness'. Their full list has 19 items, andludes a predicative adjective and a nominal as
well.

2 akar ‘want',bir 'can, be able tafpg ‘will', kell 'must'kellene'should’,kezd'begin’,kivan
'wish', lehet 'may’, mer 'dare’, 6hajt 'long’', szabad'is free to',szandékozikintend',
szeretnéwould like to',szokas(it is the) custom/habitszokottused to'talal ‘happen
to', tetsziKit pleases someone thig; ‘'can, to be able tdld, ‘can, to know how to'.

The third approach is represented by Katalin BsKil987, 1998, 1999), who believes
there to be no auxiliaries at all in Hungarian.tte ‘flat’ structure of the basic Hungarian
sentence, i.e., the verb-initial VP, the lexicalgmarties of the verb determine its complements,
including the subject, object and infinitival cansttions, possibly with their own complements
in turn. According to E. Kiss (1999), some of thenigarian verbs are 'light verbs': in neutral
sentences (i) they must be preceded by the verbfk pf the infinitive (or in the absence of a
prefix, the infinitive itself) and (ii) they canndie stressed. Now light verbs, as argued by
Grimshaw and Mester (1977) and Roberts (1997), atohave the thematic capabilities of
ordinary verbs, and that is why they must form claxpredicates with (the infinitives of) other
verbs in Hungarian in E. Kiss's analysis.

E. Kiss is not unequivocal as to whether she fopta weaker or a stronger definition of
light verbs. In the strong interpretation, the tiglerb is incapable of having thematic grids as
such. Since E. Kiss groups the subject togethdr thi¢ other arguments in the ‘flat’ VP, she

3 Grammarians distinguish between two sentence fypesingarian: a neutral sentence has
a more or less rigid word order and equal stressa®ajor constituents. Nonneutral sentences
usually have contrastive focus, one or more guargifand/or negation in them. For more, see
Kiefer and E. Kiss (1994) or Kenesei et al. (1998).



would be prone to espousing the strong view. Rebégw of light verbs as having no internal
arguments in a hierarchical structure but alloworghe subject (i.e. external) argument would
constitute the weak interpretation, and that iat what E. Kiss should follow, but in a flat VP
there is no formal means of distinguishing the esctiffom the rest of the arguments.

Note that Kalman et al.'s (1986, 1989) set ofilmmes' is essentially the same as E.
Kiss's group of 'light verbs': as regards the et there is no difference between them. Sure
enough, K&lmén et al. had a descriptive, rather théheoretical, axe to grind: based on such
and such criteria this or that list of lexical esdrforms a uniform class. Of course, such an
approach does not preclude the incorporation ofhdur criteria, and consequently, the
establishment of more (sub)classes.

On the other hand, since E. Kiss has always stegpdhe idea of a 'flat' VP, she is
prevented from acknowledging Infl as a functionehdh, as well as an InflP, which could host
the auxiliary in Hungarian. The flat structure esponsible also for the proposals in which
infinitival constructions are represented as sulgss VPs, whose head is a V inserted from the
lexicon together with its unanalyzed suffix, cf. E. Kiss (1998).

3 [ve akarja Janossp vin-ni el Mari-t Kina-ba]]
wants John take-INF away Mary-ACC  Chibi-
‘John wants to take away Mary to China.'

Returning to the problems of classification, werdi challenge the alleged uniform
behavior of the predicates listed in (2) with resp® (de)accenting and the movement of
prefixes. But this will not thwart our search fom@ore refined classification in general, or
diminish the chance of finding items among thent Wauld better correspond to the criteria of
auxiliarinood in particular.

2.2. Criteria for auxiliaries
It is primarily the criteria applied in the apprbas reviewed in the previous section that we find
deficient: either they are too loose, as in traddl grammars, or they do not exist at all, as with
E. Kiss, since she does not even recognize théeagis of auxiliaries, or they are too few, as
with Kalman et al., and thus there are more vdrasdre classified as auxiliaries than would be
acceptable at first blush.

But are there general enough criteria for auxds#t Heine (1993:22-24) provides a list
of properties from a wide variety of languages aadrces. This inventory is quoted here in a
somewhat simplified and reduced form, | have ombitszare' and double quotation marks
around some terms mentioned, and will indicate ¢haracteristics that are relevant to
Hungarian by italics, and those that appear to é@sitye by bold type. (For Heine's own
sources, see his references.)

4 Properties of auxiliaries
a. Auxiliaries tend to provide for a small range otinoal domains, especially for the domains
of tense, aspect and modaliénd possibly also] negation and voice.
b. They form a closed set of linguistic units.
c. They also occur as main verbs.
d. They express grammatical functions but exhibsoime extent, a verbal morphosyntax
e.They [have] highly defective paradigms.



f. They may not bethe (semantic) main predicate of the clause.
g. They may have two free variants, where onegaduM form (e.g.| will go) and the other one
a reduced forml'{l go), or one is a clitic and the other an affix.
h. They tend to be unstressed or unable to receivieastive stress.
I. They tend to be cliticizablar necessarily clitic.
J- They carry all morphological information relating the predicatg...].
k. While auxiliaries are an obligatory part of faiclauses in some languages, this is not
necessarily so in nonfinite or imperative clauses.
l. Auxiliaries may not themselves be governed by other auxiliaries, or only by a limited
number of auxiliaries.
m. They do not have a meaning of their own, or dacoatribute to the meaning of the sentence
but rather are synsemantic or syncategorematibédéxeme to which they apply.
n. They tend to occur separately from the main verb.
0. They may be bound to some adjacent element.
p. Unlike verbs, they may not be nominalized or occur in compounds.
g. They tend to occur in a fixed order and in adiyosition in the clause.
r. In the presence of an auxiliary, themain verb islikely to be used in a nonfiniteform [...].

The tendencies excerpted (and not given in wordidmd quotation) from Heine (1993)
naturally overlap: for instance, (a) and (d), (flgm), (h) and (i), or (j) and (r), owing primaril
to the fact that the catalog is a result of beioggiled from works by several independent
authors.

2.3. Universal properties and the Hungarian auxiés

Let us now examine some of Heine's properties aachew they apply to the set of Hungarian
verbs listed in (2). (4a) holds for all verbs, wsleve take it to mean that auxiliaries can express
only the grammatical notions of tense, aspect and ntypdélhowever, the concept of modality

is defined liberally enough, all of the forms in an be included under (4a), since there are
languages in the world with, for example, optatveleontic moods. (4b) is not applicable as a
criterion: once we know which verbs are auxiligribey will of course form a closed class. (4c)
is also circular: again, if we are aware of thedisauxiliaries, then we can ask whether they can
occur as main verbs, and if their use as main veobsists in, say, their complementation by
NPs, then onlyner'dare’ is excluded from the list in (2). (4d)eatated to (4a), as was suggested
above, and can be used to characterize the putatixéiary fog 'will', which expresses
reference to future time in a verbal, rather thames adverbial, form. (4n) states that an
auxiliary must be an independent word, rather @naraffix, such as the Turkish affisa/se-
‘Conditional’, which contrasts with the English diary would With reference to Hungarian,
(4h) and (4i) grasp the enclitic nature of Hungawgxiliaries, as discussed by Kalméan et al.
(1986, 1989), see 2.1. But then these traits ametlgxthe ones that have been used to put the
verbs in (2) into a single group, so they cannaakrthem down into subclasses. Finally,
property (4r) requires that the auxiliary govermain verb, that is, it excludes the copula (and
its ilk) from the class of auxiliaries.

The characteristics reviewed so far have but ooefil the difference between the verbs
in (2) and all other verbs. Further properties,vittwever, serve to distinguish subclasses. (4p),
to begin with, creates the following two lists, dading on whether or not the verb can be
nominalized (together with its infinitival complenty as inaz Usz-ni kivan-ashe swim-INF



wish-NOM; the wish to swim', as contrasted witfa2) Usz-ni kell-é4§the) swim-INF must-
NOM'. Verbs that cannot be nominalized are morgyiko be auxiliaries.

5 a.Nominalizable
akar 'want', bir 'can’, kezd'begin', kivan 'wish', mer 'dare’,6hajt 'desire’,szandékozik
'intend’,tud 'can’
b. Non-nominalizable
fog'will', kell 'must’,szokottused to'talal 'happen totetszikbe pleased to'

Property (4l) is based on similar consideratiorexrbs, or rather clauses in general
(whether tensed or infinitival) can be complemeotsother categories, but at least some
auxiliaries cannot occur in nonfinite complememtsHungarian if (the nonfinite clause of) a
verb is a complement to another verb, it occurngfinitival form; therefore, the verbs that do
not occur as infinitives are suspect of being @ankds. The distinction is illustrated in (6).

6 a.(nem fog) bir-ni tsz-r{not will) can-INF swim-INF; won't be able to swi
b. (nem bir) *fogni Uszninot can) will-INF swim-INF'

7 a. Infinitive possible
akar, bir, kezd, kell, kivan, mer, éhajt, szamad tud
b. Infinitive not possible
fog, szokott, talal, tetszik

As seen abovéell 'must’ (at least in one of its uses, see beloBvahhas been promoted to the
group of 'more common' verbs.
The characteristic of deficient paradigm in (4@vever, rearranges the above lists:

8 a. Full paradigms
akar, bir, kezd, kivan, mer, 6hajt, szandékazkretne, talél, tud
b. Deficient paradigms
fog, lehet, kell/kellene, szokott, tetszik

Thus talal 'happen to' has moved up, but the derived folerset ‘may; lit. be-POT' and
kell’kellene'must/should’ are again among the suspected aipdi But although having a
deficient paradigm is an important sign of auxihand, it is by no means a sufficient criterion:
Englishhaveandbe for example, do not exhibit gaps comparable tse¢hin the forms ofan
or must In Hungariarfog 'will' has no past tense, whitzokottused to' has no present tense,
buttalal has all the required verb forms.

Another paradigm-based classification is realibgdexamining whether the verbs in

* Hungarian has various nonfinite forms in additiorthe infinitive; the active (or present)
participle: olvas-0 'read-APrt, reading’; the passive (or past) ppléc olvas-ott read-PPrt,
read'; the two adverbial adjunct (orafvan participles: olvas-va olvas-van'read-Prtavan
reading’; and the future participlelvas-anddread-FPrt, to be read'. Cf. also Table 1 belaw. F
more, see Kenesei et al. (1998).



guestion can occur in the several nonfinite forreenthan the infinitive. (The three derived
forms are again missing.)

9 a. Nonfinite forms possible
akar, bir, kezd, kell, kivan, mer, éhajt, szamad tud
b. Nonfinite forms not possible
fog, szokott, talal, tetszik

The constructions in which nonfinite verbs occu elauses, whose Infl heads are represented
by the nonfinite affix. If we suppose on the anglaj other languages that auxiliaries are
inserted under Infl, then it follows that no awxiyf can be accommodated in such a clause.
While we will modify this position to some extemt iegard to Hungarian further below, the
fundamental insight will remain unchanged.

At this stage we can conclude that one set ofgutigs cluster in a particular group of
verbs, making them more prone to be auxiliaries neither the lack of a full paradigm, nor the
absence of nonfinite forms supports the classifinawithout reservation, for it has been shown
that auxiliaries in other languages, such as Bmgkseandbe, can have nonfinite forms, which
indicates that there can very well be auxiliarresumy one of our groups (7-9a). Consequently,
further relevant criteria must be sought.

3. The crucial property of auxiliaries: the lackathematic grid

The fundamental and distinctive characteristiclofilaries is most certainly found in (4f) and
the related (4m). Not being able to serve as #maastic main predicate’ of the clause or not
having 'a meaning of their own' is, in terms ofrent grammatical theory, tantamount to not
having the capacity to discharge thematic role#, ith to being without a thematic grid, and to
being forced to be 'parasitic’, as it were, in tl@spect on the thematic roles of any main
predicate in its clause. Main predicates can oaletargument structures insofar as they ascribe
syntactico-semantic properties unchanged in var{geigcal or syntactic) operations to the
entities denoted by their arguments. Verbs likeit 'roll,' have two obligatory arguments:
Agent and Theme, in addition to other, optionalspreeich as Goal or Source. The Agent and
the Theme occur in the null case as subject aretpbpspectively, as iRéter guritja a labda-

t 'Peter rolls the ball-ACC'. The intransitive, ather, unaccusative, vegoirul 'rolli' related to
gurit by some lexical process (unspecified for our psegohere) has only one obligatory
argument, which ends up as the subject, and isiecdémwith the Theme of the latter verb, @
labda gurul'The ball rolls." Ifgurit is transformed into a passive (or ‘past’) patggipgain the
Theme occurs in the subject positiangurit-ott labdathe roll-ed ball'. Thus a given thematic
role can be accommodated in different grammatigattions (subject, object), depending on
the syntactic or lexical operations involved. Thémaoles can be assigned to grammatical
items that can be referential (DPs) or expressqgsitpns, that is, clauses: CPs or IPs, which
are also referential. In other words, no thematie can be ascribed to adjectival, adverbial or
predicative constructions.

It will then be claimed thain auxiliary is an independent word that has a clement
structure in terms of categories, but has no argunstructure, i.e., a capacity to assign
thematic rolesObviously, this aspect had no relevance to it approaches, and it bore no
interest to distributionally based analyses, asmqal et al. (1986, 1989), probably because it
was not considered to be ‘formal' enough. At ttagestwo questions arise: i) Is our definition



not the same as E. Kiss's (1999), according to whthraerbs in (2) belong under the same
group precisely on this account? ii) How can ishewn that a verb has no thematic grid? If the
latter question is answered satisfactorily, thst fone will also receive an answer, and if our
analysis is 'formal' enough, it may be acceptabdsm ¢o Kalman et al. (1986, 1989) as well.

The question of which predicate has or has nomé#étie roles cannot be directly
examined, but it is not impossible to tegtatthematic role some predicate may have. In fact,
there are no reliable methods to distinguish mbematic roles, especially as we descend
toward the 'bottom’' of the hierarchy - what witk tlumber and kinds of various thematic roles
(cf., e.g., Dowty 1991, Williams 1994). But therea foolproof test for at least one thematic
role, which more than suffices to carry out ouigassent.

The thematic role we can reliably ascertain is Migehe executor of voluntary,
intentional, deliberate actions - as contrastetl ®itperiencer, the sentient perceiver or subject
of mental states or events, or with Theme, whidtaissally affected or moved, or with Patient,
which is directly affected or changed in the cowfkthe action. The Agent test is based on the
observation that adverbs lilszandékosaton purpose' oszantszandékkadeliberately' cannot
be used with nonagentive predicates, and furtheymttrey cannot be complemented by
purpose/rationale clauses (cf. Roeper 1987). Thgests of the sentences below have the
thematic roles as indicated.

10 a. Péter szdntszandékkal el-guritotta a ‘tabda (Agent)
Peter deliberately  away-rolled the ball-ACC
'Peter rolled away the ball deliberately.’
b. *A labda szantszandékkal el-gurult. (Theme)
the ball deliberately away-rolled
*The ball rolled away deliberately.’

11 a. Péter szdntszandékkal meg-tudta a kérdés-ek-e (Agent)
Peter deliberately  PFX-knew the questionARIC
'Peter deliberately learned the questions.’
b. *Péter szantszandékkal tudta a kérdéseket. xpe(iencer)
Peter deliberately knew the question-PLEAC
*Peter deliberately knew the questions.’

12 a. Péter azért guritotta el a labdat, hagy ledr kozepé-be kerlljon. (Agent)
Peterso  rolled PFX the ball-ACC  that it tirele's center-ILL get-SUBJ
'Peter rolled the ball so it would get into tleater of the circle.'
b. *Alabda azért gurult el, hogy (az) a kor ke kertljon. (Theme)
the ball so rolled PFX that ...
*The ball rolled so it would get into the centéithe circle.’

13 a. Péter azért tudta meg a kérdéseket, dtomgnjen a vizsgan. (Agent)
Peterso  knew PFX the questions-ACC that Ise-ffee exam
'Peter learned the questions so that he wouklthasexam.’
b. *Péter azért tudta a kérdéseket, hogy §amenvizsgan.  (Experiencer)
Peter so  knew the question-ACC that ...

*Peter knew the questions so that he would theesexam.’



Having now presented the applicability of the Aggst in simple predicates, let us
examine the clauses containing infinitival condiarss. In accordance with the literature, in the
examples below it will be assumed that both therimnand the embedded clauses have their
own subjects, called 'matrix subject’ and 'embeddégect’, respectively.

Firstly, if both the matrix and the embedded sciisj@are Agents, it is not clear which is
the 'target’ of the adverb meaning 'deliberately’' equivalently, the rationale clause, although
different constituent orders may disambiguate ttnectires. The phonetically empty PRO
subject of the infinitive is always controlled byetmatrix subject. Bracketing shows intended
interpretations; constituents marked by capitada@cussed.

14 a. Peéter szdntszandékkal  nem akarta [PRO talgnii labdat]
Peter deliberately not wanted roll-INF thd-BLCC
'Peter deliberately didn't want to roll the ball.

b. Péter nem akarta szantszandékkal [PRO elguaitabdat]
‘Idem.’

c. Péter nem akarta [PRO szantszandékkal elguaifabdat]
'Peter didn't want to deliberately roll the ball.

d. PETER nem akarta szantszandékkal [PRO elgusitabdat]
'It was Peter that deliberately didn't want tbttee ball.’

e. PETER nem akarta [PRO szantszandékkal elguaitabdat]
'It was Peter that didn't want to deliberately/ttee ball.’

While (14a) can be said to be unambiguous, (14bra),especially (14d-e) are not: whereas it
is possible to disambiguate the former by accentiegnfinitive and the adverb, respectively, in
the pair of (14d-e) it is impossible because oféfiect of focus: focus disallows accents to its
right.

If, in turn, the matrix and the embedded subjéase different thematic roles, the
ambiguity disappears. Sincgal 'hate’ requires an Experiencer subject, the adsamtonly be
construed in the matrix clause. If it is understasdelated to the embedded clause, the sentence
will be ungrammatical.

15 a. Péter szadntszdndékkal  nem akarta [PRO utalmatematikét]
Peter deliberately not wanted hate-INF tla¢hstACC
'Peter deliberately didn't want to hate maths.’

b. Péter nem akarta szantszandékkal [PRO utahaitamatikat]
'Idem.’

c. *Péter nem akarta [PRO szantszandékkal waaimatematikéat]
*Peter didn't want to deliberately hate maths.’

d. PETER nem akarta szantszandékkal [PRO utatatamatikat]
'It's Peter that deliberately didn't want to hatghs.'

e. *PETER nem akarta [PRO szantszandékkal utahmtamatikat]
'It's Peter that didn't want to deliberately hatghs.'

The constructions are also unambiguous if the matrject has Experiencer thematic role and
the embedded subject is Agent.



16 a. *Péter azért utdlja [PRO guritani a labdat]  hogy nyerjen.

Peter so hates roll-INF the ball-ACC thattie-SUBJ
*Peter [hates to roll the ball] so as to win.'

b. Péter utalja [PRO azért guritani a labdat, hogyjen]
'Peter hates [to roll the ball to win].'

c. *PETER utélja azért [PRO guritani a labdatjnoyerjen.
*It's Peter that [hates to roll the ball] sat@asvin.'

d. PETER utalja [PRO azért guritani a labdat, hogyrjen]
'It's Peter that hates [to roll the ball to win].

The Agent-test shows not only which clause has Wrad of subject, but also whether a
construction has one or more than one subject,haikicnore important for our purposes here.
Although the test itself does not demand for therBe two subjects in (14), it is impossible to
construe (15)-(16) with a single subject. This prtyp of the test will be exploited to
demonstrate that Kalman et alii's (1986, 1989) flmuwies" or E. Kiss's "light verbs" do not
form unified classes with respect to their thematie discharging capacity.

The verbs in set (2) that are agentive fit inte tframe in (15), while the verbs that
assign an Experiencer thematic role to their stdbgamply with the pattern in (16). The former
include verbs likekar ‘want' andivan'wish', the latter such dsr ‘can’ andner'dare’.

However, there is a third group, whose behaviosamewhat surprising: they are
unacceptable in the agentive frame of (17), cf.a(d@b but are fully acceptable in the
experiencer template of (18), cf. (16a-b).

17 a. *Péter szdntszandékkal nem fogja [utdlni  atematikat]
Peter deliberately not will  hate-INF the h&aACC
*Peter deliberately will not hate maths."
b. *Péter nem fogja [szantszandékkal utalni a matiat]
*Peter will not deliberately hate maths."'
18 a. Péter azért fogja [guritani a labdat] ogyhnyerjen.
Peter so  will roll-INF the ball-ACC thaten-SUBJ
'Peter will [roll the ball] so as to win.'
b. Péter fogja [azért guritani a labdéat, hogy jeydr
'Peter will [roll the ball to win].'

Let us now register the members of the three grofiperbs and then inquire into the mystery
of the third set. We will classiftalal 'happen to' under group (c) below, since it datisthe
Agent test only in affirmative clauses and futumestreferencé.

®> Agentive verbs can be divided into two further gnalips depending on whether they
require that the predicates of their complementisgda be agentive, e.gzandékozikntend',
Ohajt'wish’, or not, e.gszeretnewould-like'. | owe this observation to Ildiké Tot

® The verbskell/kellene'must/should'Jehet 'may’, tetszik'be pleased to' and the adjective
szabadfree, is allowed to' all have dative marked 'saty'.



19 Possible auxiliary verbs
a. With Agent subjectsakar ‘want',kezd'begin’,kivan‘wish', 6hajt ‘desire’,szandékozik
'intend’,
b. With Experiencer subjectsir ‘can’,mer ‘dare’,tud '‘can’;kell 'must’,kellene'should’,
lehet'may';szabadfree, is allowed totetszikbe pleased to'
c. The "third group":fog 'will', szokottused to'talél ‘happen to'

Since it has been shown that the verbs in (19adghdrge their own thematic roles to their
subjects, no longer can E. Kiss's (1999) hypothekithe existence of 'light verbs' with no
thematic grids be maintained. In fact, both versiohthe hypothesis have been demonstrated
untenable. Recall that in the strong version ewensubject was left without a thematic role;
this position is discredited by the Agent test, eihserved to distinguish between verbs with
Agent and non-Agent subjects.

According to the weak version of the 'light venlgpothesis, complements receive no
thematic roles, that is, light predicates have #i@nroles only for their subjects. This option
would arise in case of structures illustrated naf@ove. But if, as has been argued, the verbs in
(19a-b) require embedded subjects in addition ttrixnaubjects, then, since both have their
independent thematic roles, the complement of tagixnverb must be a clause, rather than a
bare VP. It could be claimed in favor of E. Kissttla VP has a subject in her 'flat' syntactic
structure, which is a consequence of her assumgiainthe verb is inserted into the VP 'full’
with its inflection or nonfinite suffixation - witbut there being any projection of Infl. Thus a VP
would in one case be a full thematic argument, emdnother, something equivalent with a VP
in the usual sense, i.e., without any chance oihlgaa thematic role. But this is an illegitimate
identification of two different categories: clausésr propositions) and predicates (or
functions)’32c

If the complement of the verb is a clause, thaaiproposition, it is an argument and
must have a thematic role, which renders bothttbag and the weak interpretation of the 'light
verb' hypothesis groundless: neither of the grafpd9a) and (19b) fit either interpretations.
But these verbs ought to have propositional, aacethre, thematic, complements also because
all of the mental states and activities denotedh®ge verbs are intentional in the wide or
philosophical sense: they are directed at intendesiyed, or possible states-of-affairs from the
viewpoint of the philosophy of language (cf. Sed8&3).

In what follows, verbs of group (19a), which denwblitional mental activities will be
dubbedintentional (in the narrow sense). Verbs of group (19b) expdispositionskir ‘can’,
mer 'dare’ tud'can’) and deontic statemenkel('must kellene'should’ lehet'may’)® Verbs in

’ The strong version cannot be maintained for atsasons, as well, as will be clear below.
But the weak version can indeed be considered imgbtian, as exemplified by the process of
'bleaching’ verbs in constructions comparable taliEim take umbrage/advantage, make
headway/progres<tc., cf.szadm-ba vesaccount-into take, take into accountiditvanyt tesz
‘proposal-ACC makeglintézést nyelmrrangement-ACC get, be arranged', etc.

8 Note that no special attention is given to thenava epistemic use of the deontic vekb#
'must’, kellene'should’, for reasons to be discussed in sectiofhése distinctions were first
discussed with respect to Hungarian verbs by Kiéi®&85) and have been most recently
analyzed in view of possible auxiliaries by Tot®98), who also opts for the lack of thematic
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the subgroup (19b) are unquestionable auxilianesnumber of other languages, but the Agent
test, together with other criteria from nonfiniterhs, paradigms, etc., force them into the set of
verbs that take complement clauses in Hungariaey Wil be calleddispositionalanddeontic
verbs.

To recapitulate, verbs under (19a-b), callB®-verbs for short, are provided with full
thematic grids, that is, they have regular complgns&ructures, comparable to those of 'main
verbs', and furthermore, their behavior correspamels with that of (other) main verbs, except
for one property: they allow the verbal prefix fmeverb) of the embedded verb to move and
cliticize unto them in the neutral sentence (sep. (These verbs are consequently not
auxiliaries.

4. Central auxiliaries

Let us now take a closer look at the group in (@) summarize what has been said about
them. The verbs here cannot be nominalized and havenfinite forms. Two of them have
defective paradigms, but the third otedal ‘happen to', is regular in this respect. Themiititre
property setting them apart from the intentionagpdsitional and deontic verbs is their
deficiency to assign thematic roles to the corstitsi in their clause.

In the sentences (17)-(18) the subjects haveemahc role other than what is assigned
by the nonfinite verb. If the embedded verb is &genrationale clauses and adverbs of the
'deliberately’ class pass the test. If the verbasagentive, the Agent test fails. This is not
affected by the occurrence of the veitg 'will', szokottused to' antalél ‘happen to', wherever
the adverb may be placed in the sentence. Thapeded so far have shown that these three
verbs do not fit the pattern of the rest of thebgethat is the 'control verbs', since they do not
have subjects of their own.

4.1. 'Weather verbs' in construction with auxilesi

The so-called weather verbs provide a further ctimewhich to examine the behavior of verbs
of various classes. There is, to begin with, indepat evidence that predicates such as
villamlik 'lighten',d6rdg '(to) thunder'be-este-ledikPFX-night-AFX, = ca. for night to fall',
etc., require phonetically empty pronominal sulgj¢htt are assigned specific thematic roles as
‘weather subjects', that is, if there is any theamate at all to discharge here.

There are two participial clause types used asnatf to predicates in Hungarian
(distinguished here by their harmonizing suffixele va-participle has an un-Case-marked
phonetically empty PRO subject controlled by somesttuent of the matrix clause - similarly
to infinitival clauses; thevanparticiple has subjects much like finite clausgace it can be
Case-marked and referentially independent, so whenetically empty, it is pro (Sarik 1998,
Téth 1998, this volume).

20 a. PR®; haza-érkez-ve, Anpabekapcsolta a téve-t.
home-come-PARJ Anna turned-on the TV-ACC
'‘Coming home, Anna turned on the TV.'
b. *Péter hazaérkezve, Anna bekapcsolta a tévét.
*'Peter coming home, Anna turned on the TV.'

grid as the most important criterion.
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21 a. proy haza-érkez-vén, Anneekapcsolta a tévét.
home-come-PAR{,
'(Someone) having come home, Anna turned onVhe T
b. Péter hazaérkezvén, Anna bekapcsolta a tévét.
'Peter having come home, Anna turned on the TV.'

Since the subjects of weather verbs cannot be goerendent) reference, they cannot occur in
va-participial clauses, cf. Toth (this volume).

22 a. *PRQ dorog-ve Anngbekapcsolta a tévét.
thunder-PARY;
*Thundering, Anna turned on the TV.'
b. prg dorogvén, Anngbekapcsolta a tévet.
'(With) it having thundered, Anna turned on theé'T

Sentence (22a) can only be construed as 'Anna dhathandered', which renders it
ungrammatical in this context. Thus weather verdgehsubjects with independent reference
and, possibly, separate thematic roles.

IDD verbs, too, control the PRO subjects of tlembedded clauses: that is why they
cannot have weather verbs embedded below them:

23 a. ro be akart [ PRO esteled-ni]
PFX wanted night-fall-INF
ca. *There wanted to be night-fall.'
b. *Nempro, mert [ PRQ dorog-ni]
not dared thunder-INF
*|t didn't dare to be thundering.'

Since the matrix verbs discharge Agent or Expeaentes to their (matrix) subjects, which can
therefore be filled only by volitional and/or samti beings, and because the matrix subject must
be referentially identical with the embedded subjidollows that the embedded subjects must
be animate, which is excluded by the weather verbs.

In contrast with IDD verbs, the three verbs ind)1l8re perfectly applicable along with
weather verbs, which again shows that the verfis90) have no subjects of their own.

24 a. Be fog esteled-ni.

ca. 'Night will be falling.'

b. Nem szokott dorég-ni.
not used thunder-INF
'It's usually does not thunder.’

c. Hafebruarban taldlna kitavaszodni  idén ...
if in-February happened spring-come-INF the Yleiar
'If it happened that spring were coming in Febydlais year ...'

4.2. Subjectless clauses
Toth (this volume) argues that in a subtype ofigigial clauses the subject is neither PRO, nor
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pro, but there is simply no subject present. Whileaj226a) have subjects, (25b)-(26b) have
none.

25 a. A szobaki van takarit-va.
the room PFXis clean-PART
"The room is cleaned.’
b. A szobéa-ban ki van takarit-va.
the room-INE PFX is clean-PART
ca. 'In the room (it) has been cleaned.'
26 a. A 1Brond be  van pakol-va.
the suitcase PFX is pack-PART
"The suitcase is packed.’
b. A k¥rond-be be van pakol-va.
the suitcase-ILL PFXis pack-PART
ca. 'In the suitcase (it) has been packed.’

That the sentences without nominative subjects(4%b) and (26b), are indeed without subject
is manifest when they occur with deorkigll 'must’, whether with or without person marking,
cf..

27 a. Aszoba-nak nem kekKi-takarit-va len-ni-(e).

the room-DAT not must PFX-clean-PART be-INF-3SG
"The room needn't be cleaned.’

b. *A szoba-ban nem kelPRQy, ki-takarit-va len-ni.
the room-INE  not must PFX-clean-PARBe-INF
ca. *'It needn't be cleaned in the room.’

c. *A szobaban nem kelpro kitakaritva len-ni-e.

-3SG

'Idem.’

As is seen in the examples, neither RR@Whose referent must be human, nor a semantically
empty, expletivgpro can be the subject of the infinitival clause idlz). If, however, verbs of
(19¢), in particularszokottandtalal are used, the construction proves impeccable.

28 a. A szobaban nem szokott kitakaritva lenni.
the room-INE not used PFX-clean-PART be-INF
ca. 'In the room (it) isn't usually cleaned.’'

® The epistemitehet'may’ cannot occur with a copula because it ivelérfrom it. Forehet
+ copula =lehet andfog + copula desz'will-be’, i.e., the synthetic future form of tkepula.
Therefore, for example,

() *Ki lehet len-ni takarit-va = ki lehet takaxit
PFX may be-INF clean-PART it may be cleaned'
(i) ?ki fog len-ni takarit-va = ki lesz taitava

PFX will be-INF clean-PARYE it will be cleaned'
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b. Haa szobdban ki-takarit-va talal ienamikor megjossz ...
if the room-INE PFX-clean-PARJhappens be-INF when come-2SG
ca. 'If it happens to be cleaned in the room wloencome ...'

If then the patrticiple + copula construction hassnbject and verbs of (19c) can take them as
complements, it follows that these verbs requiresnbjects of their own, and that their
complements need have no subjects either.

4.3. Raising predicates versus auxiliaries

Another piece of evidence for their classificatias core auxiliaries comes from their
comparison with raising predicates. As is well-knmow one of their construction types raising
verbs assign a single thematic role to their compl# clause and take an expletive as their
matrix subject, cf. (29), and in another, theygffect, force the subject of their complement
clause to move into the matrix subject, as in (8@te that neutral word order in Hungarian
requires the embedded verb, even if it is prefixedbe placed immediately in front of the
raising verb, which is a further, though probahtyalated, difference between our auxiliaries
and the group of raising verbs.

29  a. Ugy latszik [Kati olvas]
it seems Katireads
'It seems Kati is reading.’
b. Ugy latszik pro beesteledik]
it seems night-falls
'It seems that night is falling.'

30 a. Katiolvas-ni latszik
Kati read-INF seems
'Kati seems to be reading.'
b. pro Beesteled-pi latszik g &(]
night-fall-INF seems
'Night seems to be falling.'

As was argued above, weather-verbs like the on@¥B0b) take phonetically empiyo
subjects, and assign them some specific themdac Thus, such subjegiro's may undergo
raising, as in (30b), providing for the subjectuiegment of the Extended Projection Principle,
if it is in force, or that of raising predicatefitiis not.

When, however, a raising verb takes a complemanse with a subjectless predicate,
the construction is ruled ungrammatical.

31 a Ugylatszik[a  szoba-ban ki van takeadt
it seems the room-INE PFXis clean-PART
ca. 'lt seems that in the room (it) has beemeléa
b. *A szoba-ban ki-takarit-va latszik len-ni
the room-INE PFX-clean-PARd seems be-INF
ca. 'In the room (it) seems to have been cleaned.
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Although recent analyses of verb types in Hungadidmot suspect auxiliaries to be related to
raising verbs, since we have shown that the fotrage no subject arguments of their own, and
the latter have always been characterized as #uelas necessary to demonstrate that our
alleged auxiliaries are not (a subclass of) raisiedps. Since raising verbs do not allow for
subjectless clauses, which prevent them from hawisigrface subject, they crucially differ from
the suspected auxiliaries, which go well with entsetisentences with no subject, as was seen
in (28).

All this converges to indicate that verbs of (18opstitute the class of auxiliaries in
Hungarian clustering around the properties give(3#).

32 Properties of the (central) auxiliarideg, szokott, talél
a. They have no nonfinite forms.
b. They cannot be nominalized.
c. They have no subjects of their own - whethetete, or thematic.
d. They allow for subjectless complements.
e. They do not discharge thematic roles; they hasethematic grids/argument
structures.

These properties are not all a random clusteruiliaries have no thematic discharge, they
cannot have subjects of their own (like raisingdprates), and they cannot take clauses, i.e.,
propositions, as their complements (unlike raipngdicates), so even their complements can
go without a subject. All other (‘traditional’) alieries miss at least properties (32d, e), buttmos
go without property ((32c) as well. Thus, the irs{(32) provides for a graded classification of
auxiliaries in general, from the core auxilaries'doasi-auxiliaries’ (see 6.1, 6.2), to regular
intentional and dispositional verbs, as most o&{h®

The two properties distinguishing core auxilianieg32d, e) also allow us to draw an
analogy with the only other verb that has no thedischarge: the copuld.in this sense, the
copula can also be regarded as an auxiliary (msich @aditional grammars, see the beginning
of 2.1), except that it has NP, PP or AP complemeBince both the copula and the central
auxiliaries are used to indicate the tense (and,lésser extent, the aspect) of the predicate, it
reasonable to assume that these four verbs fopaaas subclass in contrast with the rest of the
suspected, (or, in other languages, the 'tradit)amaxiliary verbs, which can take complements
expressing propositions or can assign a themdecnnaimally to their subjects, and therefore
have more lexical content.

Whether there can exist complements to a verbréadize no argument structure is,
strictly speaking, an empirical question. Some gnatical feature can materialize in one
language as an affix, and in another as an indgmemwdrd, essentially the same complement
structure. Such is the case with tense or aspeaftibets and auxiliaries, respectively. In what
form they are realized may very well be fortuit@nsl idiosyncratic properties of languages, or
even of a single language, as evidenced by hiatodata of grammaticalization, or the
coexistence of constructions such as English aoafytd synthetic tenses or Hungarian

19| am grateful for the observations and ideas maeof in the following discussion to
Jacqueline Guéron (personal communication), althdwdp not follow or agree with all of her
arguments and inferences.
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expressions of possibility/permission, ofvas-hat-odread-POT-2SG' versushetolvas-n-od
'may read-INF-2SG', both meaning 'you may readlitt more lexical content some form has,
the less likely it is to do without arguments. Thosdal or causative affixes and auxiliaries
have thematic grids, while tense or aspectualedfewuxiliaries do not.

5. Central auxiliaries in the structure of the ctau

5.1. Functional categories in the clause

The three central auxiliaries behave in an idehtiagy in that they have no subjects of their
own and require infinitival VPs, rather than clajsas their complements, in which the
embedded subject is left without Case. As a fimgtraximation, we will give a schematic
diagram, in which the Hungarian auxiliary is sitimn a position comparable to modal
auxiliaries in English, which, in turn, are invdrigaccompanied by finite VP3.

33 IP

/ \
(Spec) I
/ \
| VP
[tfinite] / \
| DP V'
fog | / \
will Péter \Y .
I
olvas-ni
read-INF

The subject of the VRRéter, is moved into Spec,IP to be assigned nominatwthée head I.
The embedded verb is in the infinitive, and theeeather kinds of movement operation at work
even in the neutral sentence, such as the raisitigereverbal prefix, if there is one, or the
verb itself, if there is non¥.

The first difficulty with this proposal lies in ¢haccommodation of the infinitival affix -
ni. If the head Infl has been "peeled" off the vélen the VP should contain the bare verb, and
the ni affix must find an appropriate category outside Y. Sinceni is in complementary
distribution with tense affixes, but not with parsmarking, i.e. Agreement, it is best placed
under a [-finite] Tense head, declaring that thredhauxiliaries demand an infinitival, i.e., [-
finite] TP.

X In what follows, the termauxiliary is used to refer the three core or central auigkain
Hungarian.

12 For more on this, see Brody (1997), E. Kiss (198®ppman and Szabolcsi (1999), and
Bartos (2000).
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34 TP

/ \
Spec T
/ \
T TP
| / \
[+finite] T VP
fog [-finite] / \
will | DP \A
i | / \
INF Péter V
|
olvas
read

The second challenge consists in accounting Bp#rsonal endings on both finite and
infinitival verb forms. In other words, an Agr, orore precisely, an AgrSu, head must be added
on to Tense, which in turn must be specified @4st] if Tense is [+finite].

35 AgrSuP
[\
Spec AgrSu'
/ \
AgrSu TenseP
/ \
Spec  Tense'
/ \
Tense TenseP
[+finite] / \
[-Past] Tense VP
| [-finite] / \
fog | DP \A
ni [\
V

The subject DP in Spec,VP moves through the SpaofoRSpec,AgrSuP, where it is checked
for its p-features. In this respect, auxiliaries behave weuogh like raising verbs. The relative
order of functional categories mirrors the ordertlod corresponding affixes in the verbal
inflection: the past tense or infinitival affix cdoser to the stem than the personal endings, cf.:
olvas-t-unkread-PAST-1PL'9lvas-n-unKread-INF-1PL'. Before we give an account of & r

of the affixes, let us review the functional catég®"on top of" the inflectional affixes.

36 C > *Topic > Neg > *Quantifier > *Aspect Focus > AgrSu

The items marked by a star can accommodate muttgostituents. Topic is the position of
topicalized phrases, Quantifier is for XPs contagnjuantifiers likeeveryandno, Aspect is the
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site of aspectual adverbs (cf. Cinque (1998)), famally Focus is where a single focalized
phrase per clause is checked. The order given lis fon illustration, no theoretical issues
involved are argued here in their regard.

The linear order of inflectional affixes is onlyhe of the points to be taken into
consideration in determining the hierarchy of fumwal heads. Another factor is the order of
their mutual dependence, that is, the question lo€hwfunctional head permits or prohibits
which other head to occur. To be sure, AgrSu valldto be above AgrOb (also) in view of the
linear order of the corresponding affixes, but Eeissinterpolated between them, because the
requirement that nonfinite forms have no objeceagrent, or, equivalently, that only finite
forms have object agreement, is stronger thanlibereation that the linear order of suffixation
is Tense > AgrOb > AgrSu, mlvas-t-a-tokread-PAST-AgrOb-2P

37 C >...AgrSu> Tense > AgrOb > MoodPnt > VP
[+finite]

Mood stands for the modal affixesnA and 1§ expressing conditional and
imperative/subjunctive moods, respectively, and fotthe inflectional affix hAt called
Potential here, which expresses both (epistemg3ibility and (deontic) permission. Hierarchy
is determined by some kind of ‘functional subcatiegtion' in the lexicon, as in the following
list.

38 a. C [+ AgrSuP], [+___ TenseP [finite]]
b. AgrSu [+__ TenseP] [finite]
c. Tense [+ AgrObP], [+ MoodP], [+ PotP], [+ __ VP]
[+finite]
d. Tense [+ VP]
[-finite]

e. AgrOb [+ MoodP], [+ PotP], [+ __ VP]
f.  Mood [+ PotP], [+ VP]

g. Pot [+ VP]

h. Tense - [ffinite]

I [+finite] - [tPast]

13 The order presented here differs from the ondquutard by Bartos (1999). He relies on
the scope hierarchy of affixes regarded as modadabqrs. Our proposal provides for a better
treatment of the auxiliaries, and by a proper calibn of the features it can be made
compatible with Bartos's system, which has th@talhg schematic form:

() AgrSu > AgrOb > Mod > Tense > Pot > VP
As is clear from the foregoing, we take a moraseovative' view than Chomsky (1995,
1998, 1999), where Agr is eliminated and the téamctional category' is reinterpreted as 'core

functional category', including, in addition to mdaC, alsov, which has a thematicallz charged
external argument.
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To elaborate, C can choose between a clause wijecsiagreement or one with a nonfinite
predicate (infinitive or participles of various $ytes) with no agreement on it. If AgrSu is
selected, it could be implemented either in adioit an infinitival clause, according to (38b). If
the latter, then (38d) finds VP to be the only chdf If Tense is [+finite], then (38c) can select
any one of the options listed, and this procesepsated in (38e,f,g). If the (non)finiteness of
Tense is not determined by some head governiagdk,f it is [+finite], it can be either Past or
non-Past, as given in (38h,i). The simplified hielng of functional heads can be illustrated in
the following diagram.

39 CP
/ \
AgrSuP
/ \
TenseP
/ \
AgrObP
/ \
MoodP
/ \
PotP
/ \
VP
[\
\Y

We are not committed here to some particular versi@rammar to account for the emergence
of the various verb forms. As one of the possilpioms we will follow Chomsky (1995),
though not in every detail, as must have been olvimom the presence of AgrSu and AgrOb
above. It will be supposed that there is no "movathef lexical items between head positions,
but features of the lexical items are attractedfégtures of heads to be checked. The
subcomponent of Morphological Form mediates betwt®n point of "stripping off" of
phonological features in the derivation and therfétio Form.

The various verb forms can check their featuresvays schematically represented
below.

14 A number of further questions are begged here. Mgnuthers, we do not show how
AgrSu and a [-finite] Tense conspire to yield oalyinfinitival clause. [+Past] and Mood result
in an analytic form, somewhat irregular in an agghtive language, cf. (40b). Also, no AgrOb
is posited in an infinitival clause in view of tFect that no object agrees with an infinitive, but
in many, though not all, structures, embedded tdbjagree with matrix verbs. While these
problems are highly interesting, their discussiauld lead us too far afield.
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AgrSu | Finit | AgrOb | Modal | Pot V 'read'

+Fin | -Fin

a. Y Y olvas-tok 2PL

b. Y Y olvas-no-tok Inf-2PL

C. Y olvas-ni, olvas-va Inf; Part,
olvas-0, olvas-ott APart; PPart

d. Y Y Y olvas-t-a-tok  Past-AgrOb-2PL

e Y Y Y Y olvas-hat-na-tok Pot-Mood-2PL

f Y Y Y Y Y olvas-has-s-a-tok

Pot-Mood-AgrOb-2PL
Table 1. The order of inflectional affixes

The order and specification of categories ruletbeitungrammatical combinations, e.glvas-
hat-no-tok 'read-Pot-Inf-2PL', élvas-na-va'read-Mood-Payt, *olvas-na-hat-toKread-Mood-
Pot-2PL', etc. Though details of the hierarchy desdurther scrutiny, it offers a viable
framework in which to accommodate the auxiliaries.

5.2. The auxiliaries among the functional heads

The three Hungarian auxiliaries listed in (19c) amdracterized in (32) have a number of
idiosyncratic properties when compared to verbganeral. They have no nonfinite forms,
moreover, they cannot take on all of the functidrelds either’

40 a. fog'will'. *Past:*fog-ott; *Mood (Cond/Imp)*fog-na, fog-j *Pot: *fog-hat,
b. szok-ottuse-d (to)'. *[-Past]*szok-ik *Mood (Cond/Imp/Subj)*szok-(ott vol)na
*Pot: *szok-hat(-ott)
c. talal'happen (to)'. *Mood (Imp)talal-j; *Pot: *talal-hat

Obviously, any combination of the forbidden formishwother, possible or impossible, heads is
also prohibited. We may now try to exclude ungratmah affixation by including the
information given in (40) in the lexical entries tfe individual auxiliaries, roughly in the
following manner.

41 a. fogV [tense[HiNite]], [-Past]], [-Mood], [-Pot], [+ Ten$e[-finite]]
b. szokV [tense[tfinite]], [+Past]], [-Mood], [-Pot], [+ Ten$e[-finite]]
c. talal V [tense[tfinite]], [-Mood [+Imp]], [-Pot], [+___ TenseRjnite]]

The lexical idiosyncrasies listed in the entries\atbare as follows. Categories marked negative
are construed as prohibiting the auxiliary in questo Merge with, or Move to, such a
category. According to (41), all three auxiliaryrve have only finite forms and nonfinite
complements, which are TensePs in our proposale shre infinitival affix fi is sitting in the

15 Detailed illustration of individual moods in Hunig, i.e., conditional, imperative, and
subjunctive, has to be foregone here. For more,feseexample, Kenesei, Vago and Fenyvesi
(1998).
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head of TenseP. As was seen in (38d), the heachohfiite TenseP can only take VP as its
complement. Moreoverfog must always have finite forms, but it excludes ditonal,
imperative, subjunctive or potential affixation. eltverb szok- has only past tense, and
consequently no imperative and subjunctive, but ats conditional and potential either, which
are in principle not incompatible with past tensenfs. Finally,talal has no potential and
imperative, but it can have subjunctive and coaddl forms. Note that if the auxiliary is
incompatible with Mood, Potential is also ruled.out

The properties catalogued so far tend to suppleigrarchy within which auxiliaries are
placed between specific functional categoriesnalsa following scheme.

42 AgrSu > Tense > AgrObfag/szokott Mood >talal > Pot > Tense/VP

This would entail thatog/szokottan be merged with the categories to their Idfiletalal also
with Mood. (Naturally, all take TenseP as their ptgment.) But this, we believe, is a spurious
assumption. They could only occupy their respegbesitions in (42) if there were functional
categories in both positions, which, in turn, wolidve to be identical with these auxiliaries. On
the other hand, the auxiliaries aexbs however irregular, defective or idiosyncratie\ythave
verbal inflections, thus for all relevant morphatay processes, they have to be identified as
verbs. In other words, nothing is gained by int@dg new functional categories solely for
these three auxiliaries. Rather, they should batdde as verbs, noting their idiosyncratic
properties, as one of the responsibilities of tegidon in any grammatical theory.

Even so, since they have no thematic grids amhdie only infinitival complements,
ultimately they are classified together with otlienctional heads, such as the inflectional
affixes shown above. Furthermore, because they mavanfinitival forms but demand
infinitival complements themselves, none of them talerate the others as heads of their
complements. Particular constructions containingliares would then be formed according to
structures such as the following.

43 a.kgrgu ... [rense[Hinite] [Agrob ... [ve [v fod] [tensep[Tense-ni] [vp OlvVas... 1111111
b-[AgrSu .. [rensefOg + [+finite] [AgrOb .. lve [v €] [TenseP[TenseOlvaS}'ni] [vp g ... 11
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c. AgrSuP

[\
AgrSu’
/ \
AgrSu TenseP
/ \
Tense'
/ \
Tense
[+finite] \
VP
/ \
V'
[\
\/ TenseP
| [\
fog Tense'
will / \
Tense VP
| [\
fi eV
Inf. [\
\Y
I
olvas
read

In (43) fog, which takes an infinitival TenseP, checks itarité¢] as well as its subject (and
possibly object) agreement feaures, while the \@vias in its complement TenseP moves
and/or checks the head of the TenseP, the infhignding ni, producing, for example, the
form fog-ja mutat-niwill-DefObj.3SG show-INF'. Note here that theeethlance of these three
auxiliaries to the epistemic verbs is deceptivethaalgh both groups of verbs have infinitival
complements, intentional verbs have thematic goiighe one hand, and, on the other, their
complements may contain focus, quantifier, negagn, which qualifies these complements
as propositions, whose canonical syntactic foriiésclause, rather than the 'mere’ infinitival
VP. This said, it should be recalled that both sypEcomplements allow the movement of the
prefixal preverb out of their complement in frorfttbe matrix verb, which was one of the
reasons, and perhaps the most important one, lthaft taese verbs were lumped together by
Kalman et al. (1986, 1989)

All'in all, auxiliaries probably do not form a septe class among functional categories,
and can be regarded as functional categories irdsas they assign no thematic roles to the
(infinitival) TenseP in their complement positiorherefore, auxiliaries are not inflections that
happen to have the morphological 'size’' of a walithough it often is the case that what is
expressed in one language by means of an auxfiiathe traditional sense) is rendered as an
inflectional affix in another, as was mentioneddoef
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6. Verbs expressing epistemic and deontic modalitie

The tests and procedures applied so far providdiable ground for the examination of other
verbs, which, on at least some counts, resembleethieal auxiliaries. When inspecting the two
verb types in the following subsections, whichetiffrom the auxiliaries above as well as from
each other, we will retain our crucial criterione tlack of thematic grids.

6.1. Epistemic auxiliaries

There are two predicates in Hungarian that areilpessandidates for the role of epistemic
auxiliaries:kell 'must’ andkellene'should’, which will be referred to here as 'emst verbs'.
Central auxiliaries are distinguished from epistererbs by the following properties. Firstly,
the subject of epistemic verbs is not in the notiiea but in the dative; secondly, their
infinitival complements may carry person markingafly, and perhaps most significantly, these
complements must always have their own subjectsvassseen above, epistemic verbs have no
subjects of their own, and they have to 'raise'dshigiect from their infinitival complement
clause - that is, if there is one there.

44 a. llyenkor-ra Péter-nek mar az iroda-bkelle len-ni(-e).

this.time-SUB  Péter-DAT already  the office-ILL siu be-INF-3SG
'By this time Peter must already be in his office

b. *llyenkor-ra mar be kell-(erdPRQyn esteled-ni.
this.time-SUB  already PFX must-COND night.faH

c. llyenkor-ra mar be kell-(eng)ro esteled-ni-e.

night-fall-INF-3SG

‘By this time night must/should have fallen.’

d.*A szoba-ban mér  ki-takarit-va kadn-ni-(e).
the room-ILL already PFX-clean-PART must be-INESG)

(44a) represents the starting point: the subijéter-nekmoves from the embedded clause into
the matrix, with person-marking optional on thanitive. The subject of the infinitival clause
in (44b) can be construed only as an arbitrary RR@ch renders the sentence ungrammatical,
since its interpretation would be something likg tBis time one should carry out the event of
night-falling." The person-marking on the infingivn (44c) agrees with the phonetically empty,
'invisible'pro subject of the weather verb, therefore, the septenpossible. Still, (44c) in itself
provides no evidence for the assumption thaptioesubject has moved into the matrix clause;
in principle, it could have stayed in the embedsedtence. In (50d) the embedded clause has
no subject, which is a possible scenario in théigyaial construction embedded here, as was
argued above. When, however, the correspondingitin@l clause is embedded 'under' an
epistemic verb, it proves to be ill-formed, demamtstg that epistemic verbs must have
subjects.

It is likely that epistemic verbs are simply verlpgst as auxiliaries are - with a
difference: they are more deficient in that theyehao person/number or object agreement, i.e.,
they are negatively characterized for the funclidreads AgrSu and AgrOb, blocking their
merger with them. On the other hand, they can pageand present tenses, contrarfpgpand
Szok-

Discussing infinitival constructions and their idatmarked subjects in E. Kiss (1987),
Kenesei (1993) and Komlésy (1994), Toth (1998)variat the conclusion that the subject of

23



infinitival clauses in the complement of episterpredicates is assigned its dative case (and
thematic role) in the matrix, rather than in thebended, clause - in contrast with evaluative
predicates (e.gkellemetlenunpleasant’), or a subclass of deontic verbsh(asitlik 'behove’).
Evaluative and deontic predicates control the sulgé their complement, that is, they have
their own Experiencer subjects, which is referdigtimentical with the phonetically empty
PROpro subject of the infinitival clause, or, in anotlagproach, its AgrSu head.

Another option would be to regaikcell ‘'must’ andkelleng 'should' as subjectless
predicates on the basis of their lacking personramdber inflection, i.e., subject agreement. In
this case, the embedded subject would be movedthetdopic, focus, etc., rather than the
subject, of the matrix clause, since its case sgaed in the embedded clause. Then the only
requirement the epistemic verbs impose would biethiesr complement clause have a subject.

But then it would follow that the embedded sengeiscnot simply a VP adjoining a [-
finite] Tense head, that is, an infinitival consttan compatible with the complement of the
central auxiliaries, but a true proposition or skusince its subject receives both its case and
thematic role inside the construction. And if iinsleed a clause, then it must have a thematic
role assigned, notably, by the predicate of therimatause, the epistemic verb. But if this
predicate has a thematic role to discharge, théailg to conform with the most important
property of auxiliaries, the lack of thematic gridghould this be the case, thkellz: and
kelleng behave in this respect much like other predicégmg infinitival clauses, e.g.,
szilkségermecessary' dehetsége$possible'.

The question arises, parenthetically, as it wettegther the central auxiliaries might
have thematic grids in the same manner, that istiven the interpretations emerging from the
propositions containing them could be somethingwadgent with the statement that some state-
of-affairs 'will be', 'used to be' or 'happens & the case. Note also that there is no semantic
principle blocking these construals. However, weehseen that they have no thematic subject
of their own, on the one hand, which excludes tfrem the class of Searle's (1983) intentional
predicates (in the wide sense), and, on the atihey,can have subjectless expressions in their
complements, which is what distinguishes the ceatrailiaries primarily from epistemic and
raising predicates, as was shown in 4.2, cf. &&} (44d)'°

45 a. *A szoba-ban ki-takarit-va kell len-ni-(e).
the room-ILL PFX-clean-PART must  be-INF-(3SG)
b. *A szoba-ban ki-takarit-va latsz-ik len-ni.
seem-3SG
ca. *'In the room seems to be cleaned.’
c. Aszoba-ban ki-takarit-va szokott len-ni.
the room-ILL PFX-clean-PART used be-INF
ca. 'In the room (it) used to be cleaned.’

Epistemic verbs will thus take at least an AgrSuR probably a full CP, complete with
topic(s), quantifier(s) and focus, in other woras entire embedded clause.

18 (45¢c) has a previously less widely used or acceptgiety with the preverbal prefix
'raised' into the matrix clause, which is positvgbreading nowadays.
(i) %A szoba-ban ki szokott len-ni takarit-va.
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46 TenseP

/ \
Tense'
/ \
Tense VP
[+finite] / \
\ AgrSuP
| / \
kele / \
must AgrSu’
/ \
Agr TenseP
[\
Tense'
/ \
Tense VP
[-finite] / \
| DP \A
-ni [\
INF \
|
lenn-
be

Epistemic verbs have previously been considerdxlimng to the class of auxiliaries on
account of their deficient paradigms and nonocoween nonfinite forms. Since, however, they
have thematic grids, they are less "auxiliary-likah the central auxiliaries; they may be dubbed
as 'semi-auxiliaries' and introduced in the Lexiasrollows.

47 kell/kellen®/, [tense[HiNite]], [FAgrSul], [-AgrOb], [-Pot], [ AgrSuP],
[+ TenseP [-finite]]

Consequently, the two epistemic verbs will haveomglementation structure different from
that of the central auxiliaries.

The other subclass of verbs that raise their endzbdubject to the matrix subject
position and discharge a thematic role as well, itee set of raising predicates, da@szik
'seem’ andinik 'appear’, differ from auxiliaries and epistemicbgein that they have full
inflectional and nonfinite paradigms and they dd atiow the copula to occur in their
complement clause.

48 a. Péter olvas-ni latsz-ott llatsz-hat /latsz-van
Peter read-INF  seem-PAST.3SG/seem-POT.3SG/sedri-PA
'Peter seems/may seem/having seemed to be reading
b. Péter okos szokott len-ni.
Peter clever used be-INF
'Peter used to be clever.'
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c. Péter-nek okos-nak kell len-ni
Peter-DAT clever-DAT must be-INF
'Peter must be clever.'

d. Péter okos-nak latsz-ott (*len-ni)
Peter clever-DAT seem-ed be-INF
'Peter seemed (to be) clever.'

6.2. Deontic auxiliaries
In this section deontic predicates are discussaahety kell 'must’,lehet'may’, andszabad'is
allowed to', of which the last one tends to be usede and more widely as a verb in that it can
take up verbal inflection in past tense or conddloand subjunctive moods, though not
person/number markirg.

One conspicuous difference is between dedwils and epistemi&ells: the latter has
no infinitive:

49 a. Holnap Péter-nek korabban fog kelkefeikel-ni-(e).
Tomorrow Peter-DAT  earlier will must-INF gap-INF-(3SG)
"Tomorrow Peter will have to get up earlier.'

b. *Holnap korabban fog kell-eni beesteled-ni-(e).
night-fall-INF-(3SG)
ca. *Night should fall earlier tomorrow.'

Since (49b) can only be understood in epistemicatitydit follows that (49a) is acceptable
only in a deontic interpretation.

Another observation concerns their thematic gsds;e they have not been subjected to
the Agent test, below relevant examples are given.

50 a. éter-nek nem kgllszantszandékkal el-gurita-ni-a a labda-t]
Peter-DAT not must deliberately away-roll-HS6G  the ball-ACC
'Peter need not deliberately roll away the ball.'
b. Mari-nak lehet[azért el-gurita-ni-a a labdat, hoger-j-en]

Mari-DAT may so  away-roll-INF-3SG the ball-AGGat win-SUBJ-3SG
'Mary may roll away the ball so that she would Wi

c. Anna-nak szabad[ szantszandékkal ugrél-ni-a az asztal-on]
Anna-DAT is-allowed deliberately jump-INF-3SGettable-SUP
'‘Anna is allowed to jump deliberately on the ¢gbl

Although the testing expressions can be positianetie matrix clauses, they are construed,
when acceptable at all, as parts of the embeddedrses, rather than as modifying the matrix

" The predicateszabadcomes from the adjectivezabad'free’, and the novel forms
mentioned areszabad-ott 'be-allowed-PAST',szabad-na'be-allowed-COND = would be
allowed’, andszabad-j-on'be-allowed-SUBJ-3SG = (that it) be allowed'. Nttat the 3SG
suffix is obligatory and unalterable; that is, nthey form of person marking is possible,
whatever person or number the subject may have.
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clauses, whose subjects have Experiencer roles.
Note that rationale clauses can be adjoined tteseas containing deontic predicates
even if there is no Agent expressed anywhere igdhstituent clauses.

51 a. Azebéd-nek azértkellobmen elkészll-ni-e [hogy elérjuk a vooft-
the lunch-DAT so  must in-time be-prepared-B&G that reach-1PL the train-
ACC
'‘Lunch must be ready in time so we could reaeftrdin.’

b. Akoényv-nek azértlehet kék-piros boritjagy nagyobb legyen a bevétel-iink]
the book-DAT so may-be blue-red cover thagger be  the proceeds-our
"The book may (=is allowed to) have a blue-arte@ver so our proceeds would be
bigger.'

c. Az ajtoé-nak azeért volt szabad nyitva marad-ni
the door-DAT  so was allowed open remain-ING3S
[hogy a nap be-siissoén a szoba-ba]
that the sun in-shine the room-ILL
"The door was allowed to stay open so that theansuld shine in the room.’

These examples indicate that there are suppresgaatdhiding, as it were, behind the deontic
predicates, and identical with the person impoding obligation - usually, though not
exclusively, the speaker. There should be nothumprising in finding this to be the case:
deontic predicates denote obligation by means lginge on some authority empowered to
oblige or allow others to carry out some or anotagion'® But these 'Initiators’ cannot be
accommodated in the syntactic structures of thestesces, relating these expressions to the
passive clauses in which the Agent test demonstthéepresence of an Agent, in contrast with
the constructions involving unergative verbs, wHeahthe Agent test, showing the absence of
any trace of an Agent in their clauses.

52 a. The boat was sunk to collect the insurance.
b. *The boat sank to collect the insurance.

The agentive verb in (52a) preserves its capaoitgischarge the Agent thematic role in its
passive, i.e. past participial, form, but its letlig derived unergative counterpart in (52b) does
not. In the syntactic structure of (52a), howeteere is no vacant 'slot' for the Agent, whose
interpretation, incidentally, is presumed to be RR@e., an arbitrary (set of) human being(s).
The Agent of deontic verbs can also be constru&R&3,, when distinct from the speaker.

As far as their dative marked subjects are corckreontic verbs assign dative case to
their Experiencer argument, which is higher in thematic hierarchy than Proposition or
Theme, much in the same way as they do when they &aon-propositional complement, as
the following illustrates?

18 The thematic role initiating and controlling stickentional actions is dubbed by Farkas
(1988) "Initiator".

9 The example shows how the relevant meanings katede Sincéell, in its original 'main
verb' use, denotes 'necessary for the subjest'séimnise can be extended to 'necessity as imposed
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53 Péter-nek kell ez a konyv.
Peter-DAT must this the book
Peter needs this book.

The three deontic predicates are, in fact, hacdijwparable beyond what has been
summarized heréell derives from a regular verb, and that is why it bave an infinitive - at
least in its deontic meaningehet'may’ is derived from the copula/verb of existemaer/lenni
'be’ by adding the potential affihet while szabad as was stated above, comes from an
adjective and is now on the way of becoming a diefeor irregular verb.

7. Conclusion

Having reviewed the proposals concerning auxikarne Hungarian and the criteria for
identifying auxiliaries in general, it was suggestkat a list of properties can be drawn up to
test prospective auxiliaries. All five propertids(82) apply only to three items, which we have
dubbed ‘central auxiliaries’. They are then wor@-slexical items missing nonfinite or
nominalized forms, without subjects of their ownthwmpossibly subjectless) complements
defined in syntactic/lexical categories includirfgfeatures but no thematic roles, i.e., argument
structures. The tests made use of here were bagsbé differences between thematic roles with
respect to ‘agentive' adverbs and clauses on thbamd, and, on the other, on the characteristic
properties of weather verbs, raising verbs andestibgs clauses. The three central auxiliaries
that have emerged from the investigation fog:will', szokottused to', anthlal 'happened to'.

Lexical categories are distinguished from funaioones by the property of thematic
discharge, thus the inference is self-evident ttettral auxiliaries constitute a functional
category of their own. Our analysis, however, haggested that since their behavior is not
uniform in what inflectional endings can be affixiedthem, it is not practicable, although not
impossible, to posit separate functional categdnesccommodate them. The criteria applied
would anyway define them as individual functionehds.

These Hungarian auxiliaries are then not be iedewnder Infl, Tense or the like, as
English can, may, musttc., have been supposed to be, but are plactek ihead of a VP,
whose external argument is left vacant and whosept@ament position is occupied by a
nonfinite, i.e. infinitival, TenseP. The subjecttbis infinitival clause has to move to the empty
subject position above the auxiliary in order tedhits case feature, by which iisfeatures
will also be checked, resulting in (subject) agreetmAuxiliaries behave as functional heads
without necessarily constituting functional categerthemselves, as is also evidenced by the
fact that they do not undergo any derivational esscand have no nonfinite forms. All in all,
while there certainly are auxiliaries in Hungariaasmuch as auxiliaries are defined by the
criteria introduced here, it is best not to regheim as a separate grammatical category, but as a
subclass of verbs with a number of specific propeetting them apart from main verbs and
making them resemble functional heads.

by some authority on the subject’, thus turningtid obligation. But of course the ambiguity
between the main verb and the 'quasi-auxiliarythenone hand, and the deontic and epistemic
senses, on the other, will remain.
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