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This talk is devoted to the discussion of a venecs kind of
nominalization, which will be referred to agTNEK-nominalization on
the basis of the form of its (extremely complexpikgional suffix. Since
the topic is scarcely discussed in the literaterg.( Tompa 1959, 1961),
we intend to present a set of data in our talkrolento prove its basic
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Table 1: Nominalization types

TYPE EXAMPLE
As- [Pétermeghiv-ds-a a koncertre] hiba volt.
nominalization | Péter invite-AsPoss.3Sgthe concert.Sub mistake be.Past.3Sg

‘Péter’sinvitation to the concert was a mistake.’

C’)_
nominalization

Péter volt [Marmegment-je a sarkanytol].
Péter be.Past.3Sg Mariescue-O-Poss.3Sthe dragon.Ela
‘Péter waswvho has rescuellari from the dragon.’

T-
nominalization

omnistan

PJAmerika felfedez-t-é-v@l (j korszak kezetott.
America discoverT-Poss.3Sg-Inmew age begin.Past.3Sg

‘With America having been discoveraal,new age has begun.

Dori volt [Péterfelfedez-ett-jp
Dori  be.Past.3Sg Péterdiscoveri-Poss.3Sg

‘Dori wasthe one discovered by Péter

g

other kinds of
nominalization

te-end / ir-omany/ bizonyit-vany
do-ANDO/ write-MANY/ certify-VANY
‘what to do / writing{[document/ certificate




1.1.1.1 General properties of nominalization

This subsection introduces four aspects (I-1V) tisadiscussed for all types of
nominalization in our CGR:H project (Table 1).

I. The form of the derived noun

The subsection devoted to the morphological pragef derived nouns briefly
discusses the suffixes used and the distributionl g@moductivity of the
morphological processes by which they are derived.

Il. The relation of the derived noun to the basdve

The subsection on the relation between the derh@th and the base verb are
mainly concerned with the effects of the derivadiorprocess, in particular
concerning the inheritance of arguments (with thenes or with different case
marking) and the semantic roles and informationestrral functions of these
arguments.

In (1) below we provide the smallest inventory ddrly types which are
typically investigated as potential inputs to noafization.
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(1) e Basiciverbtypes as inputs to nominalization
A. VERBS WITHOUT ARGUMENTS)
a. Havazik.
snow.3Sg
‘It is snowing.’
. INTRANSITIVE VERBS
UNERGATIVE VERBS
[11i] agent kirandul.
[f hike
‘Ili is hiking.’
b’. UNACCUSATIVE VERBS

Eltint [a kulcs-omfeme.
disappear.Past.3Sg the key-Poss.1Sg

‘My key has disappeared.’

ow
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TRANSITIVE VERBS
[”'] Agent épitett [egy hé-z'a'qeme
i build.Past.3Sg a house-Acc
‘lli built a house.’

. VERBS WITH OBLIQUE ARGUMENT(S)

A labda beesett a lyuk-ba.
the ball fall.Past.3Sg the hole-lll
‘The ball fell into the hole.’

Péterbeszélgetett Ili-vel Juli-rél.

Péter talk.Past.3Sg lli-Ins  Juli-Del

‘Péter has talked with Ili about Juli.’

A boszorkany béka-va valtoztatja a herceg-et.
the witch frog-TrE  transform.DefObj.3Sgetiprince-Acc

‘The witch turns the prince into a frog.’
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lll. Restrictions on the derivational process

None of the nominalization processes in Tableffulig productive in the sense that
it can take any (type of) verb as input. Restritdsi@mn the nominalization process
relate to the type of input verb and, in some caseshe thematic role(s) of the
argument(s). Different types of deverbal nouns isgpdifferent restrictions on the
types of the input verbs they allow. For instangbgreasAs-nominalizations are
almost fully productive, the process BRTNEK-nominalization is much more
restricted, both in terms of type of input verb &m¢erms of the thematic role of the
subject of the input verb.

There also exist (cross-linguistically) a numbergeheral restrictions on the
input verbs that are common to all types of nonmadibns. These deviant types
(see, for instance, Kenesei 2000:108-111) are suedahere in (2).
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e Deviant verb types as inputs to nominalization

A
a.

Types ofVAN‘BE’
QOPULAR USE

Péter [linds (volt)]
be.Past.3Sg / school-Ine

Péter guilty

/ [iskola-ban van /volt].

bg.BBe.Past.3Sg

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

EXISTENTIAL USE

Van sor a iit6-ben.
be.3Sg beer the fridge-lne
‘There is some beer in the fridge.’

POSSESSIVE USE

Péter-nek van
Péter-Dat

B. AUXILIARY VERBS
Péter kirandulni fog.

o

Péter hike.Inf
‘Péter will hike.’

kutya-ja.

be.3Sg dog-Poss.3Sg
‘Péter has a dog (or more dogs).’

will.3Sg



C. IMODAL VERBS

c. Péter tud 6&ni.
Péter can.3Sg cook.Inf
‘Péter can cook.’

c. Péter-nek dzni(e) kell.
Péter-Dat cook.Inf(3Sg) must
‘Péter must cook.’

D. RAISING VERBS

d. Péter beteg-nekirtik.
Péter ill-Dat seem.3Sg

‘Péter seems to beill.’
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PSYCH-VERBS

[Péterliperiencer SZETELi [ez-t a zenéwfne
Péter like.DefObj.3Sg this-Acc the muAax
‘Péter likes this music.’

[Pétertperiencer Fajong [ez-ért a zené-&¢tne
Péter be_keen_on.3Sg this-Cau the nCaic-
‘Péter is keen on this music.’

[Péter'&xperiencer Zavarja [ez a Zeﬂﬁelne
Péter-Acc disturb.DefObj.3Sg this the rmusi

‘This music disturbs Péter.’

. [Péter-nek}periencer tetszik [ez a  zenglme

Péter-Dat please.3Sg this the music
‘This music pleases Péter.’
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IV. The degree of verbalness/nominalness of thenadization

Nominalization results in forms that have the sgtitadistribution of nouns.
However, these forms retain a number of the syistactd semantic characteristics
of the input verb. They are in a sense a hybridgmty, partly nominal and partly
verbal. For each type of nominalization, we discui®e degree of
verbalness/nominalness partly on the basis of tingetsal features listed iBoD-
NP (see Table 8) and partly on the basis of Hungssp@tific (n italics) and
further relevant universal features.
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Table 2: Verbal and nominal characteristics of noalizations

VERBAL PROPERTIES

tense and mood

ier

tion

presence / obligatoriness of arguments

accusative case-marked argument

adverbial modification

information structure (internal scopes)

NOMINAL PROPERTIES

pluralization

possessive argument

case marking

adjectival modification

definiteness and other degrees of referentiality

guantification (and determination)
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As-nominalization ancHATNEK-nominalization result in significantly more verbal
forms thano-nominalization and the less productiv@ominalization(s), but, also
significantly, less verbal forms than infinitivels, spite of the fact that boths-
nouns and infinitives denote states of affairsniist also be noted in advance that
outputs of nominalizations can typically undergéugher, basically conversional,
derivation, yielding lexicalized deverbal nominalhich are much less verbal and,
parallel to this, much more nominal than their igpui.e., outputs of the
aforementioned “primary” nominalizations).
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1.1.1.2 HATNEK-nominalization

Our main topic is a very special kind of nomindiiaa, which will be referred to as
HATNEK-nominalization in accordance with our terminol@jipractice, on the basis
of the form of its (extremely complex) derivatiorsalffix.

It is a fixed inseparable derivational suffix thatattached to the input verb,
namely,-hAtnék(Tompa 1959). It is not simply the result of tiheef application of
a conversional derivation to arbitrary conditionarb forms; see (3b). This
synchronically simplex form coincides with a sequenf three verbal suffixes (3c):

» the permissive modal suffgAt ‘can’,

> the conditional suffixne:, and

» a number-person suffi¥k, which refers to the first person suffix in
present-day Hungarian but it also has an archacagsa third person
suffix in the special group eifk-verbs.

According to Tompa (1959:482), these three elemea@lesced into the
present-day deverbal nominalizer.
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e Introductory illustration oHATNEK-nominalization

a. Kiboritasz az alland6 lottoz-hatnék-od-dal.
make_angry.2Sgthe permanent play_the_lottemaTNEK-P0SS.2Sg-Ins
‘You make me angrwith your permanent desire to play the lottery

b. *Kiboritasz az allandé lott6z-hat-na-I-od-dal.
make_angry.2Sgthe permanent play_the_lottery-Mod-Cond-2Sg-R&&sIns
Intended meaning: ‘You make me angrigh your permanent desire to play
the lottery’

c. Allandéanlottoz-hat-né=k, ha lenne elég pénzem
permanently play_the_lottery-Mod-Cond-[1/3]S§ be.Cond.3Sg enough money.Poss.1Sg
‘I could play the lotterpermanently if | had enough money.’ /
archaic reading:She/He could play the lottepermanently if | had enough
money.’
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The data in (4) below proweAaTNEK-nominalization to be (surprisingly) productive
since neologisms (4a) and nonsensical verbs (4bjezdily serve as input.

(4) e IsHATNEK-nominalization a productive derivation?
a. Ram jott a facebookoz-hatnék.
Sub.1Sg come.Past.3%ge facebookATNEK
‘| was overcome byhe desirdo facebook

b. Péternekgorpol-hatnék-ja tadmadt ebben a é3égben
Péter.Dat gorp-HATNEK-P0ss.3Sgcome.Past.3Sg this.Ine the heat.Ine
‘Péter was overcome likie desireo gorpin this heat.’
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As for the meaning ofATNEK-nouns, Tompa (1959:485) establishes that they refe
to some kind of a desire to perform the sort ofoacdenoted by their verbal
derivational basis; this kind of meaning is exeffigdi in (3a) and (4a,b) above.
There is also a group of verbs denoting partiatytmllable actions, typically

bodily/sound emissions, in the case of whichHhR&NEK-nouns refer to some kind
of urge (5).

(5) e HATNEK-nouns denoting some kind of urge
Nevet-hetnék-em / Tisszent-hetnék-em / Asiéhaim van.
laughHATNEK-P0SS.1Sg / sneeBaTNEK-P0ss.1Sg / yawRATNEKPo0ss.1Sg be.3Sg
‘I havethe urge to laugh / sneeze / yawn
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1.1.1.2.1. Form of the derived noun

The derivedHATNEK-nouns always involve the allomorpHsatnék(6a,a’,b,e) or
-hetnék(6c,d), and their use depends on the rules of Vbarenony.

HATNEK-nouns have thg external distribution of a houre $éries of examples
in (6) serves as an illustration of this fact.
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(6) e The noun-like external distribution BATNEK-nouns
a. A zavarodottsagom oka a legyzhetetlen sir-hatnék-om
the confusion.Poss.1Sg reason.PossiB8ginvincible CryHATNEK-P0sS.1Sg
‘The reason for my confusion iy invincible urge to cry

Sir-hatnék-om van.
Cry-HATNEK-P0ss.1Sghbe.3Sg

‘I am havinghe urge to cry

b. Ram jott a sir-hatnék.
Sub.1Sg come.Past.3%ge CryHATNEK

‘| was overcome byhe desirdo cry.’

c. Le tudtad dgzni a tisszent-hetnék-ed-et?
down can.Past.DefObj.2Sg win.Inf the sneeze+ATNEk-P0ss.2Sg-Acc

‘Could you suppresgour urge to sneeze?
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Péter legyszhetetlen tiisszent-hetnék-kelkiizdott.

Péter invincible sneezeATNEK-INS fight.Past.3Sg

‘Péter was fightingn invincible urge to sneeze

Veszekedés robbant  IRéter tegnapi kocsmaz-hatnék-ja miatt
quarrel burst.Past.3Sg oftéter yesterday.Adj go_out to_pulpgNEKP0ss.3Sg because_of

‘A quarrel burst oubecause of Péter's desire to go out to pubs yesyerd
(based on Oszoli 2014:6/(5c))

Veszekedés robbant ki

quarrel burst.Past.3Sg out

Péter tegnapi, kocsmaz-as-rél val6  4brandoz-as-a miatt
Péter yesterday.Adj go_out_to_putssbel be.Part daydreamsPoss.3Sg| because of
‘A quarrel burst oubecause of Péter's daydreaming about going outitisp
yesterday
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In (6a), there is aHATNEK-noun used as a primary predicate. Example (6a’)
illustrates a typical case in which tRRTNEK-noun is also predicative, since, as a
verbal modifier, it is the nominal part of a compleredicate. In (6b), BATNEK-
noun is used as a (nominative case-marked) sul#jeeATNEK-noun can also be
used as an (accusative case-marked) object (a3 tite head of an oblique case-
marked noun phrase (6d). It can also be an arguafienpostposition (6e).
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All the HATNEK-noun constructions in (6) above can (also) berjpnéted as
referring to definite desires or urges existingdifinite periods of time. In this
sense, thus, they can be regarded as complex-aligntienoting deverbal nominal
expressions, similar tds-nouns. The potentiality and abstractness thatitagly
belongs to the meaning of evetyxTNEK-noun, however, suggests that they must be
regarded as event-type-based nouns; in this regbest, they are similar to SED-
nouns. Nevertheless, there is no contradiction kt BATNEK-nouns can
simultaneously be regarded [as event-typeedand complex-eventualitsienoting
deverbal nominals; we claim that they occupy thglace in the system of
Hungarian deverbal nominalizers just in this inveEdn way. In order to elucidate
this difficult idea, it is worth fabricating andrsitinizing a whole story around (6e),
for instance.
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BB. Veszekedés robbant  Réter tegnapi kocsméz-hatnék-ja miatt
quarrel burst.Past.3Sg oitéter yesterday.Adj go_out to_pulagNEKP0ss.3Sg because_of
‘A quarrel burst oubecause of Péter’s desire to go out to pubs yesyerd
(based on Oszoli 2014:6/(5c))

Péter's desire (expressed by the giM@MNEK-noun construction) is an eventuality
(an existing state, this time) which lasts, saymf8 to 10 p.m. in a particular evening,
which his wife would like to spend at home watchingpmantic film together with her
husband. Thus, the denotatum specified in thisciaed story—the state of an existing
desire, which could be paraphrased by means ¢€ttmplex-event denotingjs-noun
construction presented in (6e’)—is a definite carpkeventuality (just like the
denotatum of the aforementionéd-noun construction). The object of the desire,
however, which is the basis of derivation, is astraot event type of going out to pubs
created in Péter's mind on the basis of his anolloer people’s earlier experiences
related to this activity. It is not certain thaetbomplex event of Péter's going out to
pubs in the particular evening has been realizedi;eaen if such a complex event has
been realized (contrary to his wife’s desire), eized complex event is undoubtedly
different from the earlier event type in Péter'sidhi
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All'in all, the HATNEK-noun construction demonstrated in (6€), togethitr all
the HATNEK-noun constructions presented in (6), must be takdre an event-type-
based complex-eventuality denoting deverbal nonemalession, compared As-
noun constructions, which can be said to be cormplent-based complex-event
denoting deverbal nominals, due to the total cdiecce of the denotatum and the
derivational basis in this group. It is also wortbting that the aforementioned
denoted complex eventuality is not the desirefitaall the existing desire lasting for
a certain period of time.
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Do HATNEK-nouns pattern withAs-nouns in having eventuality-type denoting
counterparts (cmegoperalass.operacig? In other words, are thereATNEK se-nouns”™?

YES, but TO SKIP

Let us consider the minimal pair in (7a-a’) beloBince the attributéegnapi
‘yesterday.Adj in (7a) refers to a definite period time, the giverHATNEK-noun
construction is to be interpreted as a complexteredity denoting expression. As is
exemplified in (7a’), however, this attribute casiy be replaced with one that refers to
a vague discontinuous temporal entity (e.@lland6é ‘constant’), which is
straightforwardly incompatible with complex-evedityadenoting constructions but
compatible with eventuality-type denoting ones. @itheless, note that there is no such
difference between the phonetic forms of the tweedsal nouns in question as, for
instance, the spectacular formal difference betwbencomplex-event denotings-
noun megoperalasperf.operatéls’ and its event-type denoting (blocking) SED-noun
counterparbperacié ‘operation’. This makes it necessary to providehter evidence
for the independent existence of a groupAfNEK sep-nouns.
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e Are there eventuality-type denotiRg TNEKsep-houns?

a. Péter tegnapi kocsmaz-hatnék-ja mindenkit kiboritott
Péter yesterday.Adj go_out_to_pubsTNEkPo0ss.3Sgeveryone.Acc make_angry.Past.3Sg

‘Péter’s urge to go out to pubs yesteraagde everyone angry.’
a’. Péter allanddé kocsmaz-hatnék-ja mindenkit kiborit
Péter constant go_out_to_pubsxTNEk-Poss.3Sgeveryone.Acc make_angry.3Sg
‘Péter’s constant urge to go out to puhakes everyone angry.’
b. ’Ez volt a hét leglegjzhetetlenebb sir-hatnék-ja.
this be.Past.3Sgthe week most_invincible CAATNEKPO0ss.3Sg
‘This wasthe week’s most invincible urge to ¢ry
b'. *Ez volt lli kedvenc nevet-hetnék-je.
this be.Past.3Sglli favorite laughHATNEK-P0ss.3Sg
Intended meaning: ‘This wdl's favorite occasion when someone had the
urge to laugh
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Ram tort a sir-hatnék.
Sub.1Sg come_over.Past.38ge cryHATNEKP0ss.3Sg
‘l was overcome byhe desirdo cry.’

"Régota kutatjak a sir-hatnék okait.

for_a_long_time investigate.DefObj.3Pthe cry-HATNEK  reason.Poss.Pl.Acc
‘Reasons for the urge to cmave been investigated for a long time.’

d. A sir-hatnék az egyik legrosszabb érzés.

the cry-HATNEK the one_of worst feeling
‘The urge to crys one of the worst feelings.’

[Az oroszlanjgeny-theme Simogat-hatnék-jamindenkit megdobbentett.
the lion strokeATNEK-P0ss.3Sgeveryone.Acc  shock.Past.3Sg
meaningl [Agent]: The lion’s urge to strokehocked everyone.’

meaning2 [Theme] (intended)he urge to stroke the lishocked everyone.’

[Az oroszlanjgenytheme Simogat-ds-a mindenkit megdobbentett.
the lion strokésP0oss.3Sg everyone.Acc shock.Past.3Sg
‘The stroke of the ligkyenyhemejshocked everyone.’
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Let us consider the test contexts which proved esgfal in distinguishing SED-
nouns fromAs-nouns. They all have to do with the possessooinesway. There is
a decisive property shared by all complex-evertipialenoting deverbal nominal
constructions: they cannot dispense with an (&t leconstructable) possessor that
corresponds to an unambiguously designated (ndgtmblcase-marked) input
argument, that is, to the object or to the subjéct. eventuality-type denoting
deverbal nominal construction can contain no passeat all, or it can contain a
possessor which is in such a loose semantic relatiothe noun as a temporal
expression, for instance. Moreover, if the consionc contains the expression
kedvenc'favorite’, the semantic relation of the possesswrthe eventuality is
practically totally arbitrary.

Let us start the overview with the “temporal possedest”. Example (7b)
above, with its grammaticality judgment ‘?’, candiepted as an argument for the
independent existence of a groupHeffNEKsgp-nouns. The ‘favorite’-construction,
however, is not compatible witthAtnéknouns (7b’); the reason may be a general
semantic incompatibility between desires/urges taedfavorite’-construction (cf.
*my favorite thirsk
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The example in (7c) suggests thahAtnéknoun can easily dispense with a
possessor; the grammaticality judgments (‘??/%peiated with (7d-d’), however,
show that the question is not so simple. How candbntradiction be reconciled?

Let our point of departure be the observation thate are nd\Atnéknouns in
(traditional) dictionaries. On the basis of thig wan hypothesize that there are no
lexicalized HATNEKsgp-nouns. If this is true, the questionable status tlod
possessorless (7d-d’) examples is not surprisinigths in total harmony with the
plausible assumption that a deverbal nominal cdy lwsregarded as an item of the
lexicon if it can occur (in well-formed sentence$jeely”, and not with an
obligatory possessor (NB: such relational nounsiras ‘mother’ andszél‘edge’
are absolute roots).
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Note, however, that the assumption that there aréexicalizedHATNEK sgp
nouns does not exclude a hypothesis according fohwdpeakers always create
HATNEKsgp-houns “on-line”. That is, in contrast to SED-nourise group of
HATNEKsgp-houns may be assumed to have the special propEgntaining no
core subgroup of lexicalized elements, which mayehi® do with the following
observation: there are no lexical items which daaightforwardly be regarded as
irregularly derived (“blocking”)HATNEKsgp-nouns. The examples in (8) below
support this claim by illustrating that only quitemplex expressions can serve as
more or less adequate synonyms HMTNEKsgp-nouns, and not simple formal
alternatives with the same verbal root but withirzgle different nominalizing
derivational suffix. Only example (8c) might be kised as a blocking form
according to our practice applied so far: here mhipnation of two derivational
suffixes can be taken to serve as a substitutehfoinék The interchangeability of
the given phonetic forms, however, are problematscjs illustrated in (8c’); the
difference between theATNEKsgp-noun and the noualuszékonysatsomnolence’
is similar to that difference betweedszegdrunk’ andrészege&lcoholic’.
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(8) e No blocking forms in the case BATNEKsgp-nOUNS?
a. nevet-hetnék versusrohodgd-gores
laugh-HATNEK guffawe-cramp
‘urge to laughversusconvulsions
b. vizel-hetnék versus vizel-és-i  inger
urinateHATNEK urinateAsAdj urgeny
‘urge to urinateversusurinary urgency

c. al-hatnék versus alusz-ékony-sag
sleepHATNEK sleep-Adj-Nmn
‘urge to sleewersussomnolence

c’. Sokaknak gyakranal-hatnék-ja / *alusz-ékony-sag-ean.
many.Pl.Dat often sleepHATNEK-P0ss.3Sg / sleep-Adj-Nmn-Poss.38g3Sg
‘Many always havedn urge to sle€p’ somnolence
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We hypothesize, thus, that the group of SED-noapgesents the default case with
its (huge) subgroup consisting of lexicalized eletegNB: all irregularly derived
SED-nouns arger selexicalized). Even this group, however, must contzon-
lexicalized, that is, “on-line created”, elemerdBnply because lexicalization is a
process, and processes must inevitably have toapghases (in which the given
potential phonetic forms are acceptable in cegamtential contexts but are still not
items of the lexicon of speakers of Hungarian. pleuliar property oHATNEK sgp-
nouns, thus, is that this group exclusively cossidtelements to be created on-line,

just like the complex-eventuality denoting groupd As-nouns andHATNEK-
nouns).
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Let us now return to example (7c), in which t#néknoun seems to dispense
with a possessor. It must be noted, however, that possessor is to be
reconstructed; which means that the given devertiadinal construction is created
on-line. We need not decide at this point whetheilsia complex-eventuality
denotingHATNEK-noun construction—with an implicit possessor (vahimust be
reconstructed, by identifying it with the sublaticase-marked argument of the
verb), or aHATNEKsgp-noun construction, which (also) requires a possess
connection with its non-lexicalized status but aorestructable possessor is
sufficient.
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The minimal pair in (7e-e’) above shows th#ttnéknouns do not pattern with
Asnouns in producing ambiguity in their eventuatipe-based versions: the
possessor of a transitive-verb-basgktnéknoun can never correspond to the input
Theme; it seems to “insist” on the Agent, or “as on an argument whose role
contains a certain amount of agentivity (cf. (2a8¢"in 1.1.1.2.2.3 (Dowty 1991)).
Nevertheless, the absence of ambiguity in the oa$iee hAtnéknoun construction
exemplified in (7e) does nath ovoexclude thedATNEKsgp-noun status, but can be
regarded as a consequence of the aforementioneldxiocalized character. The on-
line-createdness may imply that the possessor tdiechosen as freely as in the
case of free lexical items but only certain embegldionstructions license potential
HATNEKsep-houns. Observe that the temporal-possessor cotigtruexemplified in
(7b) above, belongs to such licensing contextefliie createdfATNEK sep-nouns.
As a matter of fact, this context is the only ose far) on the basis of which
(potential)HATNEK sep-nouns can quite reliably be distinguished framTNEK-nouns.

Moreover, this context is the only one so far oa Hasis of which the mere
existence OfHATNEKsgp-nouns can be raised at all. Let us thus use teahpor
possessors in our tests to ensure that giké&mnéknouns are undoubtedly
HATNEK sgp-nouns.
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Another potential test to distinguisSiATNEKsgp-nouns ancHATNEK-nouns is
the [postposition +vald] test, which Laczké (2000a:316-318) used to distish
As-nouns from SED-nouns. Recall that this test radieshe specialty of Hungarian
that postpositions can be attributivized by medreitber the-i suffix, an adjectival
derivational suffix, or the separate woxk@lé, one of the present participial
counterparts of the copulaan ‘be’. This latter construction unambiguously eveke
the complex-event reading amoAgnouns if (and only if) the former construction
is also available.

Let us now investigate what the [postpositionatd] test indicates in the case
of hAtnéknouns (9). The minimal pair in the (a)-examplesndestrates that
HATNEKsgp-nouns pattern with SED-nouns (9b’) in rejecting fpostposition +
valg] construction (9a) while accepting the [postpositi-i] construction (9a’).



(9)
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e The application of the [postpositionvald] test tohAtnéknouns (compared to
the case ofAs- and SED-nouns)

a. ’Ez volt  az év leglegizhetetlenebb ebéd utan valé beszélget-hetnék-je
this be.Past.3Sthe year most_invincible lunch after be.PafktaATNEKP0SS.3Sg
‘This wasthe year’s most invincible urge to talk after thedh’

a’. “Ez volt az év leglegyzhetetlenebb ebéd utani  beszélget-hetnék-je.
this be.Past.3Sdhe yearmost_invincible lunch after.Adj talkTNEK-P0ss.3Sg
‘This wasthe year's most invincible urge to talk after thadh’

b. llinekaz ebéd [utan valé] Putani meg-operal-ds-a jol sikerilt
li.Dat the lunch after be.Part/ after.Adj perf-operdsPoss.3Sgwell succeed.Past.3Sg
‘Operating Ili after lunchsucceeded.’

b’. linek az ebéd *[utan vald] Tutani operacio-ja jol sikertilt
li.Dat the lunch after be.Part/ after.Adj operatigsPoss.3Sgwell succeed.Past.3Sg
‘Ili's operation after lunctsucceeded.’

c. Rank tort az ebéd [utan val6] Jutani  beszélget-hetnék.
Sub.1Pl come_over.Past.33ge lunch after be.Part/ after.Adj talaTNEK

‘We were overcome bg desireto talk after the lunch (complex eventuality)
c. Rank tort az ebéd *[utan valé] Putani beszélget-hetnék.

Sub.1Pl come_over.Past.33ge lunch after be.Part/ after.Adj talleTNEK

‘We were overcome hihe [usual] desirgo talk after the lunch(eventuality type)
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Do HATNEK-nouns pattern withAs-nouns (9b) in accepting both postpositional
constructions? This question cannot be answerdaly el to the fact that, in the
case of e&hAtnéknoun construction exempt from a temporal posseSSasTNEK-
noun cannot be distinguished from its poterdiiNEK sep-noun counterpart for the
following reasons: (i) as was claimed above, theyiaevitably homophonous due
to on-line creation, that is, there are no suctctspealar differences as the one
between, for instance, the complex-event denotiiggnoun megoperalas
‘perf.operateAs’ and its (irregularly derived, “blocking”) evenyge denoting SED-
noun counterpartoperacio ‘operation’ in (9b-b"); (i) a human possessor is
inevitably to be interpreted in both types as aetdand it cannot be interpreted as
a Theme).
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The examples (9c-c’) above suggests a negativearnswhe aforementioned
guestion, because thAtnéknoun interpretation evoked by the [postpositior]+
construction (9¢’) is slightly different from thatoked by the [postpositionvald]
construction (9c). As the translations show, in) (@definite desire is referred to
without any antecedent, while in (9¢’) the typecbhts after lunch is presupposed.
An example of this latter case can be a situatiorwhich a boss is often angry with
his/her subordinates for spending much time chatifter lunch. The example in
(9¢) evokes no similar presupposition but it capedormed “out of the blue”; so it
definitely refers to an individual complex evenityalThe alternative variant (9¢’),
however, primarily refers to the aforementionedngwvality type, and the reference
to the definite complex eventuality of the existiigsire is due to the matrix verbal
construction i@m tort... ‘... came over me’). We argue (on the basis of thi
construal) that this difference is suitable fortidiguishing HATNEK-nouns and
HATNEKsgp-nouns from each other: the [postpositionvald] construction is
compatible only withHATNEK-nouns, while the [postposition -1 construction is
compatible only wittHATNEKsgp-nouns.
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As in the case ofis-nouns andd-nouns, the preverbs of input verbs are worth
investigating here, too. Do the “meaningless” (iexclusively perfectivizing) input
preverbs behave differently from the “meaningfuties?

As is illustrated in the series of examples in (ETNEK-nouns inherit both
kinds of preverbs. Constructions containing exeklsi perfectivizing preverbs are
somewhat marked (10b’), presumably due to the eradity-type derivational basis
of all types of hAtnéknouns. Neverthless, as the translation given Bb'j1
suggests, preserving the preverb is the singldisnlin cases in which the speaker
wants to express exactly the accomplishment of clivity as the object of the
desire in question.
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(10) e Verbal modifiers in the case BATNEK-nouns
a. PMarira ratort az ok nélkill val6 vissza-beszél-hetnék
Mari.Sub come_over.Past.3She reason without be.Part back-spesiNEK
‘Mari was overcome bthe desirdo talk back without reasoris

b. PMarira ratort az o6ra alatt valé fésilkod-hetnék
Mari.Sub come_over.Past.3She lesson under be.Part comb_oneseifNEK

‘Mari was overcome bthe desire¢o comb herself during the lessbn

b’. "Marira ratort az ebéd étt vald meg-fésilkdd-hetnék
Mari.Sub come_over.Past.3Spe lunch before be.Part perf-comb_oneseifNEK
‘Mari was overcome bthe desirgo do her hair by combing herself before
lunch’
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Note in passing that the slightly marked statug){j(of the preverbless construction
in (10b) and the example in (10a) with a meaningfelverb can be attributed to the
valé-construction inserted in the given sentences dewoto ensure theATNEK-
noun interpretation. That is, thab ovo fully acceptable constructions become
somewhat awkward exactly due to the test situation.
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Let us also investigate the question of preverkeritdnce in the case of
HATNEKsgp-nouns (11). As is expectedATNEKsgp-nouns inherit the meaningful
preverb (11a), while preserving the exclusivelyf@divizing preverb is a highly
marked option here (11b"), which is in total harmasith their eventuality-type
denoting character. The fact that the giv@TNEKsgp-noun construction is not
fully unacceptable may have to do with its “on-lzreated” status.
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(11) e Verbal modifiers in the case BATNEKsgx-nouns
a. “Ez volt az év leglegizhetetlenebb vissza-beszél-hetnék-je.
this be.Past.3Sghe year most_invincible back-tateTNEK-P0SS.3Sg
‘This wasthe year’s most invincible urge to talk back

b. PEz volt az év leglegizhetetlenebb fésiilkod-hetnék-je
this be.Past.3Sghe year most_invincible comb_oneselfiNEk-P0ss.3Sg
‘This wasthe year’s most invincible urge to comb oneself

b'. “Ez volt az év leglegizhetetlenebb meg-fésiilkod-hetnék-je
this be.Past.3Sghe year most_invincible perf-comb_onesRfNEK-P0SS.3Sg
‘This wasthe year's most invincible urge to do one’s hairdaynbing
oneself
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We conclude this subsection with the question o&tivbr hAtnéknouns can be
further derived. This question is of importance a&ese there is a natural
relationship between the possibility of readilyvéeg as derivational input and
being a lexical (and not “on-line created”) iteme\Argue thattAtnéknouns cannot
serve as input to (further) derivation, as is illated in (12a). This observation can
be regarded as another argument in favor of theaular property that even
HATNEKsgp-houns are uniformly ,on-line created” (NB: on-lisesatedness does
not totally exclude further-derivability but can Egarded as a factor that decreases
its likelihood or readiness).
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(12) e Further-derivation ofIATNEK-nouns?
a. *nevet-hetnék-ség / * nevet-hetnék-es /*neve€hdtn/ *nevet-hetnék-i
laughHATNEKNmMN /  laughHATNEK-Ad] / laughHATNEK-Ad] / laughHATNEKAd]
b. csokoloz-hatnék-sag / indul-hatnék-u [ verdikethék-i
kiss_each_othemATNEKNMN / deparHATNEK-Ad] / fightHATNEK-Ad]
(Tompa 1959:484)
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Note in passing that Tompa (1959:484) gave a fathéun-derivedhAtnéknouns,
exemplified in (12b) above. On the basis of our heottongue competence,
however, we definitely claim that such expressiams totally unacceptable in
present-day Hungarian (see also Oszoli 2014:7)eNeesless, there may be great
speaker-dependent differences in accepting sucthefuderived hAtnéknouns

(especially in certain genres).
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1.1.1.2.2. Relation to the base verb

This subsection outlines to what extent such vepbaberties as argument structure
(1.1.1.2.2.1) and information structure (1.1.12).2are inherited in the case of
hAtnéknouns; and how the type of the input verb affetis inheritance
(1.1.1.2.2.3).
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1.1.1.2.2.1 Argument-structure inheritance

In the case ofiAtnéknouns, the following generalization can be forrteda at least
as a “theoretical possibility” (and not as an akfuactice), for both subtypes (due
to the fact that even the eventuality-type denotAgNEKsgp-nouns are on-line
created). Apart from the change in syntactic catedftom V to N), the number,
the obligatory or optional character, and the thenfanction of the arguments tend
to remain essentially the same, with the usual ghae the non-oblique syntactic
functions must change, due to the change in syateategory, in connection with
the general fact that a noun has no subject anecplput only a position for a
possessor—and an additional position in the prenahtomplement zone for a
non-fully-fledged argument.
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First, let us consideHATNEK-nouns, which are special just in respect of the
aforementioned constraint on non-oblique-case-nthgkguments: it is always the
Agent(-like) input subject that corresponds to thessessor, which is either
explicitly present (13a-a’) or reconstructable le sense that it must be identified
with a certain argument within the clause (for amgie, with the accusative case-
marked argument in (13b), and with the sublativeeeaarked one in (13b’)). Note
that in the case of a reconstructable possessdari}3the HATNEK-noun bears
neither a possessedness suffix nor an agreemeix. si$ for the former case,
either the possessor appears within Ha@NEK-noun construction (13a), or it is
separated from its possessee (13a’). Having reediorsa “split construction” is
obligatory in the case typical ofIATNEK-nouns, in which theHATNEK-noun
construction serves as a verbal modifier (cf. (L12ad (13a”)) since this kind of
verbal modifier is obligatorily non-fully-fledged.
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(13) e The inheritance of argument structure in the CA$&ATNEK-nouns:

I. Non-oblique-case-marked arguments: input subject

a. A kudarc oka lli legyszhetetlen sir-hatnék-ja  volt.
the failure reason.Poss.38y invincible CryHATNEK-P0ss.3Sgbe.Past.3Sg
‘The reason for the failure wdl§s invincible urge to cry

a. Julinak is sajnos  sir-hatnék*(-ja) van.
Juli.Dat also unfortunatelgry-HATNEK(-P0ss.3Sg)be.3Sg
‘Unfortunately,Juli is also havinghe urge to cry

a”. *[Juli sir-hatnék-ja]  van.
Juli  cry-HATNEKPoss.3Sgbe.3Sg
Intended meaningduli is havingthe urge to cry

b. Pétert elfogta a sir-hatnék(*-ja).
Péter.Acc seize.Past.DefObj.38we cryHATNEK-P0ss.3Sg)
‘Péter was seized lihe desirdo cry.’

b’. Ram jott a sir-hatnék(*-om).
Sub.1Sg come.Past.3%ge cryHATNEK(-P0ss.3SQ)

‘| was overcome byhe desirgo cry.’
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With the input subject obligatorily correspondiraythe possessor of tHATNEK-
noun, what happens to the input object (if the injaub is transitive)?

The fully unacceptable example in (14a’), basedworargument-structure type
with a fully fledged object (14a), corroborates tferementioned generalization:
the input object cannot appear as the possessMAMNEK-noun construction even
if this construction does not contain an (expligtssessor. As is exemplified in
(14a”), a fully fledged input object cannot appésther with or without accusative
case suffix) in the prenominal complement zone WABNEK-noun, either.

All in all, fully fledged input objects cannot amrewithin HATNEK-noun
constructions in any way—at least preserving thely fledged character.



(14) o

a.

a

a

b”.
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The inheritance of argument structure in the CA$&TNEK-nouns:
II. Non-oblique-case-marked arguments: input object
lli (meg-)simogatja azt az oroszlant.
lli (perf-)stroke.DefObj.3Sg that.Acthe lion.Acc
‘Ili strokes / is stroking that lion.’

. *llire rajott annak a oroszlannak a simogat-hatnék-ja.
lli.Sub come_over.Past.3Sthat.Dat the lion.Dat the strokexTNEK-P0sS.3Sg

Intended meaning: ‘lli was overcome the desirgo stroke that liori
. *llire  rajott

lli.Sub come_over.Past.3Sg

az [azt az oroszlant] /[az az oroszlan] sgat-hatnék.

the that.Acc the lion.Acc / that the lion StrokeHATNEK

Intended meaning: ‘lli was overcome the desireo stroke that lior

lli éppen oroszlan(oka)t lBémbit simogat.

i just lion.(Pl.)Acc / BOmbi.Acc strokgSg

‘Ili is stroking lions / Bémbi.’

llire rajott az oroszlan-simogat-hatnék
lli.Sub come_over.Past.3Sthe lion-strokeHATNEK
‘Ili was overcome byhe desiregto stroke lions

llire rajott a legyzhetetlen’(*a) Bombi-simogat-hatnék.
lli.Sub come_over.Past.3Sthe invincible the BOmMbi-strok@TNEK

‘lli was overcome byhe invincible desir¢o stroke Bombi
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As the example in (14b’) above illustrates, howevee input object can appear in
the prenominal complement zone of #wrNEK-noun if it is based on a transitive
argument-structure type with a non-fully-fledgedeat (14b).

Example (14b™) presents a quite acceptable (‘?0epxional case, in which the
counterpart of a fully fledged obje®&mb) appears in the prenominal complement
zone of aHATNEK-noun. Note, however, that the given type of exawmpias a
somewhat funny connotation, to which the licensiighe slight violation of our
generalization on fully fledged input objects can ditributed, in addition to the
following strange in-between status of personal emnSemantically, they are
definite expressions, but they dispense with thinite article (on a register- or
dialect-dependent basis), so formally, they “loide! bare nouns, and bare nouns
can readily occupy prehead positions (14b-b’).

This special latter phenomenon suggests the faligwfiine-tuning” of our
basic generalization on argument-structure inhecéa of HATNEK-noun
constructions: the obligatoriness of certain irgmgluments (see the accusative case-
marked proper name in (14b)) is “inherited” in agakened” way. In this particular
case, a fully fledged input argument is licensedawespond to a “positionally non-
fully-fledged” output argument. In another type adses, illustrated in (15b-b")
below, this “weakening” manifests itself as followshile in the input verbal
construction at least one of the possible oblicageemarked arguments is expected
to be present in an “out-of-the-blue” context (qfl5b) and (15c)), the
correspondingiATNEK-noun construction entirely dispenses with thenb{jL5
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Compared to these cases that “weaken” the basic (adcording to which
obligatorily input arguments must correspond toigaibrily appearing output
arguments), the (a)-examples in (15) below illustrine default case as follows.
The verbal construction given in (15a) is fully goeptable unless the sublative
case-marked argument is present or reconstructad; the corresponding
HATNEK-noun construction is also unacceptable (or perhagy slightly less
unacceptable) without the output counterpart of thelative case-marked
argument.
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(15) e The inheritance of argument structure in the CA$ATNEK-nouns:

a.

o

b’

[ll. Oblique-case-marked arguments
Péter radtt *(“a medvére).
Péter onto-shoot.Past.3Sg the bear.Sub
‘Péter shot at it / the bear.’ (intended meanimgit-of-the-blue”)

Péterre rajott a "(Pmedvére vald) radhetnék
Péter.Sub come_over.Past.38w% bear.Sub be.Part onto-shewtFrNEK
‘Péter was overcome lilie desirgo shoot (at the bear)

Ali gyakran beszélget.
lli often talk.3Sg
‘li often talks.’

llire raj6tt a beszélget-hetnék
lli.Sub come_over.Past.3Sthe talkHATNEK

‘Ili was overcome byhe desireto talk’
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lli gyakran beszélgétlarival a politikarol.
lli often talk.3Sg Mari.Ins the politics.De
‘Ili often talks with Mari about politics.’
llire rajott a beszélget-hetnék Mariv&(*a politikarol).
lli.Sub come_over.Past.3Sthe talkHATNEK Mari.Ins the politics.Del
‘Ili was overcomehe desirgo talk with Mari (about politics)
llire rajoétt a Marival/ politikarél valdé  beszélget-hetnék.
lli.Sub come_over.Past.3Sthe Mari.lns / politics.Del be.Part taltATNEK
‘Ili was overcome byhe desiregto talk [with Mari] / [about politics)’
lire rajott a Marival “{*val6) a politkardl vald beszélget-hetnék.
lli.Sub come_over.Past.3Sthe Mari.Ins be.Part the politics.Del  be.P#tk-HATNEK
‘Ili was overcome byhe desiregto talk [with Mari] [about politics].’
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. lire  rajott a politikarol valo beszélget-hetnék Marival.
lli.Sub come_over.Past.3Sthe politics.Del be.Part talkaATNEK Mari.lns

‘Ili was overcome byhe desiregto talk [with Mari] [about politics].’
Beszélget-hetnék-entdmadt Marival @(a politikardl).
talk-HATNEk-P0ss.1Sg  come_over.Past.3Silari.Ins the politics.Del

‘| was overcome byhe desirgo talk with Mari (about politics).

Elfogott a Pécsre utaz-hatnék
seize.Past.3Sghe Pécs.Sub travelaTNEk-P0ss.1Sg
‘| was seized byhe desirego travel to Pécs
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While it is “less obligatory” to express (the outounterparts of) the oblique case-
marked arguments IRATNEK-noun constructions, on the one hand, there ishenot
(actually parallel) tendency according to whichisacguments are sometimes not
easy to express, on the other. Let us considedehisive factors of this tendency.
Our point of departure is a (fully acceptable) arbonstruction containing two
arguments in its postnominal complement zone (15c).

Such variants are tested in (15¢’) above in whithdomplement zone is fully
or partly preserved. The grammaticality judgmehtssthat it is almost impossible
for both arguments to appear in the postnominalptement zone, and even the
appearance of one of the oblique case-marked argsmelds a slight degree of
markedness.

The val6-construction seems to offer an optimal solution éxpressing an
oblique case-marked argument witRiRTNEK-noun constructions (15d). Thals-
construction, however, is practically unsuitable iosting more than one (oblique
case-marked) arguments (15d’): stacking two or mw@é-constructions is fully
unacceptable but stacking two or more argumentm@valé-construction is highly
marked, too.

It is possible to mix the aforementioned solutidns placing one of the
arguments in &ald-construction and the other in the postnominal dempnt zone
(15e). This is the best strategy, since the givemmple is quite acceptable though
still not perfect (‘?").



58

In certain cases (15f),HATNEK-noun construction must be split (cf. (13a’), due
to its serving as a verbal modifier, whose positienone of the positions in
Hungarian that rejects right branching from heask slso Alberti, Farkas and
Szab6 (2015:9-14). The oblique case-marked argwmehtthe HATNEK-noun
appear in this way postverbally, yielding a worder variant that is as acceptable
as the best, “mixed”, solution, illustrated in (L5& spite of the fact that this
solution is not based on a mixed strategy of ptacblique case-marked arguments
(cf. the highly marked example in (15c’) above).pAssible explanation for this
surprisingly acceptable status of the variant iBf)(lis the (somewhat theory-
dependent) assumption that the split arguments uestipn are hosted in the
postnominal complement zone of the verb, whos@ndillis not subject to any
constraint (15c).

Finally, if an oblique case-marked argument seages verbal modifier in the
input verbal construction, its output counterpaan creadily be hosted in the
prenominal complement zone of the deriv@dNEK-noun (15f).
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Let us now turn to the question of argument-stmgctoheritance in the case of
HATNEKsgp-nhouns. One of the basic rules of correspondencengninput and
output dependents is that the output possessorsevfe least reconstructable)
presence is obligatory (presumably due to the loa-treated” character of both
types ofhAtnéknouns) can either correspond to the (Agent-likgui subject (16)
or be a temporal expression (17).

As the grammaticality judgments associated with ékamples in (16) below
illustrate, this subtype OHATNEKsgp-noun constructions patterns witiATNEK-
noun constructions (13-15), presumably due to tiskiared “on-line created”
character with the output possessor correspondiriget (Agent-like) input subject
(16a-a).

As for the details, this subtype BATNEKsgp-noun constructions also patterns
with HATNEK-noun constructions in the following respect: thesgessor is either
explicitly present (16a) or reconstructable by beiidentified with a certain
argument within the clause (for instance, with sblative case-marked argument
in (16a’)). In the latter case (16a’), theATNEKsgp-noun bears neither a
possessedness suffix nor an agreement suffix1(8h’)).
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(16) e The inheritance of argument structure in the CASATNEK sgp-nouns 1.

a.

llinek idénként legyzhetetlen sir-hatnék-ja  szokott lenni.
lli.Dat from_time_to_timeinvincible CryHATNEK-P0ss.3Sg used_to.Past.3Sg be.Inf
‘From time to timelli hasan invincible urge to cry

llire  mar megint r4jott a legyzhetetlen sir-hatnék.
lli.Sub already again come_over.Past.3®g invincible CPHATNEK
‘The invincible urgeeame over lli agaito cry.’

llire mar megint rgjott a leggzhetetlen oroszlan-simogat-hatnék.
lli.Sub already again come_over.Past.38ginvincible lion-strokBATNEK

‘Ili was overcome agaiby the invincible desir¢o cry.’

llire mar megint rajott a legyzhetetlen

lli.Sub already again come_over.Past.38g invincible
Ibeszélget-hetnék Marival[?[Marival valé beszélget-hetnék].
talk-HATNEK Mari.lns  / Mari.Ins be.Part talfATNEK

‘Ili was overcome agaiby the invincible desir¢o talk with Mari’

Alire mar megint rajott a legyzhetetlen

lli.Sub already again come_over.Past.38g invincible

politikarél valé  beszélget-hetnék Marival.

politics.Del  be.Part talktATNEK Mari.Ins

‘Ili was overcome agaihy the invincible desiré talk with Mari about politics

llire mar megint rajott a legyzhetetlen Pécsre utaz-hatnék.

lli.Sub already again come_over.Past.&8ginvincible Pécs.Sub trauehTNEK
‘Ili was overcome agaiby the invincible desir¢o travel to Pécs
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An input object can have a counterpart irH&TNEKsgp-noun construction on
condition that it is not fully fledged (16b), besaut can appear only in the (output)
prenominal complement zone (see the comments Qrafibve).

As for oblique case-marked input arguments, they aad must, be inherited in
the case OHATNEKsgp-noun constructions (16c¢-c’), just like in the cas@ATNEK-
noun constructions, and according to the same tiondiand strategies . If a single
oblique case-marked argument is involved, it caitequeadily appear in the
(output) postnominal complement zone, and even mmelily in a val6-
construction (16c). If there is more than one a®igase-marked argument in the
input, the best strategy to place them in the dHBUNEKsgp-noun construction is
the “mixed” strategy (see (16c’); cf. (15e)). Thésbtype OfHATNEKsgz-noun
constructions also patterns withATNEK-noun constructions in readily inheriting an
oblique case-marked input verbal modifier, by hagtit in the prenominal
complement zone (see (16c”); cf. (159)).
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The subtype OfHATNEKsgp-noun constructions in which the possessor
corresponds to a temporal expression, presentéti7a), uniformly shows a one
grade lower level of acceptability with the sameds of input verbal constructions;
see the examples in (17c-d”).

First of all, however, let us consider (17b) belovinich illustrates the fact that
the input subject cannot have an output counteipdtie givenHATNEKsgp-noun
subtype, with the possessor being a temporal esipresand the prenominal
complement zone not being capable of hosting @gpmably due to the Agent-like
character of the argument in question).

As is illustrated in (17c), however, the input aljean readily occupy the
aforementioned prenominal complement zone, on ¢dondthat it is not fully
fledged. In this respect, thus, thiSATNEKsgp-noun construction subtype also
patterns wittHATNEK-noun constructions (14b’); see also (16b).
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(17) e The inheritance of argument structure in the CA$ATNEK sgp-nouUNs:

II. Constructions with temporal possessors

a. Ez volt az évtized legledgghetetlenebp..].
this be.Past.3Sthe decade most_invincible
‘This wasthe decade’s most invincible urge/degitd.’

b. “(*gyermek-)sir-hatnék-ja
(child-)cry-HATNEK-P0sS.3Sg
‘(for children) to cry

c. ‘oroszlan-simogat-hatnék-ja
lion-strokeHATNEK-P0sS.3Sg
‘to stroke lions

d. "{beszélget-hetnék-je Marival]’fMarival valé beszélget-hetnék-je]
talk-HATNEK-P0ss.3Sg Mari.lns / Mari.lns  be.Part talk¥NEkP0ss.3Sg
‘to talk with Mari

d’. “politikarél valé beszélget-hetnék-je Marival
politics.Del  be.Part talktATNEK-P0ss.3Sg Mari.Ins
‘to talk with Mari about politics

d”. "Pécsre utaz-hatnék-ja
Pécs.Sub travelATNEK-P0ss.3Sg
‘to travel to PécCs
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Oblique case-marked input arguments can, and inestherited in the case of this
HATNEKsgp-houn construction subtype (17d-d”), too. As wasntiomed above,
however, the resulting constructions are somewlesat lacceptable than the
corresponding HATNEK-noun constructions (15c¢’-g) andHATNEKsgp-noun
constructions with an agentive possessor (16ckg.single oblique case-marked
argument is involved (17d), thus, it can more asleeadily appear in @al6-
construction while its acceptability in the postrnioah complement zone is already
guestionable. If there is more than one oblique-taarked argument in the input
(17d’), even the best, “mixed”, strategy (see (1%#)d (16c’)) provides
constructions with questionable acceptability. Thigtype OfHATNEKsgp-noun
constructions also patterns withATNEK-noun constructions in quite readily
inheriting an oblique case-marked input verbal fied{17d"), by hosting it in the
prenominal complement zone (see (15g) and (16c”)).
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We conclude this subsection with the illustratioh a special type of
HATNEKsgp-noun constructions (18), mentioned by Oszoli (22&X It is special
because even its status is difficult to decidas i hard methodological question
whether this construction type must be describeal @@t of the standard Hungarian
grammar or is to be regarded as a phenomenon thlahds to linguistic
performance and not to competence.
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Its strangest property is that even very long sege of words can appear left-
adjacent to thénAtnéknoun with a single stress on the first syllablethed entire
sequence—as if this (potentially) huge conglomemea whole occupied the
(otherwise “narrow”) prenominal complement zone b; the hyphenated
spelling of the Hungarian sentences below expresegeculiar stress pattern.
Further arguments in favor of this constructionetypccupying the prenominal
complement zone are that here (i) accusative caskimy appears (here definitely
obligatorily) on the counterparts of input obje¢i8b-d), (ii) obligue case-marked
arguments (18c-e’) and adjuncts (18b) appear inoa-attributivized form,
(iii) adverbial (18f), converbial (18f) and post@tional (18c) elements can also
appear (in a non-attributivized form). It is an wrgent against this approach,
however, that (certain) operators can appear icdhstruction in question (18b-e’),
which is otherwise not possible in the prenomir@ahplement zone. Moreover, as
the variants given in (18e) show, it is definitpheferred for this construction type
to contain (certain kinds of) operators; see al8e1).
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(18) e The exceptional cases of inheritance of arguntenttsire in the case of

HATNEK ggp-NOUNS

a. llire mar megint r4jott [...]
lli.Sub already again come_over.Past.3Sg
‘Ili was overcome by desire]...].’

b. ?@.a minden-hirt-kapasbél-kommental-hatnék

the every-piece_of_news.Acc-promptly-comraamieEx

‘...to comment on every pieces of news prornptly

c. ?.a mindenkit-mindenkivel-ok-nélkiil-6ssze-veszejtdiet
the everyone.Acc-everyone.Ins-reason-without-tegebarrel HATNEK
‘...to make everyone have a quarrel with everyone withay reason
d. °.a minden-iigyben-csak-a-férje-véleményét-ki-kéndtet
the every-case.Ine-only-the-husband.Poss.3Sgampss.3Sg.Acc-out-askaTNEK
‘...to consult in every case only her husband
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e. ..a “minden-/"mindegyik-/ *négy-kollégaval-6ssze-vesz-hetnék
the every [ all | four-colleague.lmgrether-quarreHATNEK
‘...to quarrel with every / all /the four colleagug(s
e'. ..."(*a még-)az-anyjaba-is-bele-kot-hetnék
(the even-)the-mother.Poss.3Sg.lll-also-into-k#HrdNEK
‘...to pick a quarrel also (feven) with his mother
f.?).az [ingyen-ebédel-hetnék] / [olcsén-s6roz-B&in
the free_of charge-eat_lunetaTNEK / cheaply-drink_beerATNEK
‘...[to eat lunch free of charge] / [to drink beer chpg’

f. °.a sirva-haza-rohan-hatnék
the cry.Conv-home-ruRATNEK
‘...to run home crying
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It is also the systematic differences in gramméticgudgments between the
variants investigated in (18e-e’) above that uneéedur hypothesis that the
acceptable examples all belong to the groupsaNEKsgr-noun constructions (and
not to that ofHATNEK-noun constructions): referring to “institutionad’ events

(e.g., quarrelling with colleagues or family menhe&ithout mentioning specific
details peculiar to the given Agent) is signifidgnpreferred to referring to
individual complex events.

Furthermore, the same differences—that is, thetfatit is possible to place
only certain kinds of utterance chunks in H¥e'NEKsg-noun construction subtype
in question—may serve as evidence for regardirg & phenomenon that belongs
to the field of linguistic competence; nevertheléssobservationally adequate rule
system may be regarded as a syntactic subsystem special register of a
Hungarian generative grammar. Numerous empiricdhildeas well as several
theoretical and methodological questions, howeaser]eft to future research.
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1.1.1.2.2.2Information-structure inheritance

Let us now turn to the question of the inheritarafe information-structural
functions from arguments of input verbs. As is etpd, HATNEK-nouns (19a-a’,c)
pattern with As-nouns in being essentially capable of inheritimjoimation
structure, in connection with their “on-line creditecharacter. Since, however,
HATNEKsgp-houns are also “on-line created”, they are alsoectly predicted to
inherit information structure (19b-b’,d), sometinmesa somewhat lesser degree (see
the construction with a temporal possessor in (b@thw).

All in all, both subtypes ohAtnéknouns can be characterized by the (rather
theoretical than practical) inclination to infornaa-structure inheritance, obviously
due to their “on-line created” character

- see the general structure of Hungarian DP
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(19) e The inheritance of information structure in theeafHATNEK-nouns and

a.

a

y ?

HATNEK ggp-NOUNS

A miniszterelnokot ijedséggel téltdtte | e

the prime_minister.Acc  fright.Ins fil.PasefiDbj.3Sg away

[[mindkét koalicids partngalkotmany-maédosit-hatnék-ja].

both coalition  partner constitution-modifyHATNEK-P0ss.3Sg
narrow-scope readingFRIGHTEN> BOTH_PARTNERS> MODIFY_CONST]

‘It frightened the prime minister thabth coalition partnerhad the desire to
modify the constitution

wide-scope reading] BOTH_PARTNERS> FRIGHTEN> MODIFY_CONST)]

‘In the case oboth coalition partnersit frightened the prime minister that
they had the desire to modify the constitution

Csak [mindkét koaliciés partnpalkotmany-médosit-hatnék-ja]

only both coalition partner constitution-modifyHATNEK-P0ss.3Sg
toltené el ijedséggel a minisztedibt.

fill.Cond.DefObj.3Sg away fright.Ins the penminister.Acc

narrow-scope reading:

ONLY_[ BOTH_PARTNERS> MODIFY_CONST,] > FRIGHTEN

‘Only the possibility thaboth coalition partnerfiave the desire to modify
the constitution would frighten the prime minister

wide-scope reading: —
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b. A miniszterelnokot ijedséggel tolti el
the prime_minister.Acc  fright.Ins fil.DefOBSg away
[[mindkét koalicios partngdrokds alkotmany-médosit-hatnék-ja].
both coalition  partner eternal  constitution-modifyATNEK-P0ss.3Sg
narrow-scope readindFRIGHTEN> BOTH_PARTNERS> MODIFY_CONST]
‘It frightens the prime minister thaioth coalition partnerslways have a
desire to modify the constitution
wide-scope reading] BOTH_PARTNERS> FRIGHTEN> MODIFY_CONST)]
‘In the case oboth coalition partnersit frightens the prime minister that
they always have a desire to modify the constituitio
b’. ’Csak [mindkét koaliciés partnporokos alkotmany-maédosit-hatnék-ja]
only both coalition partner etenal constitution-modifyATNEK-P0ss.3Sg
toltené el ijedséggel a miniszteddbt.
fill.Cond.DefObj.3Sg away fright.Ins the pemminister.Acc
narrow-scope reading:
TONLY_[ BOTH_PARTNERS> MODIFY_CONST.] > FRIGHTEN
‘Only the possibility thaboth coalition partnerglways have a desire to
modify the constitution would frighten the primenister’
wide-scope reading: —
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c. A miniszterelndkét ijedséggel toltotte ela koaliciés
the prime_minister.Acc fright.Ins fil.PasefiDbj.3Sg awaythe coalition
partner minden korzetben vald  jeldlt-allit-hékaja.
partner  every district.lne  be.Part candiglatominateHATNEK-P0ss.3Sg
narrow-scope readingFRIGHTEN> IN_EACH_DISTRICT > NOMINATE]
‘It frightened the prime minister th#te coalition partner had the desire to
nominate a candidate in each district
wide-scopereadinigf[ IN_EACH_DISTRICT > FRIGHTEN> NOMINATE]
Intended meaning: ‘In the case of every districtiightened the prime
minister thathe coalition partner had the desire to nominateaadidate in
that particular district’

d. A miniszterelnokot ijedséggel toltotte elaz évtized efs
the prime_minister.Acc fright.Ins fill.Past.f#¥j.3Sg awaythe decade first
minden korzetben valé jeldlt-allit-hatnék-ja
every district.lne  be.Part candidate-nome¥atTNEKP0ss.3Sg
a koaliciés partnere részér
the coalition partner.P0ss.3Sg part.Poss.3Sh.De
narrow-scope reading{FRIGHTEN> IN_EACH_DISTRICT > NOMINATE]
‘The decade’s first case whtre coalition partner had a desire to nominate
a candidate in each distridtightened the prime minister.’
wide-scope-readiigf[ IN_EACH_DISTRICT > FRIGHTEN> NOMINATE]
Intended meaning: ‘In the case of every disttiog, decade’s first case when
the coalition partner had a desire to nominate adidate in that particular
district frightened the prime minister.’
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As for the details, examples (19a,b) above, in thite possessor serves as a
guantifier, are scopally ambiguous; and an avalatarrow-scope reading is to be
regarded as evidence for a noun-phrase interral (iinherited”) information
structure. As for examples (19a’,b’,c,d), therenasambiguity: only the (relevant)
narrow-scope reading is available, which verifig®imation-structure inheritance
here, too. Incidentally, the absence of the widgpscreading can be attributed to
two different constraints. In the case of examp(&9a’,b’), the embedding
(external) focus context makes it impossible fa& gossessor in the givéritnék
noun construction to simultaneously play the rdlem external quantifier. In the
case of examples (19c,d), in which an oblique caagked argument serves as a
guantifier, it is presumably due to the “too deephgbedded” position of the given
guantifier inside aralé-construction that the corresponding wide-scopdinggs are
not available.
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Note in passing that the exceptional subtypeAafNEKsgp-noun constructions
illustrated in (18) in the previous subsection isoaspecial in respect of
information-structure inheritance: they can havly amternal information structure,
that is, a quantifier inside the construction inesfion cannot be interpreted
externally (20). This constraint may have to dohwatir assumption that the given
guantifier is “deeply embedded” in the typically geu one-stressed expression
“enclosed” in the prenominal complement zone.
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(20) e The inheritance of information structure in theeaf the exceptional subtype

of HATNEK sep-noun constructions
Ppéterre mar  megint rajott

Péter.Sub already again come_over.Past.3Sg
a minden-hirtkapasbol-kommental-hatnék
the every-piece_of_news.Apcemptly-commentHATNEK
narrow-scope readin§’[CAME_OVER > EACH_PIECE_OF NEWS> COMMENT]
‘Péter was overcome by the desire to commergwvamy pieces of news
promptly.’ widescopereading [ EACH_PIECE OF NEWS> CAME_OVER>
COMMENT]
Intended meaning: ‘In the caseefery piece of newPéter was overcome
by the desire comment on it promptly.’
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We conclude this subsection with the question @& thheritance of complex
information structures (containing two or more @pers). The series of examples
in (21) below illustrates that botRATNEK-nouns (21a’) andHATNEKsgp-houns
(21b’) are surprisingly readily capable of inher@i even such information
structures (at least theoretically), obviously doetheir “on-line created” and
eventuality-denoting character and the fact thatnéknouns quite readily host
fully fledged arguments in their postnominal conmpémt zone as well as wal6-
constructions.



(21) o

a.

ba
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The inheritance of information structure in theecafHATNEK-nouns and
HATNEKsgp-nhouns: complex information structures
Mindkét Ugynok csak az igazgatdval targyalt.
both agent only the director.Ins rtege.Past.3Sg
[BOTH_AGENTS> ONLY_WITH_THE_DIRECTOR> NEGOTIATE]
‘In the case of both agents, it is onlyTH THE DIRECTORthat each of them
negotiated.’

. “Na példaul mindkét tgynoknek a csak az igazgatdval val6
well for_instanceboth agent.Dat thenly thedirector.Ins be.Part
targyal-hatnék-ja, az nagyon sértett minket

negotiateHATNEK-Poss.3Sg that  very_much offend.Past.3Sg we.Acc

[OFFEND> BOTH_AGENTS> ONLY_WITH_THE_DIRECTOR> NEGOTIATE]

‘Well for instance poth agents’ desire to negotiate omiyrH THE DIRECTOR
that offended us very much.’

Minden beveid6 Ugyndk csak az igazgatéval targyal.

every straggle_in.Part agent only the daaelns negotiate.3Sg
[EVERY_AGENT > ONLY_WITH_THE_DIRECTOR> NEGOTIATE]

‘In the case of every agent who straggles in, @iy WITH THE DIRECTOR
that he negotiates.’

. ’Na példaul minden beveéts Ugynoknek a csak az igazgatoval vald
well for_instanceevery  straggle_in.Part agent.Dat tramly the director.Ins be.Part
targyal-hatnék-ja, az nagyon sért minket

negotiateHATNEK-Poss.3Sg that  very_much offend.3Sg we.Acc

[OFFEND> EVERY_AGENT > ONLY_WITH_THE_DIRECTOR> NEGOTIATE]

‘Well for instancethe desire of every agent who straggles in to riagoonly
WITH THE DIRECTORthat offends us very much.’
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c. Az UgynOk csak az igazgatoval targyalt rkiétd termékiinkil.
the agent only the director.Ins negotiatstB&g both product.Poss.1PI.Del
[ONLY_WITH_THE_DIRECTOR> BOTH_PRODUCTS> NEGOTIATE]

‘It is only wiTH THE DIRECTORthat the agent negotiated about both products

of ours.’

c. “Ez volt az évtized legledgyhetetlenebb csak az igazgatéval vald
this be.Past.3Sthe decade  most_invincible only theedtor.Ins be.Part
targyal-hatnék-ja mindkét termékudkr
negotiateHATNEK-Poss.3Sdoth product.Poss.1PI.Del

[ONLY_WITH_THE _DIRECTOR> BOTH_PROCUCTS> NEGOTIATE] (a set of
occasions is defined on the basis of this scopiioa)

‘This wasthe decade’s most invincible desire to negotialy @mrH THE
DIRECTORabout both products of ouis
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1.1.1.2.2.3Basic types of input verbs

This subsection outlines which basic verb typessmme as input to the two types
of hAtnéknominalizations. They are worth treating togethecause there is only a
slight difference between them in respect of gratiwakty judgments (22a-a’),
presumably due to their shared “on-line createdatter.

The crucial factor is that an appropriate inputuangnt-structure type must
contain an Agent or Agent-like participant, thatasparticipant who is capable of
actively executing the desired action (that undsricertainhAtnéknouns) or, at
least to a certain degree, volitionally controllisgme kind of urge (that underlies
another semantic subtypelohtnéknouns).
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In the absence of an Agent, thus, verbs withoutraemts cannot serve as input to
hAtnéknominalization. The unergative argument-structype, however, is definitely
one of the ideal inputs, due to the Agent in thiejesti grammatical function (22b).
Nevertheless, even a lower-level or “divided” agatyt suffices. Therefore, reflexive
(22c) and reciprocal (22¢’) input verbs, in theecawhich the subject plays an Agent's
role and a Theme'’s role simultaneously, also rgagidergchAtnéknominalization, as
well as bodily/sound emission verbs (22c”), in tlase of which the subjects’ (limited)
agentivity manifests itself in exerting control oveis/her urge. Even aab ovo
unaccusative verb (22d) may more or less readitiergo hAtnéknominalization, on
condition that the speaker attributes more volftitity) to the subject than normally
when the given event simply happens to the sufijtthe “on-line created” character
of both types ohAtnéknouns supports the creation of such actual mesnigte that
in the case of examples (22d,e), there are “exgratnmaticality judgments given,
because in these cases the grammaticality judgrdenist (completely) coincide with
those given uniformly (as a default) in the embegdientential contexts in (22a,a’)
containing thénAtnéknouns in question.
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(22) e Input verb types in the case ATNEK-nouNns antHATNEK sgp-NOUNS

a.

linek a (tegnapi 6ra alatt vald) folyamafag mindenkit kiboritott.
li.Dat theyesterday.Adj lesson under be.Parttiooous everyone.Acc make_angry.Past.3Sg
‘Ili's continuoug[...] (during the yesterday's lessampde everyone angry.’

Ez volt az év legidegestbl...].

this be.Past.3Sthe year most_irritating

‘This wasthe year’s most irritating...].’
énekelget-hetnék-je

SiNgHATNEK-P0sS.3Sg

‘urge to sing

fésulkod-hetnék-je

com_oneselfHATNEK-P0sS.3Sg

‘urge to comb herself

anvbaz-hatnék-ja / vereked-hetnék-je
playing_tic_tac_toe4ATNEK-P0ss.3Sg / figl#ATNEK-P0OSS.3Sg
‘desire to [play tic-tac-toe] / fight

asitoz-hatnék-ja  / nevet-hetnék-je [ tissmtgék-je
gapeHATNEKP0ss.3Sg / laughATNEK-P0ss.3Sg / keep_sneezigFNEK-P0ss.3Sg
‘urge to sing / laugh / sneéze
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d. @”%l-ajul-hatnék-ja
away-faintHATNEK-P0ss.3Sg
‘urge to faint
e. ""kikéredzked-hetnék-je a WC-re
ask_for_permessioRATNEK-P0ss.3Sg the toilet-Sub
‘urge to ask for permission to go to the toilet

e’. WC-re valé kikéredzked-hetnék-je
toilet-Sub be.Part ask_for_permessiafrNEK-P0sS.3Sg
‘urge to ask for permission to go to the toilet

f.  papirrepiib-dobéal-hatnék-ja
paper_plane-throvHATNEK-P0sS.3Sg
‘desire to throw paper planes

f. fogat-mos-hatnék-ja
tooth.Acc-wasHATNEK-P0sS.3Sg
‘urge to wash one’s teéth
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g. narancsmag-ki-kdpkdd-hetnék-je
orange_pip-out-spit_ OUATNEK-P0ss.3Sg
‘urge to spit out orange pips
g’. mobiltelefon-ki-be-kapcsolgat-hatnék-ja
mobile_phone-out-into-switchATNEK-P0ss.3Sg
‘urge to switch on and off one’s mobile phione

h. WC-re me-hetnék-je
toilet-Sub gOHATNEK-P0sSS.3Sg
‘urge to go to the toilét
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Verbs with fully fledged oblique case-marked arganteecan also serve as good
inputs to both types ohAtnéknominalization. The grammaticality judgments
associated with (22e) show that a non-empty postredraomplement zone is much
more acceptable in the caseHafTNEK-nouns than in the case WATNEK sep-nouns,
while placing the oblique case-marked argument iral@-construction results in
fully or almost fully acceptable constructions retcase of both types bAtnék
nouns (22¢’). In the case of oblique case-markgdments which serve as verbal
modifiers in the input, the prenominal complemeote of both types diAtnék
nouns readily hosts their output counterparts (22h)

Transitive argument structures can serve as imgduAtnéknominalization only
if the input object serves as a verbal modifierf,f22We intend to call the reader’s
attention to the accusative case marking of thetimbject: it must be omitted in
certain cases (22f) while it must be retained hreat (22f).
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As is exemplified in (22g-g’) above, the doubldiridy of the prenominal
complement zone is not prohibited at all, just ikehe case of certain SED-noun
constructions. All the constructions in questiottgra with each other in insisting
on the following order of elements in the prenorhic@mplement zone: the input
Theme (without any explicit case marking) precedinimplex (22g) or complex
(229g’)) preverb. Note in passing that the excegtiGubtype 0HATNEK sgp-nouns,
illustrated in (18) in 1.1.1.2.2.1, also licenske appearance of huge sequences or
words in the prenominal complement zone; (the alagiens provided in the given
subsection suggest that) the emerging rule systefilliog this zone, however,
obviously follows an entirely different strategy.
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1.1.1.2.3. Restrictions on the derivational process

Since every “deviant” input verb class, given i, @ntains a subject which fier
definitionemnot agentive, they are expected to refestnéknominalization. As is
illustrated in the series of examples in (23) belévis prediction is entirely borne
out. Note that we do not present the fully unacaielpt test constructions in each
subtype documented in the corresponding subsections
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(23) e Deviant verbs as inputs EATNEK-nouns

A.
a.

ow

VAN ‘BE’ : COPULAR USE

“Pétert elfogta a sztar-le-hetnék.
Péter.Acc seize.Past.DefObj.38t% star-beHATNEK

Intended meaning: ‘Péter was seizedhmy desireo be a star

. AUXILIARY VERBS

*Pétert elfogta az elmenni fog-hatnék.
Péter.Acc seize.Past.DefObj.38te away.go.Inf will_berATNEK

Intended meaning: ‘Péter was seizedhmy desireo go away in the future
MODAL VERBS

“Pétert elfogta a &zni tud-hatnék.

Péter.Acc seize.Past.DefObj.38t% cook.Inf camATNEK

Intended meaning: ‘Péter was seizedhmy desireo be a man who can
cook’
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D. RAISING VERBS
d. “Pétert elfogta a betegnekin-hetnék.
Péter.Acc seize.Past.DefObj.38w ill-Dat SEeNMATNEK

Int. meaning: ‘Péter was seizedthg desird¢o be a man who seems to bg il
E. PSYCHVERBS

e. “lire mar megint rajott a d&nok-szeret-hetnék.
lli.Sub already again come_over.Past.38g boss-like+ATNEK
Intended meaning: ‘lli was overcome the urgeto like the boss

e’. it elfogta a d&nokért vald rajong-hatnék.

lli.Acc seize.Past.DefObj.3Sthe boss.Cau be.Part be_keenHamNEK
‘Ili was seized bythe urgeto be keen on the boss

e”. Péterre mar megint rajott a tesoO-bosszant-hatnék.
Péter.Sub already again come_over.PastiB®8g brother-annoyHATNEK

‘Péter was overcome liie urgeto annoy his brothers



90
The grammaticality judgments associated with (23g’'suggest that certain types
of psych-verbs can serve as inputs HAtnéknominalization. The degree of
agentivity of the input subjects underlies theatdifihce between these cases and the
others illustrated in (23): the subject of the vedjpong 'be_keen_on’ is an
unusually active Experiencer (23e"), while the vbdsszantannoy’ definitely has
an argument structure version which contains, gliteh to the stimulating Theme
(e.g., Péter's shouting) and the Experiencer (thathbr), an agentive subject
(Péter), who volitionally annoys the Experiencezading to the meaning we must
associate with the givamAtnéknoun construction (23e”). Recall that the argument
structure type in question is exactly the exceptida+1%" psych-verb type.

Note that the not fully unacceptable (*?’) statfsghe examples in (23a,c,d,e)
is due to the fact that, in funny contexts (in whibey might be associated with
even better grammaticality judgments (cf. Oszoll£@5-28)), the speaker can
attribute some “extra agentivity” to certain ingubjects, presumably due to the
“on-line created” character. These are cases iglwho agentivity is referred to in
the original lexical meaning of the correspondiregbv The speaker exploits his/her
world knowledge while hinting on the much work regd to acquire starhood
(23a) or cooking skills (23c), or the endeavor takmit seem that someone is ill
(23d) or loves the boss (23e). The aforementioneestipn of grammaticality
judgments is a serious problem left to future redea



91

1.1.1.2.4. Nominal and verbal properties

This subsection outlines the verbal (1.1.1.2.4nt) mominal (1.1.1.2.4.2) properties
of the two kinds ofhAtnéknouns on the basis of Table 2. We will concluds th
topic in a separate subsection (1.1.1.2.4.3) withat summary of the observations
and generalizations.

1.1.1.2.4.1Verbal properties
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(24) e Accusative case-marking in the caseiafNEK-nouns antHATNEK sgp-nOUNS:

a.

I. Idioms

lire tegnap rajott a fnokwsl valé  guny *(*-t) siz-hetnék.
lli.Sub yesterday come_over.Past.38%® boss.Ela  be.Part mock(-Acc)  chasgNEK
‘Yesterday lli was overcome lilie desir¢o make a fool of the boss

Ez volt az évtized legledgghetetlenebb

this be.Past.3Sgthe decade most_invincible

fonokbsl valé  gany *{-t) siz-hetnék-je.

boss.Ela  be.Part mock(-Acc) chageNEkPO0ss.3Sg

‘This wasthe decade’s most invincible desire to make adbtthe boss.
lire tegnap rajott a vilag*(®-ot) lat-hatnék.

lli.Sub yesterday come_over.Past.38% world(-Acc) SEBATNEK

‘Yesterday lli was overcome lilie desirgo see the world

Ez volt az évtized legledyhetetlenebb vilag*ot) lat-hatnék-ja.
this be.Past.3Sthedecade  most_invincible world(-Acc) seaNEKP0ss.3Sg
‘This wasthe decade’s most invincible desire to see thedvorl
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The other, presumably more important, reason faluatinghAtnéknouns significantly
more verbal than all other types of deverbal nolimgathat, in the case dfAtnék
nouns, even output counterparts of certain inpjgotd serving as verbal modifiers in
non-idiomatic expressions retain their accusatigsecmarking (25b-b’). We can
establish, as a first approximation, that the teterof accusative case marking depends
on phonological properties of the given objectse-syllable roots, for instance, are
more likely to show the property in question thanger roots (see (25c-c’); cf. (25b-
b")). Another interesting observation is illustihtie (25d-d”) below: if the accusative
case marking is retained on the Theme argumehtahput verb, the denoted desire is
directed towards the speaker's own hair, whilevilagant without the accusative case
marking rather suggests that the gitinéknoun denoted a desire to wash someone
else’s hair, which is a realistic interpretatiorthie case of a hairdresser who happens to
be fed up with cutting hair and wants to do sometleise.
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(25) e Accusative case-marking in the caseiafNEK-nouns antHATNEK sgp-nOUNS:

a.

II. Non-idioms

lire rajott az ebéd étt vald[...].
lli.Sub come_over.Past.3Sthe lunch before be.Part

‘lli was overcome byhe desirdo [...] before lunch

Ez volt az évtized legledgghetetlenebb ebéd ddi |[...].
this be.Past.3Sgthe decade most_invincible lunch befor.Attr
‘This wasthe decade’s most invincible desird tg before luncti
[fog*(®-at) mos-hatnék][hal*(-at) e-hetnék]

tooth(-Acc) washATNEK / fish(-Acc) eaHATNEK

‘[wash his teeth] / [eat some fish]

[fog*(**at) mos-hatnék-ja] /[hal*(**at) e-hetnék-je]
tooth(-Acc) washATNEK-P0ss.3Sg / fish(-Acc) EanTNEK-P0ss.3Sg
‘[wash teeth] / [eat fisH]



C.
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[puléver?(?-t) mos-hatnék] [édesséf)(*-et) e-hetnék]
pullover(-Acc) wasHATNEK | sweets(-Acc) EBITNEK
‘[wash pullovers] / [eat sweets]
[puléver?(*-t) mos-hatnék-ja] /[édesséf)(*-et) e-hetnék-je]
pullover(-Acc) WashATNEK-P0sS.3Sg / sweets(-Acc) BatrNEK-P0ss.3Sg
‘[wash pullovers] / [eat sweets]
haj’(”-at) mos-hatnék
hair(-Acc)  wasmHATNEK
‘wash hait
haj’(P-at) mos-hatnék-ja
hair(-Acc) wastHATNEKP0ss.3Sg
‘wash hait
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Note in passing that accusative case-marked oladstis'retain” their case marking
in the case of the exceptional subtypeiafNEKsep-noun constructions (illustrated
in (18b-d) in 1.1.1.2.2.1).
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Let us now turn to the next verbal property, namtlg question of adverbial
modification. Recall that, in contrast to verbs dasuch non-finite verb-like
categories as patrticiples, converbs and infinijivasuns can be characterized by
the prohibition against adverbial modification bedong immediately to the noun
head. In this respect, both types tohtnéknouns unambiguously belong to the
family of nouns.

In respect of adverbial (26a,a’,b,b’) and convdrf®a”,b”) modification (as
well as postpositional modification (26a,b)), orhe output counterparts of such
input arguments in the verbal modifier position eoimto play. As is exemplified
below, their appearance in the prenominal complémene is blocked neither in
the HATNEK-noun type (26a-a”) nor in theiATNEKsgp-nhoun type (26b-b”).
Therefore, both types can be evaluated to be &shasAs-nouns.



(26) o

a.

b

bn
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Potential adverbial and converbial modificatiorHaffNEK-nouns and

HATNEK sgp-nOuUNs
@liéket  elfogta a nyari szunid alatt val6

lli.Add.Acc seize.Past.DefObj.3Sthe summer.Adj holiday under be.Part

kilon /egyitt /[hid alatt] lak-hatnék.

separately / together / bridge under liM@TNEK

‘Ili and her friends were seized lilye desireo live separately / together /
[under the bridge] during the summer holiday

. OA gyerekekre rajott az éjfél utdn vald  ébren marad-hatnék.

the child.PL.Sub come_over.Past.3Bg midnight after be.Partawake stayATNEK
‘The children were overcome lblye desirgo stay awake after midnight

. ®A vendégeket elfogta az ok nélkil valé
the guest.Pl.Acc seize.Past.DefObj.38g reason without be.Part
allva marad-hatnék.
stand.Conv remaiRATNEK
‘The guests were seized the desirdo remain standing without reasahs

Ez volt az eévtized leglegyhetetlenebb

this be.Past.3Sgthe decade most_invincible

kilén /egydtt /[hid alatt] lak-hatnék-ja.

separately / together / bridge under liMeTNEK-P0SS.3Sg

‘This wasthe decade’s most invincible desire to live sefmya together /
[under the bridge]

’Ez volt az évtized leglegyhetetlenebb

this be.Past.3Sgthe decade most_invincible

éjfél utani  ébren marad-hatnék-ja.

midnight after.Adj awake stayATNEK-P0ss.3Sg

‘This wasthe decade’s most invincible desire to stay avediey midnight

.’Ez volt az évtized legindokolatlanabb allva marad-hktjze
this be.Past.3Sgthe decade most_unjustifiable  stand.Conv remaiRATNEK-P0SS.3Sg

‘This wasthe decade’s most unjustifiable desire to remaimding’
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Note in passing that adverbial and converbial nicatlion is also possible in the
exceptional subtype afATNEKsg-noun constructions (see (18f-f') in 1.1.1.2.2.1),
which is in total harmony with our hypothesis tlia¢ peculiar properties of this
special subtype exactly have to do with the extimary expansion of the
prenominal complement zone.
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The last verbal property in our usual protocol basdo with information-
structure inheritance. As was established in suiosed.1.1.2.2.2, botlHATNEK-
nouns antHATNEKsgp-houns are readily capable of hosting (even quit@pex)
internal information structures, which, neverthsJesan be regarded rather as a
“theoretical possibility” than an actual practi¢kat is, an attested fact) in language
use. The aforementioned readiness to undergo iatiwmstructure inheritance is
obviously due to their “on-line created” and evetity-denoting character and the
fact that hAtnéknouns quite readily host fully fledged arguments their
postnominal complement zone as well asvad-constructions. ThuSHATNEK-
nouns anHATNEKsep-nouns are more verbal in respect of informatiooedtre
inheritance than the non-event denoting deverbatimals, namelyd-nouns and
Tro-nouns, and almost reach the verbalness levelAshoun constructions.
Nevertheless, for obvious reasoAs,TNEKsgp-noun constructions with a temporal
possessor practically cannot host complex inforonasiructures.
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1.1.1.2.4.2Nominal properties

Let us start with the question of pluralizatione fossibility of which is a nominal
property.

HATNEK-nounscannot be pluralized, as is illustrated idaj2 The reason is
probably the same as in the caséshouns: verbs have no plural forms to denote
the multiple occurrence of a complex eventualityadtké 2000a:319), and
complex-eventuality denoting deverbal nominals grattwith them in this sense,
presumably exactly due to the same denotation&l, tdeat is, their complex-
eventuality denoting function.
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(27) e Pluralization in the case 6RTNEK-noOuns antHATNEK sg-houns
a. *A gyerekekre rajottek a lefekvés étt valo
the child.Pl.Sub come_over.Past.3Ble go_to_beds before be.Part
sir-hatnék-ok / nyafog-hatnék-ok.
Cry-HATNEK-Pl / whineHATNEK-PI
Intended meaning: ‘Children were overcometly urgeso whine before
going to bed

b. Ezek voltak az év leglegizhetetlenebb
this.Pl  be.Past.3Pthe year most_invincible
“sir-hatnék-ja-i I’nyafog-hatnék-ja-i.
Cry-HATNEK-P0ss.3Sg-Pl / whineATNEK-P0ss.3Sg-PI
‘These werdghe year’s most invincible urges to whine
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From the point of view that they can have a possesghin the noun phrase they
head HATNEK-nouns anHATNEKsgp-houns are both totally nominal (on possessor
selection, see subsection 1.1.1.2.2.1), with ndemihce in the degree of
nominalness between the two groups.
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The series of examples in (28) below concerns thengtic form of the
possessedness suffiXj)A. The -ja allomorph attaches tdAtnéknouns with
(predominantly) back vowels (28a), and, in the cafehAtnéknouns with
(predominantly) front vowels, it is also the allomplo containing;j- (i.e.,-je) that is
highly preferred (28b). Phonetically similar ordipavords (ending inréKk) present
an opposite tendency, as is demonstrated in (28ced® the-a/e allomorphs must
be chosen.



105

(28) e Forms of the possessedness suffbhAtméknouns
a. *Asitoz-hatnék-a 7Asitoz-hatnék-ja van.
gapeHATNEK-P0ss.3PI/ gapeATNEK-Poss.3PI be.3Sg
‘(S)hehasthe urge to gapé

. "Tusszent-hetnék-e "Tiisszent-hetnék-j&an.
sneeze+ATNEK-P0ss.3PI/ sneezeaTNEK-Poss.3PI be.3Sg
‘(S)hehasthe urge to sneeze

b. Ezlli ajandék-a /*ajandék-ja

this lli  present-Poss.3PI/ present-Poss.3PI

‘This is Ili's present’

b. Eza lampa vezeték-e “lezeték-je
this the lamp cable-Poss.3PI/ cable-Poss.3PI
‘This isthe cable of the lamp
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What makes this comparison very interesting frotimemretical point of view is den
Dikken’s (2015) hypthesis on the independent “memlt status” of a derivational
suffix -j- responsible for the expression alienable interpretation between
possessor and possessee. The highly preferred sfatiue-jA allomorphs over the
-A allomorphs amongpAtnéknouns may be attributed to the possessor’'s uniform
Agent thematic role, because Agents are claimeg.,(by Marantz 1984 and
Kratzer 1996) to stand in a non-intrinsic (henckenable) relation to their
predicates (NB: the “possessetiAtnéknoun corresponds to the input verbal
predicate in the derivational relationship in qicest
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1.1.1.2.4.3Summary

We summarize our observations on verbal (1.1.1Ld4nd nominal (1.1.1.2.4.2)
properties 0HATNEK-nouns antHATNEKsgp-nouns in Table 3 below. see Table*

As can be seeRIATNEK-nouns antHATNEKsgp-nouns are basically as verbal as
As-nouns, showing some verbal properties to a giad, some to a lesser but
significant extent. The quite high degree of vembak in the case of both types of
hAtnéknouns presumably has to do with their “on-lineatee” status and the
related fact that the nouns in question have noe@sarily lexicalized) blocking
forms. HATNEKsgp-nouns also pattern withs-nouns in being poorly nominal in
every respect except for the three respects in hwl&verbal nominals typically
“score well” (namely, ‘possessive argument’, ‘caswrking’ and ‘adjectival
modification’). HATNEK-nouns are even less nominal, since their congingido
not readily host adjectives, so in this respeatNEK-nouns pattern withg,-nouns.

As in our practice applied so far in the correspogdummaries, the presence
or absence (or degrees) of verbal and nominal piiepeare presented by check-
marks, asterisks and question marks in the tabdefoA the visual representation,
recall that the lighter a cell is, the more nomirahd simultaneously the less
verbal—the noun type is in the given respect.
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Table 3: The degree of verbalness/nominalnes\tféknominalizations

PROPERTIES HATNEK- HATNEK s
NOUN noun
VERBAL tense and mood * *

two person/number paradigms of conjugati
separability of preverb / verbal modifier
presence / obligatoriness of arguments
accusative case-marked argument
adverbial modification

information structure (internal scopes)
NOMINAL | pluralization

possessive argument

case marking
adjectival modification

definiteness and other degrees of referenti
quantification (and determination)
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Let us highlight the decisive details.

We consider it a crucial verbal property thatnéknouns obligatorily retain
the accusative case marking of certain argumerts iéthey are not idiom chunks.

Furthermore, botRATNEK-nouns andHATNEKsgp-nouns essentially inherit the
input argument and information structure, obviousle to their “on-line created”
and eventuality-denoting character and the fadt ttin@y quite readily host fully
fledged arguments in the postnominal complementezaa well as inval6-
constructions. They are highly verbal in these ialuespects.
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Nevertheless, we must be aware of the fact thatirtheritance of complex
argument and/or information structures can be dmghrather as a “theoretical
possibility” than as an actual practice (that is, atested fact) in language use,
especially in the subtype OHATNEKsgp-noun constructions with a temporal
possessor. KINEKsep-nouns, however, have another subtype, the “exmegiti
one illustrated in (18) in 1.1.1.2.2.1, in the cabwahich practically complete verbal
structures are “encapsulated” in the extraordinaypanded prenominal
complement zone, preserving such verbal charatitsrss accusative case marking
and non-attributivized adverbial, converbial, posifional and oblique case-
marked phrases. It is an open methodological cuestiowever, whether this
subtype can be taken into consideration at all, tanghat degree. It must also be
noted at this point that even the mere differeidiaiof HATNEKsgp-nouns from
HATNEK-nouns is a question that requires much futureareke in spite of the
careful argumentation on the basis of which we ntagedistinction in 1.1.1.2.1 in
total harmony with the practice ultimately basedmutheAs-/SED-noun distinction
(Laczkdé 2000a).

The decisive elements of attributing an essentg@ilygr degree of nominalness
to both types ohAtnéknouns (and not only to the complex-eventuality afieng
type) are that they cannot be pluralized, theyrexecompatible with (the regular
way of) quantification and they do not readily forron-specific and predicative
phrases.
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Thanks for your attention



