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The literature has been very interested in auxiliary verb constructions’ (AVC) morphosyntax (Bonami 

and Webelhuth 2012; Bonami and Samvelian 2015), the selection of the auxiliaries BE and HAVE in 

European languages (McFadden 2007; Kailuweit and Rosemeyer 2015; Ackema and Sorace 2017), 

and the general description of AVCs including challenges for formal frameworks, such as the NICE(R) 

properties in English (see a great summary in Sag et al., 2020). The data I present in this paper extends 

the observations of above-mentioned papers with a single system where a number of selection types 

are observed, as detailed below. 

 

The construction in question: Kazakh (Kipchak, Turkic) tense and aspect expressions are realized in a 

proliferation of AVCs. The c. 25 auxiliary verbs combine with lexical verbs in one of two converbial 

forms (CVB_A or CVB_B). This means that there are c. 50 distinct, potential AVCs, most of which are 

actually attested. The exact rules and distribution of which lexical verb and AVC may combine, and 

what precisely determines the semantics of a given construction, is still an open question (Somfai Kara 

2002; Muhamedowa 2015; Johanson 2004). Every auxiliary is used both as a lexical verb, and as a 

semantically bleached auxiliary in AVCs, as shown in (1). 

 

(1) a. temeki-ni  tasta-dï-m 

 cigarette-ACC  throw-PST-1SG 

 ‘I threw away the cigarette [I quit smoking].’ 

 

b. kitap-tï  oqï-p  tasta-dï-m  

 book-ACC read-CVB_B AUX(PFV ‘throw’)-PST-1SG 

 ‘I have read the entire book.’ 

 

This paper focusses on the particular behavior of three auxiliary verbs, all of which represent the 

imperfective aspect. The aim is to formalize the following facts: 

 

1. Three imperfective auxiliaries can convey the progressive aspect. 

2. Auxiliaries govern the main verb’s form in the following ways: 

a. some govern only one converbial form 

b. some govern both converbial forms, resulting in the same semantics 

c. some govern both converbial forms, resulting in different semantics 

d. the three imperfectives show a particular split in the lexicon 

3. All auxiliary verbs have a lexical meaning and can be used as main verbs. 

 

 

Firstly, in order to account for the synonymy of three progressive auxiliaries and for cases of optional 

converb selection, I review the notion of ‘defeasible features’ (Sag et al, 2003) and starting from their 

formalization, argue that the type of optionality attested in Kazakh should be formalized with the 

addition of the logic operator exclusive or (or xor) ⊻, which allows us to restrict the valence values to 
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be either option 1 or option 2 from a set of more than 2 choices. This analysis does not require any new 

machinery or assumption, since the xor operator is understood as a logical term, such as the 

concatenation operator. 

 

Some auxiliaries show a particular case of converb selection, since the lexicon appears to be split into 

a compartment (lexemes go and come), that takes one converb, while the other compartment (all verbs 

apart from go and come) take the other converb, when combining with auxiliaries that result in the 

progressive meaning. I propose a valence specification that separately restricts the appropriate main 

verb’s LID values to cooccur with the appropriate converb, and this is achieved with the xor operator 

listing the acceptable combinations of main verb and converb form, allowing both to be specified 

simultaneously. The compartments are defined with a list of LID values and in doing so I utilize the 

negation operator, following Crysmann (2006) in HPSG and Dalrymple et al. (2019) in LFG. The 

constraints in (2), thus, correctly predicts a progressive auxiliary, while allows any main verb to obey 

the distributional rules. 

 

(2) 

[
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
PHON 𝑧̌ 𝑎𝑡ï𝑟

SYN

[
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
HD [

𝑣𝑒𝑟𝑏
LID 𝑎𝑢𝑥 − 𝑝𝑟𝑜𝑔
VFORM 𝑓𝑖𝑛
AUX +

]

VAL 〈[HD [
𝑣𝑒𝑟𝑏
VFORM 𝑐𝑣𝑏(𝑎)
LID {𝑔𝑜, 𝑐𝑜𝑚𝑒}

]    ⊻ [
𝑣𝑒𝑟𝑏
VFORM 𝑐𝑣𝑏(𝑏)
LID {⌐𝑔𝑜, 𝑐𝑜𝑚𝑒}

]]〉

]
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

SEM | RESTR |RELN 𝑝𝑟𝑜𝑔 ]
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 

 

Three progressive auxiliaries appear to be equal in semantics, style, frequency and all functional factors 

apart from the selected auxiliary. I propose to treat these AVCs as optional choices. The optional 

distribution can be formalized by listing the auxiliaries’ LID values and specify the valence restrictions 

the same way as we did when analyzing the split converb selection above – but now we have to diverge 

from a lexicalist view and assume that there is a construction that treats the overabundant auxiliaries 

and their valence specifications. 

 

(3) 

[
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
MTR [

𝑆𝑌𝑁 [
HD [2]

VAL 〈[1]〉
]

SEM | RESTR |RELN 𝑝𝑟𝑜𝑔 ⊕ 𝐿

]

HD − DTR

[
 
 
 
 
𝑆𝑌𝑁 [

HD [2] [
𝑣𝑒𝑟𝑏
𝐴𝑈𝑋 +
LID 〈𝑧̌ 𝑎𝑡ï𝑟 ⊻ 𝑜𝑡ï𝑟 ⊻ 𝑡𝑢𝑟〉

]

VAL 〈[1], [3]〉

]

SEM | RESTR |RELN prog ]
 
 
 
 

DTRS 〈

[
 
 
 
 
 

𝑆𝑌𝑁 [3]

[
 
 
 
 
𝐻𝐷 〈[

𝑣𝑒𝑟𝑏
AUX −
VFORM cvb(a)
LID {go, come}

]   ⊻ [

𝑣𝑒𝑟𝑏
AUX −
VFORM cvb(b)
LID {⌐go, come}

]〉

VAL 〈[1]〉 ]
 
 
 
 

SEM | RESTR |RELN 𝐿 ]
 
 
 
 
 

〉

]
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This treatment allows the progressive auxiliaries to be described with highly underspecified lexical 

entries, and it obviates the need for a complicated type hierarchy that assumes raising verbs and several 

types of auxiliaries. The SEM values of the lexical entries of the auxiliaries will specify for a defeasible 

value (their original, lexical meanings) and thus allow the construction presented above to override the 

lexical meaning and specify for aspect instead. A strictly lexicalist analysis would require 6 lexical 

entries for the 3 auxiliaries (one for the lexical use and one for the auxiliary use), which is less 

economical than the present proposal. Being a highly lexicalist approach, the HPSG+PFM analyses 

(e.g. Bonami and Webelhuth 2012) of periphrases could give similar results, but they would still require 

a larger number of lexical entries, and it would require the maintenance of the assumption that a 

HPSG+PFM can work side by side, while the analysis proposed represents a rather conservative view. 
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