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1. Introduction
This paper analyzes the changes having taken pidbe
syntax of negation in 12-15th century Hungariamolints out a
change in the position of the negative particlel simows it to
be related to the change of basic word order fiS@V’ to
"TopFocVSO'. The central topic of the paper is gateve
cycle induced by the morphological fusion of thgate/e
particle with different types of indefinites in tseope of
negation. The opaqueness of the resulting morplezbg
complexes necessitated the reintroduction of negatito
sentences with indefinites, and led to the reimeggtion of
negative indefinites as expressions with no negdtrce,
participating in negative concord. The newly intioed
negative particle, though morphologically identieath the
negative particle that was input to the fusion withefinites,
assumed a different syntactic status in the newFbaVSO’
sentence structure; it acted as a functional hedewking verb
movement.

The paper is organized as follows: Section 2 plesia
background by surveying the syntax of negationresent-day

Hungarian. Section 3 describes the structural jpositof the



negative particle in Old Hungarian, and sectiomdlyzes the
syntax of negative indefinite noun phrases and quos. Both
sections point out an archaic pattern survivingnfi®roto-
Hungarian, and a new variant. Section 5 attemptedonstruct
the diachronic process emerging from the decliaing novel

patterns of negation in 12-15th century Hungariecudnents.

2. Background: Negation in Modern Hungarian

Although this paper focuses on the history of niegan 12-
15th century Hungarian, the directions of change<kearer if
we look at them from the perspective of the preseyt
languagé.

Negation in Modern Hungarian is encoded by theatieg
particlenem assumed to head a NegP. NegP has two possible
merge-in sites. In the case of predicate negaiicupsumes
TP 2 Observe the affirmative sentence in (1a), andetgated
counterpart in (1b). Notice that the subject haslistnguished
position in the left periphery; Spec, TP is reserfi@dhe
predicative complement of the verb, most oftenrbale
particle. Neg elicits V-movement across the vepaaticle into

a functional head (F) intervening between Neg aRd T

(1) a Janosmeg latogatta Marit.
John PRT visited  MaryAcc

'John visited Mary.’



b Janosmemlatogatta meg ty Marit.
John not visited PRT Mary-Acc

'John did not visit Mary.’

The Hungarian sentence often also includes a fpmjsction
above TP, which also elicits V-to-F movement actbss
verbal particle in Spec, TP (2a). The focus progattian also

be negated, i.e., it can also be subsumed by a [&ygP

(2) a Janos TEGNARtogatta megty Marit.
John yesterday visited PRT Mary-AccC

‘It was yesterday that John visited Mary.’

bJanosnem TEGNAP latogatta megty Marit.
John not vyesterday visitedPRT Mary-Acc

‘It wasn't yesterday that John visited Mary.

The primary predicate and the focus (an identiiore

predicate) can also be negated simultaneously:

(3) a Janosem TEGNAPnem latogatta meg Marit.

‘It wasn't yesterday that John didn'’t vistary.’
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Hungarian is a negative concord language. UniVersa
pronouns with scope over negation and existent@iquns in
the scope of negation have a negative version bewjwith
sdso-, which is licensed by an overt negative particle.
Indefinite lexical noun phrases in the scope ofatieg are

obligatorily supplied with the minimizesem

(4) Soha senki nemkésett el egyorarél sem
never nobody not was.l&eT one class-from not.even

'Nobody has ever been late for even one class.’

3. The position of the negative particle in Old Hugarian

In the 12th-15th century Old Hungarian texts exadifamong
themHalotti Beszéd és Konyoérgdauneral speech and
invocation’, a 50-clause sermon from 1193-%&kai Codexan
1448 copy of a 14th century translation of the lrebef St

Francis, and thBécsi’'Wiener’, Mincheni'MUnchener’ and



Apor Codices containing 15th-century copies of various parts
of the so-called Hussite Bible, translated aftet@)4the
majority of negative sentences represent preditagation.
Structural focus and focus negation also occuyghahey are
less common than today. Here is an example of foegation,
with the negative particle in pre-focus positiorirapresent-

day Hungarian:

(5) nempPAaYzuAL fegyuerkedet dezent
not shield-with armoreFL-PAST-3SG but holy
KERESTNEK YEGYUEL (JOkai Codexp. 147)
Cross’s sign-with
‘It wasn't a shield that he armored himselfiwiut the

sign of the holy cross.’

Sentences with predicate negation belong to twal\eoder
types, which co-occur in the same texts. The negatarticle

may intervene between the verbal particle and the V

I. ... PRTnemV...
(6)a hogy ezt senkynek meg-nem yelentendJokai27)
that thisxcc nobodybAT PRT-NOt  reportsOND-3SG

'that he would not report this to anybody’

b hameg nem kayaltandod kegyetlennek ew



if PRT not shoutuT-2sG cruel his
kegyetlensegetiifkai95)
crueltyacc

'if you do not declare his cruelty to beel

Alternatively, the negated verb precedes the varhsicle. In

this case, the verb and the particle are not nadgsadjacent:

ii. ...nemV... PRT ...

(7)a Te nemynemew kewekrel .nem fyzettel telyesseguel
you some stonessBL not paid completely
meg (Jokai7)

PRT

'You have not paid completely for some stones’

b hogy en lelkersemegybenem zegyengett meg
that mysoul nothing-in not shame PRT
engemettJokai48)
me

‘that my soul has not shamed me in anything’

Of the two patterns, pattern (i) is the more aickariant. It
represented the majority pattern in early Old Huiaga and it
has been losing ground to pattern (ii) ever sic€eGugan

2010). At present, pattern (i) is productively usedly in two



subordinate clause types:amig’as long as/until’ clauses and
in conditional clauses in combination whcsak meaning
‘'unless’. It is presumably a relic of the SOV Prbtangarian
period. Jager (2008) derives a similar patternloh gh
German by the rightward movement of the VP-finab\a
right-hand side Neg head.

| assume that in sentences displaying the '...RBMV...’
order, the negative particle is adjoined to théveattern (ii),
on the other hand, involves a left-peripheral negdtead
attracting the verb across the verbal particlec&the basic
word order of Hungarian had shifted to TopFocVSQHhzy
time of the first surviving coherent Hungarian tefdf. E. Kiss
2011), it seems likely that Old Hungarian speak@ayzed
both patterns in the framework of a head-initiabvehrase
preceded by left-peripheral functional projectiofilsis
hypothesis is confirmed by the distribution of the® word
order patterns, related to the the presence onabs# a
negative pronoun or negative indefinitesgeexpression) in the
left periphery. In Jokai Codex, 60% of sentencepldiing the
"...PRT nemV...” order contain aeexpression in post-topic
position, at the left edge of the comment., buy did% of
sentences displaying the hemV...PRT..." order do so. This
suggests that in the emerging TopFocVSO sentenoetste of
Old Hungarian, with separate thematic and functidoaains,

operators were expected to precede and c-commaird th



scope. In sentences witlsaexpression in the left periphery,
theseexpression acted as the scope marker of negation.
sentences with nee-expression, the scope principle, requiring
that the scope of negation be preceded and c-conedary an
overt negative constituent, elicited the preposihthe negated
V. First it may have been the negated verb thatedpthen the
negative particle must have been reanalyzed aad he
generated in the left periphery, attracting the V.

This is the structure | hypothesize for sentemigglaying

the '...PRTnemV...’ order:

C opP
hogy
ezt NegP
senki‘@\ Neg’
Neg TP
0

T vP
[, nem jelenterieA
vl

that thisacc nobody-to PRT nOt reportsOND.3SG

If the NegP projection is not lexicalized bgapronoun, the

negated V is preposed into the Neg head:



©) /@
e e
nemynemew
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L

you some stones not paid completehyr

In the minority of Old Hungarian sentences thapliiy a
"...PRT nemV..” order but contain neeexpression, | assume
a phonologically empty NegP, whose head positidilésl by
the negated verb in LF. Urdgdi (2009), analyzing phesent-
day relic of this construction occurringamigclauses, e.g.,
that in (10a), argues for a similar structure, viaimLF-moved
into the left periphery. The LF attributed to (1@eflects the
fact that negation must have scope over the advedien
'suddenly’ - otherwise the need of the advanbig’as long as’

for a complement clause denoting a durative evéhtus not

satisfied.
(10)a Olvastam, amig hirtelen  knem aludta fény.
read-| as.long.as suddenly out not ntwiee light

'I was reading as long as it wasn't thsecthat suddenly

the light went out.’
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LF: b Olvastamdp amignem [1p hirtelen [p ki them aludt

a fenyll]

Particle + V combinations display the same wortkoas
predicative nominal + copula combinations both ioddrn
Hungarian and in Old Hungarian, with the partictefpcative
nominal in Spec, TP, and the verb/copula in T. kdgéngly,
whereas the preposing of the negated verb acregsatticle
still represents a minority pattern in early Oldridarian, the
preposing of the negated copula across the norpredicate
nearly always takes place — even in the presense of

expressions. E.g.:

(11) sonhanem lez zomoroty (Jokai5h)
never not be-FUT.3SG sad

'he will never be sad’

Kadar (2006) argues that the Hungarian copulatsmnverb; it
is an expletive generated in T, providing lexiagbgort for
inflection. Apparently, overt T-to-Neg became ohbtigry

earlier than overt [V+T]-to-Neg in the history olikigarian.

4. Se-expressions in Old Hungarian
Though Modern Hungarian is a strict negative codicor

language, in early Old Hungarian texts we find niega
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sentences in which theexpression is not accompanied by a
negative particle. These sentences are so sharply
ungrammatical for present-day speakers that hestblinguists
generally regard them as mistakes due to Latimference.
However, there is evidence that in Proto-Hungaraeual, to
some extent, in early Old Hungarian, as wadlpronouns had
negative force. First of all, there are fossilizegbressions with

aseexpression conveying negation, e.g.:

(12) semmit-tevés, semmit-mondo
nothingacc-doing nothingacc-saying
'idleness’ meaningless’
semmire-kelb, semmibe vesz

nothingsusL-needed  nothingL AT take

'good-for-nothing’ 'disregard’

Modern Hungarian also has a productive finite hiegga
construction with no negative particle. This seneetype
contains an indefinite in the scope of negatiornhie
minimizersemcliticized to it, preposed into focus position,
where it is left-adjacent to the position of thessimg negative
particle. Since in this construction the minimizemappears in
the same linear positon where the negative paisaapected,

present-day speakers obviously reanalyze it agative
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particle, an allomorph afem If the indefinite is in postverbal

position, the negative particle must be spelled Gompare:

(13) a Egy ember sem indult el.
one man MINIMIZER left PRT

'No man left.’

cf. b Nemindult elegy embersem

'No man left.’

The crucial evidence against the claim that treasional
lack of the negative particle in the presenceexxpressions in
Old Hungarian derives from Latin interference is\pded by
the fact that the lack afemis not random but is systematic to a
large extent.

In the non-finite clauses of J6kai Codex, the tiggaarticle
is never spelled out in the presence séaxpression. Non-
finite clauses, especiallyan/vénparticiple phrases, represent
the most archaic clause type of Old Hungarian noféaining,
for example, the morphologically caseless objedtrofto-
Hungarian. The negative pattern they have presemedhich
negation is expressed byeaphrase, without the particteem

is also likely to be a Proto-Hungarian archaism. Cf

(14)a ystentewl meg-ualusemmyt  velek vyseluen
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God.frompRT parting nothingacc with.them wearing

'Parting with God, wearing nothing on therddkai 20)

b mendenestewlfoguasemegybemmeg-haraguuan
altogether nothing-iPRT being.angry

'not being angry for anything at al0dkai21)

c ew kerelmenek sem egyhaznalattyat aloytuan
his requestEN not one usecc assuming

'not assuming any use of his requed6kai 153)

In finite clauses, the presence or lack of theatieg particle
is related to the lexical choice of teephraseSemmi
'nothing’, semegybefin nothing’, semegyképpem no way’,
semegyiknone’, as well as lexical noun phrases modifigd b
sem-egynot one [no]’ can occur either withooem(15) or

with nem(16):

(15)a es azokes semmyre valanak yokJokai86)
and they-too nothirgpBL were  goodrL

'and they, too, were good for nothing’

b Semmyygazb ezeknelfkai93)
nothing truezoMpP theseaDESS

'Nothing is more true than these’
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c semegyk mendenestewlfoguan indoltatyk-uala

(16)a

none altogether E8YG-PAST

'none of them left at all’ Jokai 139)

ky kewnueksemmyre  yok nem leznek
which books nothingusL goodPL not beruT.3PL

'which books will not be good for anythingldkai 109)

Semegykeppen nemlehett hug ...
not-one-manner-in  not was.possible that

‘It was not possible in any way that ..J6kai 3)

hogy mendenestewlfogusemmy megnem yelennek
that altogether nothingrT not appear-
COND-3SG

'that nothing at all would appeaddkai66)

Thesewordssenki'nobody’ andsoha’never’, on the other

hand,

always require the presence of a negatitelgar

(17)a De meg nyttuan az kappugenkett nem lele

but PRT opening the door nobodyzc not found
'But opening the door, he did not fisuaybody’

JOkail7)
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b kytt sonhanem latam-uala ez vilagban
whom never not SeERE1SG-PAST this world-in

'whom | had never seen in this worldbKai47)

In negative subjunctive, imperative and optatilises, the
ne allomorphe of the negative particle is usddis never

omitted in the company ofseexpression:

(18) Hogysemegy frater az zerzetben hust ne ennek
that no brother the convent-irateecc not eat-
COND.3SG

‘that no brother should eat any meat endbnvent’

The fact that me accompanying ae-expression is always
spelled out must be due to the fact that, in aoldito the
negative feature it shares with theexpression, it also carries
a modal feature.

The fact thasemegyno’, semegyik[+specific] none’, and
semminothing’ can occur without the negative particle,
whereassenki’nobody’ andsoha’never’ always require the
presence ofiem/nan Old Hungarian is obviously related to
their morphological makeu@ewords have a complex
morphological structure, involving the partidem,and the
numeralegy’one’ or its specific counterpaggyik or an

indefinite pronounrfi ‘'what’, ki 'who’, ha’when’). Semis also
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a complex morpheme, the fusionesf,a particle with various
(additive, distributive, and emphatic) functionsdahe

negative particlmem These ingredients are still transparent in
the following example from 1193-95. (The vowel loét

negative particle, spelled asmay have been pronounced as

[a].)

(19) isa es numigg ember mulchotia ez vermut
surely even not one man avoid-tlais pitAccC
'surely, no [not even one] man can avoid fit’

Kuneral Speechl193-95)

Eshas the allomorpkin present-day Hungarian, and it might
have had it in Old Hungarian, as well. Old Hungaudiad not
tolerate word-initial consonant clusters, so afLs®im/snem
predictably developed intsum/sem

As a next steggemfused with the indefinite pronouns.
Although the preposing of indefinite pronouns ittie left
periphery was not obligatory, as shown by the exanmp(20),
it was very general. They may have been preposetbeus

movement.

(20) de az egyebekrewemtudok mytt
but the rest-about  not know-1 what

'but about the rest, | don’t know anythirfgdkail45)
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In view of these, theeexpressions of Old Hungarian had the

following underlying morphological structure:

(21) semegy: [estnem]+egy

semegyik: [es+nem]+egyik

semmi: [es+tnem]+mi
senki: [es+nem]+ki
soha: [estnem]+ha

Theseexpressions that could convey negation in earty Ol
Hungarian were those in which the partistan resulting from
the fusion ofes+nem was still transparent. In the casesehkj
and, especially, in the casesainha(Modern Hungariaisohg,
the fusion of the constituent morphemes was sorambchthat
sem let alone the underlyingem were not recognizable any
longer.Senkionly preserved the vowel akm In the case of
sonha both the vowel o§emwas assimilated to the back vowel
of ha, and itsm was affected by the adjacdnés regards its
place of articulation (before disappearing compygtdary’s

Lament from 1300 preserved an earlier fornsafiha/soha

(22) qui  sumha nym hyul
which never not ceases

'which never ceases’
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Apparently, the more opaque a morpheme complexdnag
the negative particle was, the less it could pres#s negative
force. The morphologically opagenkiandsohaobligatorily
needed the presence of a separate negative paficléhe
morphologically more transparesemmi, semegy, semegyik
reinforcement by a preverbal negative particle stdisoptional
in the Old Hungarian period under investigation.

The negative particle also fused with the duaheativees ..
es.. 'both... and...’, yieldingsem... sem. 'neither...nor...".
The insertion of an additional negative particleswveational in
coordinate clauses introducedd$sm... sem., as shown by the
following example ofiékai Codexwhere the second
coordinate clause contains an additiamah) and the first one

does not.

(23) Tehat zent ferencsem magat valta az
so Saint Francis neither himsetfe shifted that
heylbelewl sem arczayat le nem hayta
place-from nor face-hissc down not turned
menbewl
heaven-from
'So Saint Francis neither moved himself from thatce,

nor turned his face down from heavdddkai 16)
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5. A negative cycle in 12-15th century Hungarian

Interestingly, the negative construction that reprged the
initial stage of the changes having taken plad@ldh
Hungarian was the output of a former negative cyhe
Hungarian negative particleemis claimed to be the result of a
Jespersenian negative cycle (cf. Jespersen 19¢ifghaken
place in Proto-Hungarian. Most Finno-Ugric langusabave
verbal negation. Hungarian must also have had ativeg
auxiliary, which had been lodtlemis cognate with the
indefinite pronoumé-mi’some-what’ (originally meaning
'something’, today meaning 'some’), a member camity of
indefinites also includingé-hol’somewhere’né-ha
'somewhen’ né-mikor'sometime’, anché-hanysome-many’.
Gugéan (2011) hypothesizes that the indefinite ppom@Emi
first served to strengthen the negative auxilibgfore
replacing it. Jager (2008:118) has reported sinptacesses
from Old High German and Middle High German, whige
indefinite pronounsiuiht andiht, respectively, were introduced
to strengthen the negative particle, and camegiace it.lk
has survived as the negative particle in certaipddyiserman
(Bavarian) dialects until now.

In the late Proto-Hungarian period, the cycle lbegraew. As
a first step (resulting in stage 2 of the new cyabegated
indefinites were strengthened by the

emphatic/additive/distributive particés,and the numeragy,
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egyik’one’ — as also happened in Latikgyis identical with
today’s indefinite article, however, in the Old Hamian period
examined, there was no indefinite article yet i llmguage.)
Recalles num igg embéeven not one man’, an example from
1193-95, quoted in (19) above. Negation was sthesrgid by
esalso in the case of indefinite pronouns in thgyscof
negation.

In the third stage of the cycle, the morphologfoaion of
estnem and, especially, the morphological fusion of
estnem+pronoun complexes lead to the semantic weakerfing o
negation, and created a need for further strengtgefhis was
attained by the adjunction of another negativeigarto the
verb. The reintroduction of the negative partickes\iirst
optional. Thesepronounssohaandsenkj whose
morphological structure had became completely opaguing
to word-internal phonological processes, lost thegative
force and came to require an additional negativegbaprior
to the Old Hungarian period. In the case of the aése
expressions, the additional, V-adjoined negativiigla was
still optional in the first Old Hungarian documents

According to the evidence of 14th-15th centuryices, the
pattern without a reinforcing negative particle e@soming
less and less common, and by the end of the 1%5tirget had
disappeared completely. In stage 4 of the negaticke,

Hungarian became a strict negative concord langwelgere
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negation is conveyed by a negative particle, seekpressions
are negative polarity items.

The process of reinforcing negation — first opaily) later
obligatorily — by the addition of a negative pddiwvent on
parallel with the syntactic restructuring of negatsentences,
as a result of which the negative particle assunesd status
eliciting verb movement. (Van Kemenade (2000) asghat
the negative particle becoming a functional headymg with
the verb is a key element in negative cycles). As discussed
in connection with (6) and (8), in the archaic typaegative
sentences, thee-expression occupies the specifier of a left-
peripheral NegP. The negative patrticle, if any,dwels like an
adverb; it is left-adjoined to the V, and appeansdsviched
between the verbal particle and the verb. In therging new
pattern, discussed in connection with (7) and @)y attracts
the negated verb, which moves forward crossingénkal
particle and the elements adjoined to TP. If theesgce also

contains sephrase, the negated verb is adjacent to it:

(24) TopP

en Ielkem/\NegP
Spec/\ Neg’
semegyben ,NQ\TP
r{emszegyengdtt/spe\ -

"N

t ..engemet.
my soul nothing-in not shamedpPRT me
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'my soul hasn’t shamed me in anything’

Since the Old Hungarian negative cycle reachefihias
stage, only minor changes have taken place inythizs of
negation. Until the end of the 14th century, secgésrcould
only contain a singleeexpression, confined to the left
periphery’® From the 15th century on, we also find postverbal
sephrases, which is evidence of their analysis gainee

polarity items:

(25)nin¢ te  bezdidben sem eg-megfedes
isn’t your speecht-2SGIN not one-scolding
'there isn’t any scolding in your speech’

Bécsi Codex1416/1450), ludith VIII)

In Middle and Modern Hungariasgexpressions can also be
stacked, and can stand either pre- or postverbgtig. may be
the consequence of the analysis of [+spec#adxpressions as
universal quantifiers (cf. E. Kiss 2009, 2010) wsttope over
negation. As such, they are subject to Q-raisifgckvis an
iterable operation with no fixed direction, reabiaas either
left- or right-adjunction. Observe an example & Hungarian

National Corpus from 1881:

(26) nem lopott el senki semmit

not stole PRT anybody anything
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'Nobody stole anything.’

The history of negative indefinites involvisgmand the
numeralegy’one’ has been somewhat different from the
history ofsepronouns. Botlesandsem(es+nem were
premodifiers in the earliest Old-Hungarian docuraebateres
also came to be used as an enclitic, and its twadipos came
to be associated with different functioks the standard
Modern Hungarian version of the proclitic variastthe
connective corresponding &md Is, the descendant of the
enclitic, is an additive/distributive particle tod&em
incorporating the additive particle, acting as enpodifier in
the early Old Hungarian period, has also become a
postmodifier. J6kai Codex contains, in additionhe regular
archaic structure in (27a) and the regular noveksire in
(27b), two patterns (those in (27c) and (27d)) Wiseem to

anticipate the change in the positiorsefn

(27)a semegyN V:
ew kerelmenelsem egyhaznalattyat aloytuan
his requesGEN not one us@0SsS3sG-ACC thinking

'not assuming any use of his requedtiKai 153)

b semegyN nemV:

kyben semegynugodalmat nem akaruala ew
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what-in not-one restec not want-8G-PAST his
sebynek  vettnyJfkai65)
WOUNODAT give

'where he didn’t want to give any rest to his wdu

c semegyN semV:
Es hogy ottegy&8emegylakas semuala holot
and that there  not-one dwelling not-was where
feyet le haytana  Jokai27)
headPosSS8sG-AcCc down layeOND-3sG

’And that there was no dwelling where he couldhas

head’

d egyNsemV:
az tonak... zygetebe kyben meglergy
that lakeseN islandPoss8sGto where still one

ember-sem lakott-uala(Jokai26)
man not |iveeERF3SG-PAST

'to the island of that lake where still no madHived’

The variants in (27a-d) may corrrespond to subs#cgtages
of a diachronic process. (27a) contains no negatwvtcle in
addition to that incorporated in the partisEEmassociated with
the indefinite. In (27b) the negative particleemtroduced in a

position left-adjoined to the verb. (Since the sane contains
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no verbal particle, the preposing of the negatet frem T to
Neg is string-vacuous, hence it cannot be verified(27c) we
find two semparticles; the second one is betweenstaphrase
and the verb, in exactly the same position whezentbgative
particlenemshould appear. | hypothesize that in this unique
examplesemdoes, in fact, occupy the positionradm it is a
nemphonologically assimilated to the precedsam This
pattern, not found elsewhere, may represent ametdiate
stage in the change to (27d). In (27d), which alszurs only
once in Jokai Codex, but has become the winningeain the
long run, the proclitisemis missing, but the indefinite is
followed by asem If the prosody of (27d) was the same as it is
today, then itsemis not the stressed negative particle but an
unstressed enclitic modifying the indefinite. ltatas as an
enclitic of a minimizing role is shown in presergydHungarian

by the fact that it can be moved together withitiuefinite:

(28) aNemlakott egy ember sema szigeten.

not lived one man sem the island-on

'No man lived on the island.’

bNem lakott a szigetergy ember sem

As is clear from these Modern Hungarian exampled,the

Old Hungarian example in (25), the enclgemcould only
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retain its negative force when cliticized to focshence
immediately preverbal, indefinites, where it cobkd
reanalyzed as the occupant of the adjacent Neg¢iggadNon-
focussed, postverbal indefinites in the scope gatien require
the presence of both the negative partrden and the

minimizing encliticsem

6. Summary

This paper has shown that Hungarian negative agctgins of
the late Proto-Hungarian period, representing thipu of a
former negative cycle, underwent another cyclde12th-
15th century. This more recent cycle was set ofé by
morphological change. Negated indefinites cameeto b
reinforced by the emphatic/additive/distributivedrtic es
which fused with the negative particiem yieldingsem Sem
underwent further fusion with indefinite pronou@swving to
word-internal phonological processes, see¥indefinite
pronoun complexes became morphologically more amige m
opaque. When the incorporated negative particleezbto be
recognizable, it was reintroduced adjoined to i yand
negative pronouns were reinterpreted as pronoutigipating
in negative concord. Treemparticle accompanying indefinite
noun phrases lost its negative force owing to agéan its
position (originally a proclitic, it became an dtic| and came

to be interpreted as a minimizing particle, theaisg polarity
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counterpart of the additives. It could retain its negative force
in a single construction: in the case of focussed,
immediately preverbal, negated indefinites, whaeednclitic
sem could be reanalyzed as the negative particlespliag the
verb.

These changes went on parallel with the restringjwof the
Hungarian sentence from SOV to TopFocVSO, a seatenc
structure with separate thematic and functionalaom In the
new sentence structure, the negative particlesihiéad of a

functional projection, eliciting V-movement.
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2 For further details, see Suranyi (2006a,b), Ol<2806), and

E. Kiss (2009, 2010).

% A seexpression can be extraposed though, when it is

explicitely contrasted, e.qg.:

() Es nemzeretek egyebetemmyt hanem czak tegedet
and not love-l else nothing but only you
'l love nothing else but youJpkai47)

(i) Azert nenczen semym hanem Czak engalya
therefore isn't nothingst but only engalya
ruham Jokai46)
dress-$G

"Therefore | have nothing but only an engalyasdie



