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1. Introduction

In this short paper | am concerned with an appremnor problem of negative concord in
Hungarian, which may turn out to have far-reacliogsequences. Due to limitations of
space | can do justice neither to all the authdrs have targeted negation in Hungarian
before, nor to all the related problems in thiseyahat have been written about elsewHere.
The problem I investigate here is a curious cooetece of contrastive focus and/or the
negative marker and the negative (universal otexigl) quantifier, in short the-word’, in
one and the same clause, which seems to dividgpttech community into at least two, but
possibly three, syntactic dialects. Before the ttoeions in question are introduced let us
give an overview of the relevant context of thetayrof negation. To begin with, it is well-
known that there may be multiple Neg heads in these, but all of them must line up in
front of the finite verb, cf. Puskas (2000), E. {2002), Kenesei (2009), among ottfers.

(1) Topics Neg— Quantifiersiwh-XPs ~Neg— Focus (wh-XP) —Neg — Verb+T — ...

a. ... nem mindenki A LEVEST (hem) ette meg
not everyone the sowgc not atepv
b. ... senki nem A LEVEST (nem) ette meg
nobody not the sowac not aterv
C.... ki nem A LEVEST (hem) ette meg
who not the sowec not atepv
d. ... Ki mikor nem) ette meg a levest?
who when not ate the soup

a. ‘Not everyone ate/didn’t eatiE SOUPR’

b. ‘Nobody ate/didn’t eat th&ouPr’

c. ‘Who is it that it is not the soup that s/he/didn’t eat?’
d. ‘Who ate/didn’t eat the soup when?’

1| am grateful to Aniké Liptak, and the audiencehat Research Institute for Linguistics, Budapfesttheir
judgements and comments, and in particular to Aeesle-Farkas, Katalin E. Kiss, and Balazs Suranyi.

2 The set of examples in (1) is from Kenesei (2089)3LL CAPITALS signify contrastive focus. (1a) is more
precisely rendered as 'For not every pergsahwas the soup thatate/didn’t eat.’, and (1b) as 'For no person
it was the soup thatate/didn’t eat.’



Hungarian is a negative concord (NC) language,hitn-words must have a clause-mate
negative market As in other negative concord languages, the poesehmultiplen-words in

a clause amounts to a single negation. In thismpé&pell assume that an-word has an
uninterpretable [uNeg] feature, which must be clkdckgainst the interpretable [iNeg] feature
of the negative marker in the head of Neg, whetifen-word follows the tensed verb or
precedes it. In the former case the operationdwedoare Merge and Agree, in the latter one,
it is Merge plus Move and AgreeéN{words are in italics below; the negative markanibold
type. The clause-finaemin (2a) is an optional particle also subject tgatese concord and a
source of much confusion in the relevant literatédv® shown by the idiomatic translations,
the two sentences (2a-b) are fully synonymous.

(2) a. [negpNem[rpmondott el senki  senkinek  semmit (sem)]]
not said of-this nobody nobools¥ nothingACC NEG-PRT
‘Nobody said anything to anyone about this.’

b. [negpSenki[nege SeNkineknegeSEMMIt [negNEm] [tp  mondott; t; t errdl []]]
nobody nobodpAT nothingAcCc not said of-this
‘Nobody said anything to anyone about this.’

If the n-word is in a clause different from the one coritagrthe negative marker, the
sentence is unacceptable, even though the mattixal®ws long movement, as in (3a-b), or
licenses negative polarity items, cf. (3c-d).

(3) a. *Senkit hiszek [hogy nemvolt beteg]
nobodyacc I-believe that not wasiill
b. Senkit sem hiszek [hogye beteg volt]
nobodyacc not I-believe that il was

‘| believe nobody to have beenill.’

c. *Anna nemhiszi  [hogy senki volt beteg]
Anna not believes that nobody was il

d. Anna nem  hiszi [hogy valaki is beteg volt]
Anna not believes that someone eiller was
‘Anna doesn’t believe that anyone wasiill.’

The only exception to the clausemateness requiteim@nfinitival complement clauses,
where the following regularity obtains. Anword in the infinitival clause can be checked
either by a clausemate negative marker or oneeimtéitrix clause, providing for alternative
interpretations as witnessed in the following exbsp

4) a. Annanem képes elmondansemmit
Anna not able to-tell nothingsc
‘Anna is not capable of telling anything.’

b. Anna képesemelmondansemmit

% For negative concord in general, cf. HaegemanZamdittini (1991), Giannakidou (2000), Brown (2000@);
negative concord in Hungarian, cf. Puskas (19960201 6th (1999), Suranyi (2002, 2006), Olsvay @QE.
Kiss (2008, to appear).



‘Anna is capable of not telling anything.’

The phenomenon illustrated in (4a) is arguablytdusome kind of optional clause union or
scrambling as has been argued by Koopman & Szalaile§, Den Dikken 2004, and
Szécsényi 2009, 2010.

The interaction of focus and negation, includmmgords, in Hungarian has also been the
subject of discussion, see, among others, Pusk@9)2Suranyi (2006), Olsvay (2006), E.
Kiss (2008, to appear). In a previous paper (Kari3@9) | suggested that contrastive focus,
which invariably occupies a preverbal position, stdates a proposition of its own, or in
syntactic terms, it is a distinct phase. This aatetor (proper) double negation, which
occurs only if a sentence contains a focused doesti, as in (1b-c), schematically illustrated
in (5).

(5)  [cr(Neg) Focus dr(Neg) TP ]]
— Phase 1 - — Phase 2 -

It follows then that one or monewords can be placed in front of a negated foces, In
Phase 1 above, cf. (6), but neword can follow focus, whether negated or not.esslthe
negative marker is placed in front of the tensathviee., in Phase 2, as (7) illustrates.

(6) a. fegp Senki nem/semgp ANNAT;  [rp  dicsértd; i ]]]
nobody not Annecc praised
‘Nobody praised ANA’ (=‘For no persorxis it Anna thai praised.’)

b. Soha(*sem) senki*(nem/sem)  fp ANNAT; [redicserte; § t]]]

(7)  a. *lvegp (Nem) Ep ANNAT; [rp  dicsérte senki; ]1]]
not Annacc praised nobody

b. Negp (Nem) Ep ANNAT; [nege NEm fp dicsérte senki; ]]]
not Annaacc not praised nobody
‘It was (not) Anna that nobody praised.’

Example (6b) shows the behavior of the curiousigarsem which can occur freely in
postverbal positions following practically eachword, provided the preverbal negative
particle is in place. Howevesemis prohibited in preverbal positions except as aava of
the basic negative particieem if and only if it is preceded by one or morevords? In other
words, the particlsemis not part of the-word, as is sometimes maintained in the literature
cf. Puskas (2000).

2. The data and the problem
Leaving some of these problems unsolved for the timing, let us turn our attention to the

case at hand. There is a recurrent set of exantipggédas not yet been fully accounted for.
Puskas (2000: 344), relying on judgment by KatBlirKiss (p.c.), states that the pair in (8) is

* Other functions of the partickem such as in negative coordinate clauses as iexhmple below, cannot be
discussed here due to lack of space.
(i) Sem Anna nem valaszoltsemPéter nem telefonalt.

nor Anna not replied nor Peter not teleplone

‘Neither Anna replied, nor Peter telephoned.’



ambiguous between two readings, depending on whethaot the postverbal-word has
main stress (signified by the ” mark here).

(8) a. Senki-vel nem beszéltem “semtii-r = NC reading
nobody-with not I-spoke nothing-about
‘| didn’t speak with anyone about anything.’

b. Senki-vel nem beszéltem sem#li-r = DN reading
‘| didn’t speak with anyone about nothing.’

Furthermore, Suranyi (2006) reports that the semstein (9), which contains a focused
constituent, is also an instance of double negatiddN >

(9) Sehova senmmA jott el senki  se.
Nowhere not today came along nobadsG-PRT
‘Nobody came along nowhem®DAY.” (= ‘For no placex was it today that nobody
came.’)

Finally, in a paper published in Hungarian E. K&808) discusses a similar construction, in
which a postverbai-word follows a focused item. The example below.i&iss’s (5b) but in
my notation and translatich.

(10) NemA DELI VONATTAL érkezett "senki.
not the noon train-with arrived nobody
‘Nobody arrived by theooN TRAIN.” (= ‘For nox is it the noon train thatarrived by.")

Note that the data reported here are incompabiteeen them. In order for (8b) to convey
double negation, the secondvord (semmibl) must be a negated universal quantifier, so it
cannot take a ‘free ride’ on the negative markiegesthis configuration is reserved for
negative concord (NC), i.e., the ‘single negatiméérpretation, as in (8a). But it can only
serve as an independent negative quantifier dstdndistinct clausemate negative marker,
which is nowhere to be found in (8b).

The case is even clearer in (9), where the negatiarker preceding the focused item
licenses the negative concord required by theaimitiwvord, still it has nothing to do with the
postverbah-word, which is construed as a narrow scope negapixantifier, as is illustrated
by the sense translation.

In contrast, th@-word in E. Kiss’s example in (10) is used to ithase a wide scope
negative quantifier as is clear from the schenditigram in her paper. To sum up, the stress
pattern in (8a), i.e., stress on the postvenbabrd corresponds to negative concord and
narrow scope quantifier, while the same stresepath (10) provides for wide scope.

Finally, if the postverbah-word is unstressed, it has narrow scope buttiiea an instance of
independent negation.

3. Syntactic dialects

® The interpretation in parentheses is mine. Dugrtitations of space | cannot discuss the reguéripertaining
to the occurrence afe(m) glossed as ‘negative particle’ below, but suffid® state here that it is fully optional
postverbally without any semantic effect whatsoever

® For comparable data and analyses accessible iisEngf. E. Kiss (to appear).



Before | try to accommodate these conflicting degtame review a limited survey among
native speakers of Hungarian of constructions ¢oimg a negated focus and postvenbal
words as seen in (10). Out of ten subjects, ong/amtepted (10), another one held it
guestionable, and the rest refused it. But it igartant to note that consent to the
acceptability of the sentence was conditional upp@m-word having no stress and narrow,
rather than wide scope, i.e., the interpretatioflil). For the speakers represented by this
minority, (10) is another case of double negatten{ on a par with (9).

(11) NemA DELI VONATTAL érkezett senki.
not the noon train-with arrived nobody
‘It is not the noon train that nobody arrived by.’

It transpires from the data that there are thye¢astic dialects to be distinguished in
Hungarian as far as the positions and interpretatidn-words are concernef.

Dialect A, or the ‘No DN’ majority dialect displaythe following pattern, in which (8a)
and (8b) differ in interpretation only. (In the repentations below the examples that prove
crucial in distinguishing the dialects between thamain bold.)

(12) a. *Neg- Focus — Vrword *(7a); *(9)
b.v(neg) — Focus — Neg— Vr-word  v/(7b)
c.v'n-word — Neg— V -n-word v'(8a) = NC - in either stress pattern
d. *n-word — Neg- V -n-word *(8b) = DN — in either stress pattern

Dialect B, or then-word raising minority dialect, has the followinggrearity.

(13) a.v"Neg- Focus — V A-word v'(10) = ‘NegQ < Focus < ..."; ?(9)
b.v(Neg) — Focus — Neg— Vr-word v/ (7b)
c.v'n-word — Neg- V -n-word v(8a) = NC
d. v'n-word — Neg— V -n-word v (8b) = DN

Dialect C, or the-word blocking minority dialect, differs from B that it does not allow
for the postverbah-word to take scope over the focus.

(14) a.v"Neg- Focus -V a-word v/(11) = ‘Focus < NegQ < ..."¥(9)
b.v(Neg) — Focus — Neg — Va-word v'(7b)
c.v'n-word — Neg- V -n-word v(8a) = NC
d. v'n-word — Neg— V -n-word v'(8b) = DN

Before we embark on discussing the differences éetvihe individual dialects, let us first
address the problem of thewvord having negative interpretation without a hsgng negative
marker, as in (8b), which is acceptable in botHddis B and C. There are, in principle, two
avenues we can take. The first is to posit twoiwassofn-words in Hungarian: one that has
negative force by, say, being assigned an inteable{iNeg] feature (and is consequently, a
‘true’ negative quantifier or NQ), and anotherdygf n-word that has an uninterpretable
[uNeg] feature, as run-of-the-miltwords do, as was outlined in the Introducfidut this

" At a recent talk given at RIL, Budapest, thesdifigs were corroborated by an audience of c. 40eat
speakers: Dialects A, B, and C were shown to haeeedising numbers of speakers in this order.
8 |talian may be said to have a similar scenario, cf
0] Nessuno (*non) ha visto niente.
nobody not has seen nothing



NQ, unlike its Italian counterpart, cf. fn. 7, caever occur in a clause on its own, so the
difficulty of the proposal is obvious: the occurcerof NQ is conditional upon the occurrence
of another, c-commanding;word complete with an overt negative marker.

As we shall see, if we choose the other altereatie are to run into a comparable
problem, but with a slight difference. Let us thanto return to the standard negative
concord scenario: theword has no negative force and is licensed byaasgmate negative
marker through either Agree (‘in situ’) or Move aAdree (when in the left periphery). But
then how come the postverlralvord does not show the effect of negative conao(@b) or
(9)?

The only way out of this conundrum appears taheertroduction in dialects B and C of
an independent negative marker, which turnstiwrd, or rather the construction it is a
constituent of, into having negative force. Congatly, we have to assume that there is an
additional negative marker present as an invisiblempty operator in the constructions in
guestion. Since negative markers are invariablggugreverbally, we are left with no other
choice than add an extra NegP to the left peripbétlgese constructions, which will then
account for double negation in line with the gehpraperties of negative concord in this
language.

Of course, all three dialects exhibit the famil@operties of NC in the usual examples.
Differences start to surface when more complexctires are investigated, containing focus
and/or one or more-words. To begin with Dialect C, in order for thespverbah-word to be
licensed, the invisible operathiegmust be placed between Focus and the inflected verp
TenseP, as shown in an augmented representat{@d dbelow.

(15) [vegp Nem [p A DELI VONATTAL [negpNedte  érkezett senki ]1]]
not the noon train-with arrived nobody
‘It is not the noon train that nobody arrived by.’

In (15) the first negative marker applies to theued item and turns its clause into a negated
proposition. The second, invisible negative matken takes care of the obligatory negative
concord required by the postveripalvord, which is thereby licensed by Agree. Notd tha

the majority Dialect A (15), i.e. (11), is render@slin the pattern of (7b), that is, with an overt
negative marker, which is shown as (12b) in ouesdtic list of structures. (16) will

illustrate.

(16) [vegp Nem [ A DELI VONATTAL [negp NEM frp  €rkezett senki ]]]]
not the noon train-with not arrived nopod
‘It is not the noon train that nobody arrived by.’

In this same Dialect C, the double negation im{@}xt also be licensed by an additional
(invisible) negative marker, as fleshed out below.

(17)  [negp Sehova sem:p MA [negeNeg [rp Ot el senki  (sem) ]]]]
Nowhere not today came along nobodys-PRT

'Nobody saw anything.’
(i)  *(Non) ho visto nessuno.
not have-l seen nobody
'| saw nobody.’
In (i) nessuna@cts as an-word having an interpretable [iNeg] feature, bu(ii) it must have an uninterpretable
[uNeg] feature.



‘Nobody came along nowhem®DAY.’ (= For no place it was today that nobody came
tox.")

And, furthermore, the same coviégmarker is at work in the DN variety of (8b), reped
in its full form below:

(18)  [negrSenki-vel nem nNegp Neg [rpbeszéltem semmit]]]
nobody-with not I-spoke nothing-about
‘| didn’t speak with anyone about nothing.’

Note also that in the majority dialect A, (18) istmendered automatically by changing the
covert negative marker into an overt one, becabsawo negative markers placed side by
side might violate some type of low level ‘DoubledN constraint, cf. (19a). Instead, the first
negative marker is invariably changed into therafigve formsem’not’, as in (19b).

(19) a. *[egrSenki-vel nem [nege NEM fpbeszéltem semmil]]]
nobody-with not not I-spoke nothing-about

b. [egp Senki-vel sem [negp NEM [pbeszéltem semmit]]]
nobody-with not not I-spoke nothing-about
‘| didn’t speak with anyone about nothing.’

It is well-known that syntactic dialects oftenfdifin whether some or another functional
category is overt or covert in them. For instaraseSzabolcsi (1981, 1994) showed in her
seminal papers on the Hungarian possessive DRhin&iastern dialect applies the definite
article, i.e., the functional category D, in constions where the majority dialect does not. In
the simplified illustrations below, which concertr@n the overt vs. covert representation of
the definiteness marker in the unmarked (or ‘nomneg possessive DPs (20a-b), as
contrasted with its obligatory occurrence in theeaded or dative possessive DP in (20c), the
DPs are definite in both dialects, but the artislemitted in one of them.

(20) a. bpecor [p@z  helop Anna fp alma-ja J]Il Eastern dialect
the Anna appkoess
b. [specor [pDet [ne[op Anna fp alma-ja ]]]1] majority dialect
C. [specorANna-nak [p *(az) [ne[or & [ve  alma-ja ]Il both dialects
AnnabAT
‘Anna’s apple’

My own work on embedding in Hungarian (Kenesei )983b, supported a dialect distinction
between speakers whose use of the complemehtiggrthat’ varied in certain syntactic
constructions, such as embedded questions or camepteclauses to infinitives. Moreover,
the literature abounds in covert functional categgrsuch as Det, Comp, Tense, Mood, etc.,
cf., e.g., Han & Siegel (1996), Leiss (2007), intthg Neg, too, cf. Zeijlstra (2004), whose
ubiquitous covert Neg is, however, not followedeher

It is therefore legitimate to suppose that a simolgert/covert distinction obtains with
respect to the negative marker along what seeins similar dialectal lines. Consequently,
(17), which has a covelegin Dialects B and C, is rendered in dialect A bplging an
overt negative marker, bolded in (21).



(21) [negp Sehova sem:p MA [negen€m [rp Ot el senki  (sem) ]]]]

Nowhere not today not came along nobe@g-PRT
‘Nobody came along nowhereDAY. (= For no place was it today that nobody
came.’)

Observe, however, that there is an important diffee between covert complementizers
and covert definiteness or negative markers, dimedatter, but not the former, entalil
semantic consequences. In other words, an ‘inesit@gative marker turns an otherwise
affirmative clause into a negative one, just agaisible definiteness marker turns an
apparently indefinite NP into a definite one. Taiiculty does not arise in the omission of
the complementizer (or, in the terminology applede, in the case of covert Comp), since its
occurrence has no semantic consequences. Butsbdaracovert negative and definiteness
markers is not completely arbitrary. In the possesBPs illustrated in (20) the properties of
the possessive marker guarantee that the consimnustinterpreted as definite, while it is the
presence of the (postverbabword that, in effect, forces the covert negativekaato
salvage the contructiohin other words, if the covert negative markeras selected when
there is am-word in, for example, the post-focal section of theuse, cf. (17), then it will not
be licensed, and left without an interpretationtls®structure will not converge.

The approach we adopt here is based on the prepeiftNC, as reviewed in the
Introduction. Ann-word is licensed if and only if its uninterpretaljiNeg]feature is checked
against the interpretable [iNefgature in the (overt or covert) head of the fumtal category
Neg either by Agree or Move and Agree. In a simit@nner, the uninterpretable [uDet]
feature of the head of the Possessive Phrase segfiesl by the possessive affix, at least on
one analysis, is checked against the interprefdbét] feature of the (overt or covert) head of
the functional category Det (exclusively) by Agieehis case. The selection of the covert
Neg head is not as optional as that of the oveyatiee marker, since it must be licensed by a
c-commanding overt Neg head. This requirement asnaigot without analogy. If, for
example, the covert complementizer is chosen irHilnggarian equivalent ofthat-clause, it
must be licensed by a governing (i.e., c-commandiagb of a particular class. It is this
licensing condition on covert Négpads that blocks spurious negative concorgwwbrds
solely by a covert Neg head, as in (22), whichniaageptable in all dialects:

(22) *[negeNeg[re jott el senki  (sem)]]
came along nobodyEG-PRT

Finally, the updated version of Full Interpretatigifl block the merging of covert Neg or
Det if non-word or possessive marker is present.

Then the dividing line between the two classedialiects is drawn according to whether
the dialect has the covert negative marker Ne@) Bséalects B and C, or not, as in Dialect A.
The case of Dialect B is particularly interestidghereas in (10) or (13a) the postvenbal
word escapes the strictures of NC by in effect dbwenoving to c-command the FocusP and
thus acquiring wide scopg@that is not the case in (8b) or (13d), where thstyerbah-word

° For various analyses of possessive DPs, in additi®zabolcsi’s, see Den Dikken (1999) and E. K€62).
10 Although the issue of how to account for the pteenon of-word raising would lead us far afield, it should
be mentioned for the record that E. Kiss (2008¢sebn a curious type of rightward movement, whibh
classifies under adjunction, so that the raisedhtifier would c-command its domain from right tdt|eas it
were. However, she does not address various cotaotproblems, such as possible non-quantifietevidhg
the righ-adjoinedh-word, as in (i).
(i) Nem A DELIVONATTAL érkezett “senki(se) tegnap
not the noon train-with arrived noboeyT yesterday



remains in situ and is interpreted for independegiation, that is, it will have to be licensed
by an invisible negative operator just like its otrpart in dialect C. Consequently, dialect B,
which was shown to have more speakers than Di@leseems to be transitional between A
and C, and here focus can in effect trigger covenement of the-word, while for the rest

of NC-constructions the occurrence of the invisitdgative operator is optional, as in dialect
C. Incidentally, it remains to be seen that speakéDialect B, i.e., those who allow covert
movement of the negative quantifier, overlap witlkeakers of an independently identified
dialect, i.e., one in which a post-focal univergaantifer can take scope over the focus, cf.,
e.g., E. Kiss (2002).

(23) Tegnap ¢ A DELI VONATTAL [tp érkezett mindenki ]
yesterday the noon train-with arrived everyone
‘Everyone arrived byHE NOON TRAINYesterday (= For every it is the noon train
that everyone arrived by)’

4. Summary

In this paper | have attributed the differencehi@ bccurrences and interpretations@iords
between syntactic dialects in Hungarian to the tovercovert nature of the negative marker.
This would account for the lack of negative conoeifécts and the possibility of double
negation in case of a postverbalord, as well as the phenomenon of pre-focal negat
followed by a postverbal-word, which are all missing in the majority dialethe

assumption of a covert negative marker would theearmlogous with the overt/covert
distinction applying to other functional categorissch as Det and Comp, along similar lines
between dialects.
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