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The article focuses on the problem of subject representation in the meaning of English
and Russian dynamic verbs. Two ways of representation are distinguished — through a prototype
subject incorporated in a concrete seme and through attributive characteristics of a subject
presented as differential semantic features. In the English lexicon a special group of verbs,
derived from names of a doer, is singled out as verbs with outer subject prototype.
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MEANS OF CONVEYING ENGLISH PASSIVE STRUCTURES
INTO HUNGARIAN

PaccmarpuBaroTcst criocoObl mepenavn aHTJIUICKUX MACCUBHBIX KOHCTPYKLWH Ha BEH-
TePCKUIl SI3BIK, B KOTOPOM OTCYTCTBYET IOHSITHE «CTpajaTeNbHBIA 3aimor». Takue cnocoObl
NPEANOJaraloT UCIONIb30BaHUE 0eCCYOBbEKTHBIX CTPYKTYP BEHTE€PCKOTO SI3BIKA, BKIJIFOYAROLITUX
npudactue B (yHKIUH OOCTOSITENBCTBA M BCIOMOTATeNbHBIA ryaroi. [IpuBomsaTCs mpuMepsl
0eccyOBbeKTHBIX CTPYKTYP Ha BEHIE€PCKOM SI3BIKE.

Ways of conveying English passive structures into Hungarian is an actual
problem in the translation process when we face English texts. Interpreting is a
huge industry, texts should be consequent and correctly translated, and the
interpreters need exact rules to follow, what makes the work efficient and
economical.

But there are two main reasons, why it is worth to talk about passive in
Hungarian: on the one hand, there is the expectation of quality work by
interpreting, and on the other hand, it is a necessity in every language to use
impersonal constructions if the speaker wants to stress the object of the action, and
not the doer. And here arises a problem as Hungarian does not have the notion of a
passive voice

In general, how is it possible to avoid specifying the agent? There are two
main opportunities to do that (table 1).
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Table 1
Means of specifying the agent in English

Impersonal structures Passive voice
e General agent: Sg2, Pl1, P13 e Past participle
e By-phrase e Thematic rules: actual agent — actual
e Impersonal passive object/thematic agent — thematic patient

As you see, if I mention passive voice, I am talking about constructions
where Past participle appears and the grammatical object and the grammatical
subject change their places, but the thematic roles remain. For example: The
teacher gave a book to all of us. — We were all given a book by the teacher.

If we consider Hungarian, there is no passive voice where Past participle
appears, there 1s no active-passive system, there could not be appropriate
transformation. But there are some possibilities to interpret the English/Indo-
European passive (table 2).

Table 2
Means of specifying agentless structures in Hungarian
Impersonal Passive: morphological and syntactical
¢ General agent: Sg3, P11, P12, P13 The problem is being solved.
Mindenki kovet el hibat. We all make | o -atik/-etik, -tatik/-tetik
mistakes. A probléma megoldatik.
Elvitték minden pénzemet. They took all my
money. e -6dik/-6dik
Sosem tudhatjuk ... You can never know ... A probléma megoldodik.
e Infinitive
Dohdnyozni tilos. Smoking is forbidden. e Adverbial participle
e Medial A probléma meg van oldva.
Sotétedik. It is getting dark.

As can be seen from table 2, there are many ways for conveying the English
passive into Hungarian. I would like to present the last one on that list above, the
most interesting, the most problematic and the most creative one: The adverbial
participle with the auxiliary verb to be.

This construction has been judged as Germanism, at the end of the
19" century. However, it cannot be true, because it is made of the adverbial
participle, not of the past participle. It must be an original Hungarian or Finno-
Ugric construction, because it can be found by the Hanti and Mansi, who are our
closest relatives [1]. It occurs in the correspondence and in the oecuvre of the
greatest Hungarian writer, who also defended it in several articles.

We are insecure using it, because it was marked as wrong, and in the last
150 years it was pursued in the school and culture — more or less.
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Linguists have been dealing with it from time to time and it was an
agreement that this construction can be used to describe states [2]. But this is not
working, because some versions answer the question: What happened? [3].

For the same reason, linguists made up the rule, that only adverbial
participles made of transitive verbs can be used creating this construction. But it is
also not working, because there are some common exceptions when the base is an
intransitive verb: for example, when the so called passive structure has some more
exact meaning than the corresponding active phrase. Consider the examples:

Elutaztam. “I was travelling.”

El vagyok utazva. “I am away.”

This second variant with an adverbial participle and auxiliary verb implies
that I am still not at home at the moment of the talking.

This ‘more exact’ meaning can be the key to using the structure, although it
is still hard to identify and to give an exact rule to the speakers. There are
interesting semantic options to find something grammatical and ungrammatical
[4; 5].

eWhen we speak about an actual thing, this phrases are correct:

A konyv el van olvasva. “The book has been read.”

eWhen it is not an actual thing, the phrase can be false:

*A torténet el van olvasva. “The story has been read.”

eWhen the object is completely destroyed this construction cannot be used:

*A lufi ki van lyukadva. *“The balloon is holed.”, “There is a hole in the
balloon.”

eWhen the object is just damaged, the construction is perfect:

A zokni ki van lyukadva. *“The socks are holed.” “The socks are tattered.”

It is worth researching this construction, it has great potential in expressing
ourselves and also in interpreting foreign languages. It can be used to convey the
different aspects in verb pairs in English, like: get arrested — has been arrested, or
get married — has been married, and it is perfect to convey the two different
passive voices in German, ‘Zustandspassive’ (state passive) and ‘Vorgangspassive’
(process passive).

The Hungarian language generally focuses on the result of an action and not
its temporal procession. There 1s a telic-atelic opposition instead of a perfect-
imperfect [6]. That is the reason for this adverbial construction, and that is why we
can use it very well, but not only for describing states.

The problem with this construction propounds two main questions:

e What kind of linguistic would we like to have? Prescriptive linguistics,
which gives us rules and strict orders, however this can be false and can lead to
autocracy and damage in the language, or just descriptive linguistics, which is only
observing the language without giving guidelines to keep our lingual culture.
Where is the ideal balance between the two approaches?

e The other question is set up from the teacher’s view: if this construction
means so much trouble, in which form and on what level should I teach it to my
students?
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This article tries to answer the question of how it is possible to interpret the English and
Indo-European passive constructions into Hungarian — although there is no active-passive
correlation. The basic idea is to introduce the non-agent structures of Hungarian, focusing on the
adverbial participle with the auxiliary verb van. Examples of the agentless sentences in
Hungarian are given and the selected construction is considered in the historical frame.

B. M. I'aneeBa
Minck, MJIJTY

CEMAHTBIKA I TPATMATBIKA BRIKJIITUHIKAY V KAHTPACTBIVHBIM
ACTIEKLIE: IA TIHITAHHS KJIACI®IKAIBII

B paboTte paccMaTpuBarOTCsl MOAXOABI OENOPYCCKUX M 3aPYOEIKHBIX JIMHIBUCTOB K MPOO-
JieMe MEXAOMETHH ¢ TOYKH 3PEHUs BbINEJCHHUS X KaK KJIacCa M JATbHEHIINX KIaCCU(PUKALIHIA.
ABTOp CpaBHHBAET TAKCOHOMUYECKHUE OCHOBAHHS PA3JIMYHBIX aBTOPOB U Ja€T UM KPUTHUECKYIO
onerky. Ocoboe BHUMaHKE yeNeHO rpynmnaM, 0a3upymUMCcs HA CEMAaHTHUECKOM KPUTEPUH, H,
B YaCTHOCTH, BOJICU3bSIBUTEIbHBIM WHTEPBEKTHBAM. TakxKe aBTOp paccMaTpPUBAET MEKIOMETHS
KaK OCOOBIN (peHOMEH, I/ie COMPUKACAIOTCS CEeMAaHTHUKAa U MparMaTvka, aKTyau3upys mpooie-
MAaTUKy COCYINECTBOBAHUS WM PA3TPAHUYCHUS CEMAHTUYECKOTO W MPArMaTUYeCKOro 3HAYCHHIA
SI3BIKOBBIX €TUHUILL

3HAXO/3AUBICS HA TEPbIEPBIi THIIOBBIX IPAMATBHIMHBIX KIacay i BalofakUbl
pasMBITail 1 3anexHail all KaHTIKCTY CEMaHTBIKAH, BBIKIIMHIKI yTBaparoup acab-
NMiBBI KJIAC, CKalajaHaclb i HABBI3HAYAHACLb SIKOTA CIAPa/uKae AaKThIYHACLb
HaBYKOBail JIyMKi 1 pasropTsac HOBbIA MardbMbls PaKypebl i NaibIXOJbl Ja
JIHTBICTHIUHBIX aA3iHAK. BBHIKIIYHIKI BHICTYNAIONb THIM (DEHOMEHAM, sKi, CAPOJ
iHIIara, BBIYIIAE BAaCTPBIHIO CeMAHTBIKA-NIParMaThlMHAra Mafsely, Kaji 3HausHHe
NPBICYTHIMAe K TAaKoe 1 He 3aleKbIlb (a00 3aMexKbllb He LalNKaM) aji KaHTIKCTY
I Kami SHO 3°synsenua BbIHIKAM YKbIBAHH: aJ:[31HI<1 ¥ MOYHBIM KaHTOKCLE.
«ACIEKTBI MOBBI, sKis KaHT3KCTyaJlbHA 3BA3aHbISA, 3’ SYIIAIONLA TaKiM UblHAM HE
IBITAHHEM 3HAUDHHSA, ajie Y kpiBaHHA/y3yca» [1, p. 76]. A. BexOilkas aa3Hayae,
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