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Hungarian Inflected Infinitives from Typological and Diachronic Perspective:

From controlled pro to controlled PRO 
ildikó Tóth 
i.toth@t-online.hu
1 Distribution of Inflected infinitival constructions (henceforth InflIC) according to the argument structure of the matrix predicate
(i) InflIC is the subject of a matrix impersonal predicate (monadic or dyadic) e.g;. (kell 'must', muszáj 'must', kellene 'should', szabad 'may', illik 'should' jó 'good', kellemetlen 'unpleasant', kellemes 'pleasant', nehéz 'difficult', könnyű 'easy', érdemes 'worthwile', ajánlatos 'advisable', fontos 'important', sikerül 'succeed', jólesik 'feel good' etc. Grammatical both in present day Hungarian (ModH) and in Old Hungarian (OH). Examples in (1).
(ii) InflIC is the object of the matrix predicate. There are three distinct types according to the argument structure of the matrix predicate and the role of the coreferential arguments:
a. The matrix predicate is triadic. It takes a permissee (dative) argument which acts as controller, so the dative argument of the matrix predicate and the subject of the InflIC are coreferential. E.g. hagy and enged ’let/allow’, segít ’help’ in ModH. More verbs in OH: tanácsol ‘advise’, mutat ‘show’, tanít ‘teach’,  parancsol ‘order’, ad ‘give’. Examples in (2).
b. The matrix predicate is dyadic. The subject of the matrix predicate and the subject of the InflIC are coreferential. Only in OH: E.g. kezd, akar, kíván, tud, merészik, mer, (meg)fogad, méltól, áhít, megtökél, elfeled, szégyell, érdemel. Examples in (3).
c. The object of the matrix predicate and the subject of the InflIC are coreferential. Only in OH. E.g. kényszerít, hagy, enged, tanít, lát, hall, érez. Examples in (4).
(iii) InflIC is an adjunct. There are two distinct types according to the argument structure of the matrix predicate and the role of the coreferential arguments:

a. The subject of the matrix predicate and the subject of the InflIC are coreferential. Only in OH. E.g. jön, ered, (el)fut, (fel/ki/be)megy, felkel, eresztetik. Example in (5).
b. The object of the matrix predicate and the subject of the InflIC are coreferential, the matrix predicate is dyadic. Only in OH. E.g. küld, (el)ereszt, enged, hagy (=hátrahagy), bocsát, kényszerít, unszol, eröltet. Example in (6).
(1)
a.

Nem
nèktec


kel

tud-no-tok



az
itelètet

ė

not

you-DAT
must
know-INF-2PL
the
sentence
Q

“Must not you know the sentence?”








(Munch: 249)

b.

Iob



ènnèkem
meg
hal-no-m



hogne

el-ne-m
better

I-DAT

PV

die-INF-1SG
that



live-INF-1SG

“It is better for me to die than to live.”








(Vienna: 245)

(2) 
a.

èngèttè
tunèktec 

tu 

fèlèsegtekèt 
èlhag-no-toc


allowed
you-DAT
your
wifes-ACC
leave-INF-2PL

’He allowed you to leave your wifes.’








(Munch:55)


b.

adot 
o̗nèkic 


tèhètseg(et 
èllènt 
alla-ni-oc



gave
they-DAT
talent



against
stand-INF-3PL

‘He gave them talent to resist.’








(Vienna: 19)

(3)  
a.

nėm
akar-ac


kouèt-ni-ec



o

attoknak





i(tènėkèt

not

want-3PL
follow-INF-3PL

he
father-POSS3PL

Gods-ACC

“they did not want to follow the Gods of their fathers”





(Vienna:17)


b.  

g(ondollakuala
o̗tèt




 meg
o̗l-ni-ec




thought



they-ACC
PV 
kill-INF-3PL

’They planned to kill them.”








(Vienna: 19)

(4) 
a.

kènzèreite 
ic


o

taneituanit



a

haioLkaba
felmèn-ni-èc
forced


Jesus
his
disciplines-ACC
the
boat-into

go-INF-3PL

'Jesus forced his disciplines to go up to the boat.'









(Munch:46)


b.

taneituan
o̗kèt

[tarta-ni-oc


me(denekèt]














teaching

them

keep-INF-3PL

everything-ACC

'Teaching them to keep everything.'









(Munch:81)

c.

Kikèt…

hallottakuala
o


reiaioc
io-ni-ėc
who-ACC
heard-3PL

they
onto

come-INF-3PL

'Whom they heard coming onto them.' 










(Vienna:43)

(5) 


en
yewtem


frater


ylyeshez

bezelle-ne-m
I

came-1SG

brother

Illes



talk-INF-1SG

'I came to talk to brother Illes.'










(Jókai:15)

(6)
   

erez 


el 
èlo̗zer
engemet 
me(nem 


es
 eltemetne(



en
atta(at

let-free
PV
first

I-ACC

go-INF-1SG
and
bury-INF-1SG

my
father

‘First let me free to go and bury my father.”









(Vienna:23)
NOTE: Constructions (ii/b), (ii/c) and (iii) are not grammatical with InflIC in Middle Hungarian and in Modern Hungarian. 
2 The Case of the subject in the infinitival clause 
Dative subjects in Hungarian
The dative DP is the subject of the infinitival clause in the case of certain impersonal matrix predicates. 

Two types on the basis of the subcategorization property of the matrix predicate:
1. Monadic matrix predicates include epistemic modals and non-directed deontic modals (kell 'must', muszáj 'must', kellene 'should', szabad 'may', illik 'should'). These monadic predicates subcategorize only for an infinitival complement. The whole proposition is in the scope of the modal verb. Certain nominal predicates also subcategorize for an infinitival complement. These include butaság ’silliness/stupidness’, gonoszság ’viciousness’, illetlenség ’impoliteness’ etc.
2. Dyadic predicates include subject oriented deontic modals (kell 'must', muszáj 'must', kellene 'should', szabad 'may', illik 'should') and evaluative predicates like jó 'good', kellemetlen 'unpleasant', kellemes 'pleasant', nehéz 'difficult', könnyű 'easy', érdemes 'worthwile', ajánlatos 'advisable', fontos 'important', sikerül 'succeed', jólesik 'feel good' etc. These predicates subcategorize for two arguments: the dative marked experiencer argument and the infinitival clause.
Generalization by É.Kiss (2001): 
(7)
Agreement on the infinitive is present if and only if there is no dative DP controller 
argument in the matrix clause. Schematically:

(8)

monadic: V/N [DPDAT/pro…V+*(Agr)]

dyadic: V/N/Adj DPDAT [PRO…V+(*Agr)]

(9) 
a.

Nem
kell 

[az ebéd-nek/pro
délre


kész 

len-ni-e].


not 
must

lunch-DAT



by-noon
ready

be-INF-3SG


‘It is unpleasant for John to meet the boss.’


b.

János-naki

kár volt


[PROi
a

főnök-kel


találkoz-ni].


John-DAT

unnecessary




the
boos-INST


meet-INF


‘It is unnecessary for John to meet the boss.’

3 Optinality of the agreement marker on the infinitive
3.1 Modern Hungarian– impersonal matrix predicates and inflected infinitives
Questionnaire in order to see whether there is really a one-to-one correlation between the presence of a matrix controller and the presence of agreement marking. 




A: epistemic modal

B: non-directed deontic

C: nominal predicate

D: subject oriented deontic modal

E: evaluative predicates

F: copula sentence

The diagram below shows the lack of correlation between the presence of a controller and agreement marking on the infinitive:
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3.2 Data from the codices: optional agreement marking 
(10a): kell ’must’: epistemic modal → no controller present  Yet, uninflected infinitive
(10b): martix predicate is non-directed deontic →no controller present  Yet, uninflected infinitive
(10)
a.

keluala
[ewbenne
lenny 
banat-nak]


must


 he-in


be


sorrow-DAT
’There must be sorrow in him.” 
(Jókai: 117)


b.

zykſeegh [
bel telly eſedny

myndenek-nek]


necessity
PV-come-to-pass
everything-DAT

‘It is necessary for everything to come to pass.’
(JordK: 620)

(11-12) Inflected infinitive, although the dative argument of the matrix predicate is present:
(11)
 

...
a 

ſidocnac 



zokáſoc 
èltèmèt-ni-èc





the

Jewish-DAT

habit


bury-INF-3PL

’[It is] the habit of Jews to bury [their deads]. 
(Munch: 237)

(12)   

legottan 

megadaték

nekem 

érte-ne-m




instantly

was-given

me-DAT
understand-INF-1SG
’Instantly [it] was given to me to understand [God].’ (Jókai: 48)

→ There is no correlation between the presence of a matrix controller and agreement marking on the infinitive in the codices. 
Table 1: Jókai-codex
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Table 2: Vienna Codex
Table 3: Munich Codex

[image: image3.png]Subjectinfinitival | Objectinfinitival | Adjunctinfinitival
clause clause clause
N eell, nehéz.... (must, | akar,cud... (want, be | megy, kild .. (g0,
H difficuly able) send)
Z Agr [ Agr [ Agr [
E3 s 0 0 0 7 0
i L 0 0 7 0 3 0
E3 5 0 > 0 0 0
> L T 0 T 0 0 T
E3 0 5 T 5 B W
3 L B T = 7 B B





→  i. the frequency of the inflected form shows no correlation with the role of the infinitival clause in the argument structure of the matrix predicate
     ii. the decisive factor is the person of the infinitival subject, cf. 1st and 2nd vs. 3rd person.
Comparing the Latin original and Hungarian:
(13)
a.

Quaerentes eum tenere


b. 

Quaerebant ergo eum apprehendere

(14)
a.

kèrèſicuala
o̗tèt



megfog-ni-oc


searched


he-ACC
capture-INF-3PL

’They searched him [in order] to capture him.’





(Munch: 62)


b.

kèrèſicuala azert o̗tèt meg(fogni















(Munch: 207)  
Coordinated inflected and uninflected infinitival forms occur as arguments of the same matrix predicate. 
(15) 


tudyak


mytt



kel

tarta-ny-ok


es 

myt




eltauoztatt-ny
know-3PL
what-ACC
must
keep-INF-3PL

and

what-ACC

make-leave-INF

'They know what they have to keep and what to throw away.'

(Jókai: 119)
4 Obligatory corefentiality 
In case of subject infinitival clauses an embedded infinitival subject with independent reference is semantically possible. In the codices, however, independent embedded subjects occur only in that-clauses:
(16)
a.  

Illik 
neektek, 

hog 
egh

embo̗r
halion

megh



suits
you-DAT
that

a


man

die-SBJ
PV

‘It suits you that a man dies ...’ 
(Winkl:138)

b.

Lehetetlen

hogy
e( 

ember 
ne
legen 

(ent
impossible 
that

this 
man

no
be-SBJ

saint

‘It is impossible that this man is not a saint.’
(Jókai:21)
There is no example in which the independent matrix dative argument and the embedded lexical subject have disjoint reference.
4.1 Infinitival subjects with independent reference – ostyak, vogul and some Romance languages
In these languages: Inflected infinitive is grammatical with independent embedded subjects, the uninflected form is used in case of coreference. 
Ostyak: the inflected participal can have an independent subject (Nikolaeva 1999)
(17)


[naŋ 
o:l-t-e:n





e:lti]

ma
u:r-na


jax-s-ə-m



you
sleep-PART-2SG

to

me
forest-in

walk-PART-EP-1SG
‘While you were sleeping I walked to the forest.’
(Nikolaeva 1999:48)
Vogul: the inflected participal can have an independent subject. Agreement marking is not obligatory. 

(18)
a.

matər


(a(rəs(tənə


 sujti

something
 crack-PART hear-PASS-E/3
“They hear something crack.”

b.

a((it
 
(a(jti(t-a-ne-nel

sujti


girls

run-PART-3PL

hear-PASS-E/3
“They hear the girls running.”
Unlike in Hungarian, in Romance languages attesting InlfIC, agreement marking on the infinitive correlates with independent infinitival subjects while the absence of agreement correlates with obligatory coreference. This is the case in Old and Modern Portuguese (Raposo 1987, Pires 2001), Old Neapolitan, Sardinian, Old León, and Galician Longa (1994).
(20)
a.

keljo
 


cant-are
want-1SG
sing-INF





Jones (1993: 278)

b.

non

keljo 

a 
cant-are-n
not


want-aSG
to
sing-3PL
“I do not want them to sing.”

c. 

so
issitu

kene


mandic-are
I

went

without
eat-INF 

“I went away without having eaten.”
Jones (1993: 298)

d.

devo

accabare custu

travallu
prima
de
ghir-are-t

su
mere

must

finish

this


work


before
of
return-INF

the
boss
“I must finish this job before the boss returns.”
Jones (1993: 279) (Sardinian)
(21)


ele
abriu

a

cancela
[
para
os
calavos

entr-ar-em



no
curral]

he
opened
the
gate


for

the
horses

enter-INF-3PL

the
stable.

“He opened the gate so that the horses could enter the stable.”



(Portuguese)
In Old Neapolitan inflection on participials and gerunds is optional. 
(22)
a.

Li

troyani

abattevano ... 
non
sparagn-ando ...
the

troyans

slaughtered

not

consider-GER

“The Troyans slaughtered [the Greeks] not considering ...”

b.

Li

casali

intravano

adimand-ando-no

pane.
the

villagers
marched-in
demand-GER-3PL

bread

„The villagers marched in demanding bread.”
In Galician inflection on the infinitive is optional if a lexical subject is present. (Longa: 1994)
(23) 


É

doado



supoñ-er-(en)



os

nenos

as



cousas.

van
könnyű


feltételez-ni-(T/3)

a

fiúk


ezeket

dolgokat

“Könnyen megtörténik hogy a fiúk feltételezik ezeket a dolgokat”
4.2 Semantic and syntactic control
semantic control: the semantics of the matrix predicate force obligatory coreference

structural control: obligatory coreference is a consequence of the structural properties of the embedded clause. 
In OH coreferentiality does not follow from the semantics of the matrix predicate since obligatory coreference obtains with non-obligatory control matrix predicates as well (eg. want, pleasant). → we deal with structural control in InflIC.

Borer (1989) I-subject theory: there are verbal projections which take agreement morphemes, but can only have corefential subjects. I assume that the agreement appearing on the infinitive is anaphorically bound by the matrix Infl. (One of ) the argument(s) of the matrix predicate and the subject of the InflIC are coreferential because the matrix and the embedded Inlf-heads are in anaphoric relation. 
5 Summary findings and analysis
1.
In the codices inflected infinitives occur in all those constructions where uninflected infinitives are acceptable. If the subject of the infinitive is referential (not arbitrary), neither the Latin original nor the structure of the contruction can account for the choice between the inflected and the uninflected form. 
2.
If the matrix predicate has a DP argument (subject, object or dative permisse) then it is coreferential with the subject of the InflIC.
3.
In most cases the presence of the agreement marker is not necessary for the identiciation of the subject of the infinitive. This is because of point 2.) above concerning coreferentiality and the fact that in case of impersonal monadic predicates the subject of the infinitve can appear as a dative DP. 

I assume that the subject of the infinitive in old Hungarian is always a Case marked DP, which can be phonologically empty (pro) or lexically realized. 
DPi NOM   Vmatrix 

[proi

Vinf+Infl]






(subject coreference)

     agreement








agreement
DPNOM   Vmatrix 

DPi ACC [proi

Vinf+ Infl]




(object coreference)

     agreement











agreement
V/Adj/Nmatrix 
DPi DAT   
[proi

Vinf+ Infl]






(dative coreference)

            agreement 

Diachronic change: in those structures where agreement on the matrix verb expresses the reference of the embedded subject the inflected infinitives became ungrammatical.

→ obligatory coreference goes hand in hand with control structure where the subject of the infinitive is realized as PRO and the infinitive can no longer take Agr morphemes.
DPi NOM   Vmatrixx 

[PROi

Vinf+* Infl]






(subject control)



agreement




DPNOM   Vmatrix 

DPi ACC [PROi

Vinf+* Infl]



(object control)






   agreement






Reasons of the diachronic change:
· Optionality of agreement marking and obligatory coreference led to a case where the new generation acquiring the language met data with no overt marks of an embedded Case marked subject.
· Statistically the most common form was the uniflected infinitive in third person singular, in these cases lack of agreement marking and coreferentiality made reanalysis possible, which spread to other person contructions.
· Change started from 3rd person singular constructions. In Hungarian 3rd person singular agreement in most paradigms is zero. In two paradigms (possessive contructions and postpositional phrases) agreement with 3rd person occurs only in case of personal pronouns. The possibility of zero agreement in 3rd person could be reanalysed as optional agreement and economy could eliminate controlled pro in favour of PRO.

· In the acquisition data available two visible markers can indicate the presence of pro: overt agreement marking or embedded subject with independent reference. If neither of these two appear, the construction can be reanalysed. This happened in the 16th centuary with those Hungarian infinitival constructions where leaving out the agreement marker did not lead to a change/loss of meaning. This could happen in two cases: in subject and object control constructions.
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