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1. Thephenomenon

The de Morgan laws characterize how negation, conjunction, and dsjunction
interad with each aher. They are fundamental in any semantics that bases itself onthe
propasitional cdculus/Boodlean agebra

D) -pPOg=-p0-q
(- (pOg=-pO-q

This paper is primarily concerned with the seaondlaw. In English, its validity is easy to
demonstrate using linguistic examples. Consider the foll owing:

(3) Why isit so cold in here?
We didn't close the doar or the window.

The second sentenceis ambiguous. It may mean that | suppase we did na close the
doar or did na close the window, but | am not sure which. This '| am not sure which’
reading isirrelevant to us because it has digjunction scoping over negation. But the
sentence may equally well mean (and indeed thisis the preferred reading) that we didn't
closethe doa and did na close the window. This “neither’ reading bears out de
Morgan law (2).

Many spegkers of Hungarian find that the wurterpart of (3) isnaot ambiguouwsin the
same way. The secondsentencein (4) only hasthe *I dor't know which’ reading.*

" | thank Julia Horvath, two anonymous reviewers, and the audiences of the ACME Balkanica mnference
(Montréd, April 2001) and the 5th International Conference on the Structure of Hungarian (Budapest,
May 2001 for comments. The aoss-linguistic aspeds of the research benefitted from the generous help
of many fellow linguists, whaose names are listed in the relevant footnotes, and to whom | am immensely
grateful.

! Lit. and */V will be used as follows. The literal English translation of a Hungarian example is prefixed
with Lit. when the two crucially differ with resped to the interpretation of the cmnnedive. When * or v is
prefixed to arealing, the daim isthat the given reading is (un)avail able to that sentence, and it isleft
open whether the sentence has another reading.



(4) Miét  vanitt olyan  hideg?
why is here  so cold
Nem csukt-uk ke az gto-t vagy az ablak-ot.
not closed-1PL in  the doa-Acc « the window-Acc

‘Why isit so cold here? Lit. We didn't close the doar or the window’
(i) V 1 don't know which
(i) * neither

Does this mean that (for the relevant speakers) Hungarian vagy does nat obey the
de Morgan laws, i.e. that it isfundamentally different from disunction/union? The
foll owing examples suggest that thisis not the cae. (5), just like its English
courterpart, means that | dor't think we dosed the doar and | dori't think we dosed the
window:

(5) Nem hisz-em, hogy becsukt-uk volna az gto-t
not think-1sc¢  that in-closed-1pl  AuUX the doa-Acc
vagy az ablak-ot.
or the window-Acc
‘I don't think we dosed the doar or the window’

Not only does this example bea out law (2), it is suggestive of what may be going on
with vagy. Noticethat English someis call ed a Positi ve or Affirmative Polarity Item
(PP, for short) because in the unmarked case it does nat scope below clausemate
negation, athouwgh it happily scopes under extradausal negation, see(6) versus (7). The
same holds for Hungarian vala- ‘some’, see (8) versus (9).

(6) What mistake did John make?
Hedidn't notify someore.
* *Henatified no ore”

(7) 1 don't think that John ndified someone.
Vv ‘1 think John ndified no ore

(8) Milyen  hibat kovetett el Janos?
what mistake-AcCc made-3sG PFx  John
Nem értesitett valaki-t.
not notified-3sG someone-Acc
‘What mistake did Johnmake? He didn't natify someone’

(9) Nem hisz-em, hogy  Janos  értesitett volna  valaki-t.
not think-1sGthat John  natified-3sG Aux someone-ACC
‘I don't think that he natified someone (i.e. he natified no ae)’



Thus, | maintain that digunctionsin Hungarian have the usual semantics but argue
that they are PPIs. In what follows | make this claim more precise in two respects.
Sedion 2comments on the basic pattern discussed above. Sedion 3shows that the PPI
behavior of Hungarian dsgunctionsinvolves a significantly more complex pattern than
the dausemate versus extradausal negation contrast. Foll owing the analysis developed
in Szabolcsi (2001), sedion 4argues that these PAs are doulde NPIs, meaning that their
peauliar distributionis due to the fad that they simultaneously exhibit the licensing
needs of yet-type and ever-type NPIs. Sedion 5is apreliminary discusson d the cross
linguistic variationin the PPI status of digunctions.

2. Thebasic pattern: Digunctions as PPIs
2.1 Hungaian dgjunctions
Hungarian has at least three forms of digunction:

(10) a vagy ‘or’
b. vagy...,vagy... 'dther.... a..., bu not both’
c. akar..., &ar... ‘ether ... o even ../, ” whether ....or...

In pasitive antexts, simple vagy appeas to share the dharaderistics that most
recently Chierchia (2000 has attributed to English or.? Vagy isinterpreted asinclusive
digunction bu carries a scalar impli cature: Becsuktuk az aj6t vagy az ablakot ~ We
closed the doar or the window’ is nat felicitous when it is known to the spegker that
both the doa and the window had been closed. This impli cature disappears when
or/vagy is legitimately in an implication reversing (downward entaili ng) context; thisis
how the ‘neither’ reading can come aou.

Paired vagy..., vagy... is always interpreted as exclusive disunction, pobably
related to the fad that vagy X, vagy Y isobligatorily focused and focus in Hungarian
cariesidentificaion by exclusion. Thus exclusivity does not disappear evenin a
downward entaili ng context and such sentences are marginal or at least difficult to
process This paper will not be mncerned with paired vagy..., vagy...

Unlike the English connedive or, medial vagy canna be stressed. On the other
hand, in paired vagy..., vagy... bath conrectives preferably bea stress

As Hunyadi (1989 observed, dgunctionvagy is most likely morphdogically
related to the vala- prefix that attadhes to the questionwords ki *‘who’, mi ‘what’, etc. to
form indefinite pronours: valaki ‘someone’, valami © something'. Thisrecall s the
situationin South/East Asian and Slavic languages: compare Russanili ‘or’, libo...,
libo...'or..., a..., and kto-libo  someone/anyone’ .2 The aldition d the particleis ‘also,
even' turnsthe vala- pronours into negative polarity items that are in complementary

2 SeeSimons (2000 and Zimmermann (2007) for divergent analyses. These works, however, do not
discuss the interadion of or with negation.
% SeeCheng (1991), Jayasedan (n.d), etc.



distribution with negative concord items. The structure and dstribution o Hungarian
valaki is “anyone’, valami is “anything’ is thus highly reminiscent of that of Progovac’s
(1988 I-NPIs (the Serbo-Croatian i- prefix isaparticle meaning "aso, even’); see
Szabalcsi (1996 and Téth (1998 for discusson. According to Hunyadi, disunction
vagy may also be related to the existential verb (van-, vagy- ‘be’). On the other hand,
unlike in South/East Asian and in Slavic, vagy shows no obvous relation to the yes/no
guestion particle —e (compare the Russan interrogative complementizer —i with ili and
libo abowe).

The other paired dgunction, akér..., &ar... contains the morpheme that
spedficdly formsfree choice items (akarki ~ just anyone, etc.). It only occursina
modal or imperative mntext or in the antecedent of a cndtional. This paired
disunctionis also ouside the scope of this paper.

2.2 Vagy or’ versusés and, acrosslanguages and aross peakers

The intuition that digunctionin Hungarian differs from that in Engli sh with respect
to its abili ty to scope under local negationis sippated by corpus data. Whereas localy
negated digunctions expressng neither’ are widely attested in bah written and spoken
English, ranging from scientific texts to the speed o kindergarteners, | was not ableto
findasingle dear instanceof it in hundeds of pages of the Hungarian Electronic
Library.* The eistenceof a aosslinguistic contrast is confirmed by the fact that the
spedkers of Russan, Serbo-Croatian, Slovak, Polish, Italian, and Japanese that | had a
chance to consult report judgments analogous to my own judgments of Hungarian,
whereas Greek, Romanian, Bulgarian, and Korean appear to be similar to English.

Interestingly, a parall el contrast exists between Engli sh and Hungarian regarding
the interadion d negation and conjunction (és “and’) . Bazar—Haddican—Woods
(2001 observe that, except for arestricted set of cases, negated English conjunctions
grealy prefer the ‘not both’ reading to the ‘neither’ reading:®

(1) We haven't closed the door and the window.
Vv not bath
?? nether

* Magyar Elektronikus Kényvtar, www.mek.iif.hu.

® I thank A. Stepanov, Y. Pomerantsev, and V. Rapoport for Russian, Z. Verzich and Z. Bodkovi¢ for
Serbo-Croatian, S. Betius for Slovak, J. Dudek for Polish, A. Gulli and F. Ferrari-Bridgers for Italian, K.
Takeuchi for Japanese, C. Condoravdi for Greek, P. Stateva, M. Vulchanova, and B. Stamenova for
Bulgarian, I. Chitoran, D. Isac D. Steriade, and A. Grosu for Rumanian, and Chungmin Leg Soo-Y eon
Jeong, Ayoung Kim, Y oonjung Kang, and Seungwan Y oon for Korean data.

® In talking about the “neither’ reading of conjunction in the mntext of negation | am not suggesting that
it should be analyzed by scoping “and’ over “not’. Indeed, in Szabolcs (in progress adifferent analysis
isproposed. | am merely pointing out a truth-conditional equivalence or nea-eguivalence



In contrast, the "neither’ reading of Hungarian (12) is entirely natural and,indeed, thisis
the standard way of expressng that we did na close the door and dd na close the
window:

(12 Nem  csukt-uk be az &tot és az ablak-ot.
not closed-1r.  in  the doar-accand the window-acc
‘Lit. We didn't close the doar and the window’

Vv neither

The ‘neither’ reading of nem + és remains equally possble where the same reading of
nem+ vagy not>or’ isaso avail able, for example, where negationis extradausal, as
in (5):

(13 Nem  hisz-em, hogy becsukt-uk volna
not think-1sc  that in-closed-1r.  AUX
az ajto-t vagylés az ablak-ot.
thedoa-acc  or/fand the window-Acc
‘Lit. I doni't think we dosed the doa or/and the window’
Vv neither

My preliminary research shows that the courterparts of és “and’ exhibit comparable
behavior in languages like Russan, Serbo-Croatian, Japanese, etc.

Aswasindicaed in section 1, havever, na all Hungarian spe&kers dhare the
contrastive judgments this paper is concerned with.” Similarly, | have foundsignificant
crossspeaker variationin Bulgarian, though na in the other languages mentioned at the
beginning of this dion (but thisis patentially due to the small sample of spedkers that
| have had a chanceto consult at the present stage of my crosslinguistic research).?

Szabadcsi (in progress) examines the division d labor between dsunction and
conjunction and the variation fads. The present paper, however, resortsto dfering
some preliminary considerationsin sedion 5.The main buk of the paper focuses on the
judgments of those Hungarian speakers who, like myself, sharply observe the basic
contrast outlined in sedion 1aswell asthe rather spedfic patternsto be described in

"1 am grateful to Mérta Abrusan, Aniké Csirmaz, Be&a Gyuris, Julia Horvath, Katalin E. Kiss Ildikd
Posgay, Gyoérgy Rékosi, Balazs Suranyi, Zoltdn Gendler Szab6, Zsbfia Zvolenszky, and Baldazs Wacdha
for discussion of the Hungarian data. Some of them fully agreewith my contrastive judgments, while
some others accept readings | do not. | am not in a position to tell how statistically significant the spedker
variation is.

8 The reason why above | classed Bulgarian with English isthat very clea locd ‘not>or’ data can be
found in corporain Bulgarian, unlike in Hungarian. | thank Boyana Stamenova for analyzing 400 pages
of chatroom texts for me.



sedion 3.For these spe&kers at least, the overall phenomenonis not simply a matter of
preferences. certain nem>vagy readings are in and ahers are out. To simplify the
presentation, | will refer to the judgments of this group as “the Hungarian judgments.”

2.3 Denial

The basic contrast neads to be made more precise in various ways. Sections 2.3-2.5
undertake thisjob.

The first complicationis due to sentences whase negationis interpreted as denial.
Deniastypically occur when the immediate li nguistic context contains a sentence that
the negated one etoes amost verbatim. Negation carries the only primary stress

(14) Te becsukt-ad az atét  vagy az ablak-ot!
youin-closed-2sg  the doar-accor the window-acc
“Y ou closed the door or the window!’
Nem igaz! NEM csukt-am be az gto-t vagy az ablak-ot!
not tue not closed-1sg in the doar-acc or the window-acc
‘Not true! 1 DIDn't close the doar or the window’

The same eff ect obtains when the sentenceis used to give an emphatically negative
resporse to asimilarly phrased yes/no question.

The exceptional behavior of denials does nat threaten the parall elism with English
some. The fad the English some-PPIs can accur within the scope of denial negationis
known for example from Horn (1989. Thus:

(15 You lroke something.
Wrong! | DIDn't break something!

Judging negative sentences in isolation may make it difficult to control for the
denial reading. It isuseful to judge them in a context that eliminates or disfavors denial,
for example, asan answer to awh-question, asin section 1 d this paper. Asin (4),
repeded here, the disunctionin (16) canna naturally be interpreted within the scope of
negation; thusit is oddin this context (asindicaed by #):

(4) Miért van itt olyan  hideg?
why is here S0 cold
Nem csukt-uk e a atot vagy az ablak-ot.
not closed-1p in the doa-acc or thewindow-acc
‘Why isit so cold here? Lit. Wedidn't close the doar or the window’
(i) v Idon't know which
(i) * neither

(16) Miért nemoril-sz a tadkozas-nak?
why  not rgoice2sg the meding-dat



‘Why aren’t you heppy about the meding?

# Met nem  szeret-em  Janost vagy Péer-t.°
becaise not like-1sg Johnacc or Peter-acc

‘Lit. Because | dorit like John a Peter’

Parall el observations hald for English some. (17) isodd, kecause the resporse caana
naturally be interpreted as meaning ‘ Because | broke nothing'.

(17) Why did the bosspraise you?
# Because | didn’t break something.

One further distinction reads to be made. Szabolcsi (1983 observed that falli ng
intonation (eradicating stresson negation, in Kaman--Kornai' s (1988 terms) favorsthe
non-spedfic, narrow scope reading of postverbal indefinites, while esen intonation
(stressretained on patverbal elements) favors the specific, wide scope reading.

Therefore, the question arises whether the denial reading is not simply the one that

assgns widest scope to negation. The foll owing example shows that the answer is no.

(18) has two negated conjuncts, the first with an indefinite that interads fredy with
negation, the sesandwith adigunction. When the first conjunct isintoned in away that
makesthe' not>more than ore sssgnment’ reading natural, using the same intonation for
the seaondconjunct will till yield the' or>nat' reading:

(18) Janos azért bukat meg, mert nem adott be egyné tobb Hézifeladatot és nem
olvasta d Marlowe-t vagy Sheridant.
‘Lit. Johnflunked because he did na hand in more than one assgnment and
did na read Marlowe or Sheridan’

| conclude that denials shoud be kept apart when judging the PPI status of an item.
2.4 Thelocality of negation

Central to the PPl phenomenadlogy isthe cntrast between clausemate and
extradausal negation.'® The significance of this fador can beill ustrated with data

° Noticethat the positive version, Szeretem Jancst vagy Pétert * | like Johnor Peter’ is aso strange, but
for an entirely independent reason. At least when it takes maximal scope, digunction expresses an
uncertainty, and it is oddfor the speaker to be uncertain asto who he/she likes or, at least, to convey
his’her uncertainty in thisway. In contrast, a speaker who is uncertain about exam results may felicitously
say, Megbwktam fizikabd vagy kémidbol ~ | flunked physics or chemistry’. Thusyagy-sentences with first
person subjeds must be handled with pragmatic cae. Mari nem szreti Janost vagy Pétert © Mari doesn't
like Johnor Peter’ is, again, felicitouson the ™ | don’t know which’ reading.

191 examples which involve extradausal negation, the verb is preferably in the conditional mood (whose
suffix is—nane), see(5), (9), (12), and (21), This conditional functions much like the subjunctive of
negation in Romance and, inspired by Giannakidou (1997, may be regarded as an NPl itself. It may be



invalving atype of negation that has not been naed in the literature.

Alongside the negative particles nem "nat' and ne "nat, subjunctive' (imperative),
Hungarian has nemhogy and nehogy, composed o the ébove items and the
subardinating complementizer hogy:

(190 Nem-hogy €-audt-am volna, € se amosod-t-am.
not-that pfx-sleg-past-1sg  aux pfx not.even drowse-past-1sg
‘Let donefaling aslee, | did na even get drowsy’

(20) Ne-hogy meg-szok-j-él!
not.subj-that pfx-escgpe-suby.2sg
‘Don't you run away’

| propacse that nemhogy and nehogy are extradausal negations. Beyondthe fad that they
incorporate the cmplementizer, thisanalysisis suppated by the fact that they do nd
trigger the verb prefix order that clausemate negation dces (nem aludtam el, ne szkjél
meg). This analysis will generalizeto hogyhogy "how come', a ammbination d hogy(an)
"how' and the complementizer hogy, compare ?hogyanhayy "how+that’ versus
*hogyanhog/an "how+how’ and *hogyhogyan “that+how'. Marcd den Dikken (p.c.)
has propased that English how come is composed of the wh-phrase andthe verb of a
matrix clause, cf. how [doesit] comethat..., an analysis which explains why how come
does nat trigger subjed/auxili ary inversion and why it does not extrad to a higher
clause. Hogyhogy has the same properties.

We predict that PPIs can scope below nemhogy and nehogy. This predictionis
borne out. Vala- “some' PPIs yield the same results.*

(2) Nem-hogy be-csuk-t-ad volna az 4gto-t  vagy az ablak-ot, ...
not-that in-close-past-2sg aux the doa-accor thewindow-acc
‘Let dlone dosing the door or the window,...’

(22) Ne-hogy be-csuk-j-ad az gtot  vagy az ablak-ot!
not.subj-that in-close-subj-1sg the doar-accor  the window-acc
‘Don't you close the doar or the window’

that the subjunctive/conditional is preferred becaise it ensures that the mmplement clause asawholeis
interpreted within the scope of the higher negation, which is a precondition for the eistential to be so
interpreted. But this gory would not explain why in examples with adversative predicates, for instance
the complement need not be in the subjunctive/conditional to ensure the narrow scope of the PR; indeed,
in this context the indicative is required.

' Nehogy imperatives are more forceful than ne imperatives, so the suspicion arises that thisis crucial to
the accetabili ty of (22). Whileit is posdble that emphasis enhances the dfed of having extradausal
negation, no comparable emphasisis evident in (21).



(22) contrasts with our initial example (4) Nem csuktuk be az ajt6t vagy az ablakot “Lit.
Wedidn't close the doa or the window’, and (22) contrasts with (23):

(23) Ne suk-j-ad b az gtét  vagy az ablak-ot!
not.subj close-subj.2sy in the doa-accor the window-acc
‘Lit. Don't close the doar or the window’

(23) is pasgble only as a vague suggestion (when we dose everything, the ar in the
howseis guffy; so dorit close the doar or don't close the window).

It isimportant to mention here that some other ne-imperatives do all ow narrow
scoping vala- and vagy. For example:

(24) Ne tor-j-él Osxze valami-t!
not-subj bre&k-subj.2sg pfx  something-acc
‘Don't break something

(25 Ne bant-s-ad meg Mari-t  vagy Kati-t!
not-subj offend-subj-2sg pfx Mari-acc or  Kati-acc
‘Don't offend Mari or Kati’

A possble fador that distinguishes (24)-(25) from (23) in that the former warn against
acddental, involuntary adions. A similar contrast is observable in infinitives. In (26),
making a phone call i sunderstoodto be avoluntary action and the "not>some’ realing
isnat very good (unlessthe sentenceisadenial). In (27), offending someoneis
understoodto beinvauntary and the "'not>some’ reading is entirely natural.

(26) Nem akar-ok  fel-hivni  valaki-t.
not want-1sg up-cdl-inf  someone-acc
‘Thereis smeone | do nd want to cal’

(27) Nemakar-ok  (véletlenll) meg-banta-ni  valaki-t.
not want-1sg accidentaly pfx-offend-inf ~ someone-acc
‘| dor't want to offend someone (by acadent)’

| am not yet sure what causes these cntrasts; possbly, the intervention d a silent
adverb "accidentally’ between ne(m) and the PPI; see the discusson d intervention
effectsin 3.2.1n any case, we seethat in the dassthat | preliminarily identify as
voluntary adions, ne-imperatives contrast sharply with nehogy-imperatives with resped
to narrow scope PPIs, as predicted by the dausemate cndition.

In anather respect, the dausemate @ndtion realsto be refined. Both primary and
seconadary predicates may host PPIs soping below verbal negation. The most natural
examplesinvave disunctions. In (28)-(30), vagy can scope below negation exadly like
English or:
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(28) Nem tart-om Janost  bator-nak  vagy — okos-nak.
na consider-1sg Johnacc brave-dat  or smart-dat
‘I dor't consider John lrave or smart’

(29) Nem l&tt-am Janos-t kalap-ban vagy  pardkasan.
not saw-1sg Johnacc  hat-in or wigged
‘I haven’t seen Johnin ahat or awig’

(300 Nem szeret-em a hist elsdzva vagy  tulsitve.
not like-1sg the med-acc  oversated or overcooked
‘I donit like the mea oversalted or overcooked’

It appears that the domain within which vagy canna be in the scope of a negationisthe
minimal predicaion, rather than the minimal clause (CP) in the usua sense. It may be
possble to argue that each such predication constitutes a separate CP. This positionis
compatible with recent analyses of small clauses (e.g. Starke 1995 and with the genera
approad in Koopman and Szabolcsi (2000, ore central claim of which isthat even
“restructured” infinitives are full CPs.

To summarize, the descriptive generdi zation that disunctions (or, PPIsin general)
do nad scope below clausemate negation was fadng two kinds of potential
courterexamples. | have agued that these ae not counterexamples. Denials areto be
distinguished from run-of-the-mill wide scope negations, and some negations that at
first blush seem clausemate ae best analyzed as clause-external.

2.5 Single versus multiple events

In sedion 31 will review various respeds in which the smple generalization “PH
doesn’t scope below clausemate negation” has to be qualified. These qualifications will
all tiein with the proposed analysis of PPIs as doulde NPIs. Thereis, however, ore
qualification that seeams independent.

The examples reviewed so far were dl either eventive sentences pertaining to ore
particular event or stative ones. Let us cdl these single-event sentences. | observe that
thereisasignificant contrast in the interaction d digunctions with negation between
these examples and thase that | will cal multi ple-event sentences. For example:

(31) Tegnap este nem csuktuk be a ajtoét vagy az ablakot. * not>or
‘Lit. Last night we didn't close the door or the window’

(32) Ezideig nem csuktuk be & ajt6t vagy az ablakot. v nat>or
‘Up till now we haven't closed the doar or the window’

(33) Még sohasem csuktuk be & ajtét vagy az ablakot. vV never>or
‘We have never closed the doar or the window’

(34) Senki se csuktabe & gjtot vagy az ablakot. v no ore>or
‘No ore (has) closed the doar or the window’
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Examples like (33)-(34) might seam to suggest that it isthe dhoiceof anegative
guantifier (sohasem "never’, senki se ‘'no me’) as oppased to the negative particle nem
that permits the narrow scoping of digunction. (32) indicates that thisis not the case,
since (32) contains nem. (32) and (33) are practicdly synonymous.

A more precise description and an accourt go beyondthe scope of this paper
(although see3.2for a suggestion), bu the data must be ac&nowledged in the
descriptive generali zation:*2

(35) The single event qualification:
In single-event sentences, Hungarian dgunctions do nd scope below
clausemate negation, except in the caes to be discussed in section 3.

3. Themore complex pattern: Disunctions as double NPI's

Szabadcsi (2007) has shown that the adual behavior of something/ somehow type
PPIsin English andin Hungarian is sgnificantly more complex than the basic
generali zation suggests. It was argued that this complex behavior isthe result of these
PPIs being “doude NPIS’, i.e. they have two distinct NPI-features that require
licensing. In this sction | argue that Hungarian digunctions fal i nto the same cadegory.

3.1 Anti-additive operators

Van der Wouden (199) observes that Dutch PPIs differ as to what kind d negative
operator they resist being in the scope of. For example, een beetje "alittl € is ®nsitive
to anti-additi ve operators.

(36) Definitions
Anti-additive operators are asubset of the downward entaili ng ones.
f isdownward entaili ng iff, given A<B, f(B)<f(A).
f isanti-additiveiff it beas out de Morgan law (2), viz. f(allb)=f(a)[If(b).

Not, no one and without are dl anti-additive, bu few men is merely downward entaili ng:

(37) No orewalks or talks = No ore walks and no o talks
(38) Few men walk or talk # Few men walk and few men talk

The equivalencein (38) does not hold because Few men walk and few men talk does not
entail Few men walk or talk. (All downward entaili ng functions f suppat the entailment
from f(walk or talk) to f(walk) and f(talk).)

Negationitself isnot only antiadditive, it is even antimorphic: it also obeys de
Morgan law (1).

It turns out that someone and its courterpart valaki are sensitive to all anti-

12| am uncertain as to whether vala- “some’ indefinites behave identicaly to dsjunctions in this resped.
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additive operators, na just negation. The same holds for vagy. Hungarian being a
negative ancord language, nélkil “withou’ is the operator that can safely establi sh this.
(Recdl from nate 1 that Lit. is used when the literal English trandation clearly differs
from the Hungarian example with respect to the relative scope interpretation o negation
and the cnrective.)

(39 Janos nemhivt-a  fel Kati-t vagy Mari-t.
John naot cdled-3sgup  Kati-accor  Mari-acc
‘Lit. John dd na cdl Kati or Mari’
(i) v or>not
(i) * not>or

(40) Janos az ap-ja vagy az any-ja nélkdl  ment nyaral-ni.
John the father-3sy or themother-3sg withou went vacation-inf
‘Lit. Johnwent on vacdionwithou his father or his mother’

(i) v or>withou
(i) * withou>or

On the other hand, vagy is happy under amerely downward entaili ng operator:

(4) Kevésfit hivta fe Kati-t  vagy Mari-t.
few boy caled up Kati-accor Mari-acc
‘Few boys cdled Kati or Mari’

(i) v or>few boys
(i) v few boys>or

The universal quantifier is not merely downward entaili ng but also antiadditive in
itsfirst, restriction argument, asisill ustrated by the Engli sh equivalence below, which
holds on the reading where or scopes inside the restriction:

(42) Every cat or dogislicensed = Every ca and every dog is licensed
In contrast to English, Hungarian vagy cannat scope in the restriction d minden:

(43) Minden macska vagy  kutya torzskdnyvezve van.
every ca or dog licensed is
(i) v Everycatislicensed o every dogislicensed.
(i) * Everycatislicensed andevery dog islicensed.

There ae various cases, however, where someone, valaki, and vagy can scope
under a dausemate anti-additi ve operator. These will al be aucia in developing the
propcsed analysis.
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3.2 Intervention effects
The first case where the PPI can in fad scope below an anti-additi ve operator is
where another operator scopes between them:**

(44) Janos nem hivtafel mindig/gyakran Katit vagy Marit.
‘John ddn't aways/often call Kati or Mari’
v nat > dways/often > or

(45) Janos nem Katit vagy Marit hivtafel.
‘It was not Kati or Mari that Johncdled’
Vv not > exclusiveidentification> or

In view of the fad that a scopal intervener may shield the disunction, it might even
be suggested that the contrast between multi ple-event and single-event sentences,
observed in section 2.5, lasto dowith the intervention d an event quantifier in
multi ple-event sentences between negation and vagy (“there has not been an event such
that...”) and the lack thereof in single-event sentences (“thereis a particular event which
isnat such that...”). One difficulty with this accourt is that the intervention d plain
existentials generally does nat count (for a amprehensive theory of intervention
eff ects, seeHoncoop 1998. Sinceegy ~ a(n), one’ indefinites are probably also PPIsin
Hungarian, thisis best ill ustrated with Engli sh:

(46) Why did the bookstore go out of business?
# Because they didn't sell abookto someone.
*  not > abook> someone

Therefore only the relevant reading of (44)-(45) will be ascribed to intervention.

3.3 Are PPIs bound to scope above NegP?

What is wrong with the PPl scoping below the anti-additi ve operator? Progovac
(2000 makes the interesting propasal that the explanation can be stated in pasitive
licensing terms. She proposes that Serbo-Croatian ne(t)ko © someon€e’ has a [-neg]
feaure to check.

... there aetwo pdarity phrases, the lower one typicdly associated with sentential negation
particles, say NegP, and the higher one typicdly associated with other types of palarity information.
Sincethe PA in [John did not see someone] cannot check its [-neg] feaure in the lower negative
PolP (or NegP), it isforced to raise to the higher Pol P. (Progovac 2000)

Thisacmourt may be crrect for the data Progovacis concerned with, bt it does

13 The sentences sound better on the nem mindig, nem gyakran order, but they are dso accetable &
givenin (44). It isnot crucial for the intervener to be aljacent to (or even form a unit with) negation.
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not extend to someone, valaki and vagy type PPIs. First of al, we have just seen that a
scopal intervener enables these to scope under clausemate negation —this sioud na be
possbleif they were forced to scope @ove NegP.

But there is another, more surprising way to legitimi ze the forbidden scoping.
Already Jespersen (1917 noticed that examples like (47) are perfed:

(47) 1don't think that John ddn't cal someone.
v not>not >some

Jespersen surmised that (47) is good lecause the two negations cancd out; see &so
Baker (1970. In Szabadcsi (2007) a detail ed argument is put forth to the effect that this
explanation canna be arred. In the present paper | merely discussthe significance of
such data with resped to Progovac’s proposal.

Whereas Progovac does not consider intervention ceta, she does consider Serbo-
Croatian fads smilar to (47), but evaluates them differently than Jespersen. She
asumes that in (48) ne(t)ko scopes above the dausemate negation bu below the
extradausal one, which is entirely legitimate (example and interpretation from Progovac
2000:

(48) Netvrdim daMilan rekoga ne voli.
not claim that Milan someone nat likes
‘I don' t claim of someone that Milan daes nat like him = Thereis noperson d
whom | claim that Milan daes nat like him'’

On this ac@urt we have not>some>nat, as oppcsed to not>not>some. If thisis
indeed the only possble interpretation d (48), then the accourt is correct for ne(t)ko.
But there ae other PPI that are unable to scope @ove dausemate negation and are
neverthelessrescued if asecond regationis added ontop. One such PPl isweak island
sensiti ve somewhat:

(49) * John ddn't appredate this ssmewhat.
(i) * not > somewhat (because somewhat is a PPI)
(i) * somewhat > not (because somewhat is weak island sensitive)

(50) I regret that John ddn't appredate this smewhat.

Hungarian verbal digunctions present ancther relevant case. They are interesting in that
the negation preceding the first verb daes not even extend to the whole disjunction:**

1% Unless the negation is constituent negation: Nem*“ evet vagy “ doharyzott, harem* aludt * He wasn’t
eding or smoking, he was deeping (K.E. Kiss p.c.). Cf . (45) above.
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(52) Janos nem evett vagy dohényzott.
John nd ate or smoked
(i) * not>or i.e. *notate and nd smoked
(i) * or>not  i.e. *not ate or not smoked
(ii) v (not ate) or (smoked)

Nevertheless adding ancther negation enables the reading (52i):*> *°

(52) Nem hiszem, hogy Janos ne  evett vagy dohanyzott volna.
not think-1 that Johnnd ate or smoked aux
‘I don't think that John ddn't ea or smoke’
v not>not>or

(49)-(50) and (51)-(52) show that in this constell ation, PAs can actually scope below
the dausemate negation. Spedfic indefinites that can take extrawide scope ae
misleading examples to consider: they have ailiti es that not all PPIs have.

3.5 All weak NPI-licensers rescue the PPI

We have seen that adding an extra negation above the dausemate antiadditive
operator AA-Op enables the PPI to scope immediately below AA-Op. But is negation
the only rescuer? In fad, all li censers of we& (ever type) NPIs do the job. For example,
the foll owing Hungarian sentences have the same interpretations as their literal English
trandations:'’

(53) a Kevésfiu nem hivott fel valakit.
‘Few boys didn’t cdl someone’
b. Kevésfil nem hivtafel Katit vagy Marit.
‘Few boys didn’t cdl Kati or Mari’

(54) a. Csak Janos nem hivott fel valakit.
‘Only John ddn't cdl someone
b. Csak Janos nem hivtafel Katit vagy Marit.
‘Only John ddn't cdl Kati or Mari’

13 The Russian counterpart of (51) behavesidenticdly: in Ivan ne el ili kuril, the scope of negation is
confined to the first digunct. But unlike in Hungarian, the Russian counterpart of (52) retains this effed.
Arthur Stepanov (p.c.) propaoses that the reason is syntadic: negation cliticizesto the first verb. The
crosdinguistic difference suggests that in Hungarian, the phenomenon observed in (51) is probably
semantic.

% The faa that the form of the negative particlein the mmplement clause of (52) is ne, as oppased to
nem, hasto dowith mood choice, cf. note 10.

Y Hungarian verbal disjunctions are dso rescued in all of these mntexts.
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(55 a Meglep, hogy Janos nem hivott fel valakit.
‘| am surprised that John ddn't cdl someone
b. Meglep, hogy Janos nem hivtafel Katit vagy Marit.
‘I am surprised that John ddn't cdl Kati or Mari’

(56) a Hanem hivsz fel valakit, véged.
‘If you dorit call someone, you are doamed’
b. Hanem hivodfel Katit vagy Marit, véged.
‘If you dorit call Kati or Mari, you are doamed’

The Hungarian NPIs licensed by these operators are the murterparts of Progovec’s
Serbo-Croatian I-NPIs: valaki isand bérki is ™ even someone'.

Likewise, the otherwise unavail able * neither’ reading of nominal digunctionsin
Rusgan is enabled in NPI-licensing contexts (Y. Pomerantsev and A. Stepanov, pc.).

(57) Janedumaju, ¢to Ivan ne pozvonil Petruili MaSe.
‘| don't think that John ddn't cdl Peter or Mary’

(58) Jasozhadu, cto Ivan ne pobyval v Londaeili v Parize.'®
‘I regret that John hasn’t been to London @ Paris

(59) Jaudivlen, ¢to Ivan ne pobyva v Londaneili v Parize.
‘| am surprised that John hes not been to London @ Paris

(60) Nemnogie dumajut, ¢to lvan ne pozvonil Petruili Mase.
‘Few people think that John ddn't cdl Peter or Mary’

(61) Tol' ko Ivan repozvonil Petruili MaSe.
‘Only John ddn't cdl Peter or Mary’

On the other hand, Dutch naminal disunctions san like unrescuable PPIs (M. den
Dikken, pc.) andrequire adifferent account, passbly the kind proposed by Progovac

4. PPIsin Szabolcs (2001)
To summarize, the more precise generalizationis as foll ows (abstracting away
from the single-event qualification):

(62 The PPI-generalizationfor vagy ‘or’:
Vagy does not scope diredly below a dausemate anti-additi ve operator AA -
Op, urless[AA-Op > vagy] isin an NPI-licensing context.

8To date | have not found a multiple versus sngle event distinction in Russan.
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In Szabolcsi (2007) it is argued that someone/valaki type PPIs conform to the same
generadli zation and the foll owing analysis is propaosed.

Thefirst key fad isthat the [AA-Op > PPI] configurationis rescued by any context
that licenses weak (ever-type) NPIs, see(62). The most straightforward interpretation o
thisfad isthat [AA-Op > PPI] isanonlexicd NPI. Thisis corrobarated by a further
simil arity between NPI-licensing and the rescuing of [AA-Op > PPI]: once alegitimate
constellationis creaed, the aldition d afurther downward entaili ng operator does not
make adifference That is, in bah casesit isthe presence of alocd li censor, rather than
the pdarity of the context as awhale, that matters:

(63) | (don't) regret that Johncdled anyone. V any
(64) | (dor't) regret that John ddn't cdl someone Vv nat>some
(65) Few people/l dor't believe that Johncdled anyone. V any

(66) Few people/l dont believethat John ddn't cdl someone. vV nat>some

Thus, the proposed parall elism is as foll ows:

(67) Unlicensed NPIs: Licensed NPIs:
* Johnsaid anything Few people said anything
* John ddn’t say something Few people didn’t say something

Next, why is[AA-Op > PPI] an NPI? The key fact hereisthat there is atype of
NPIs, English yet among them, that require alicensor that is antiadditi ve (see(68)-(69))
and clausemate (see (70)-(71)).

(68) No ore has been here yet.

(69) ?? Few people have been here yet.

(70) 1 don't think that he has been here yet.

(7)) 7?7 1didn't say that he has been here yet.
Note that think is an optional neg-raiser. Thereforein (70), negation can be interpreted
in the complement clause, clausemate to yet. Say isnot aneg-raiser at all, which
explainswhy yet isnaot licensed in (71).

Aswith al NPIs, the licensing of yet is blocked by a scopal intervener:

(72) *1 don’'t think that most people have been here yet.
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Thus, the seoond mrall elism wefindisthis:

(73) [AA-Op>yd] licensing, unessrelationis blocked by intervener
[AA-Op > PPI] prohibited, uressrelationis blocked by intervener

We can nov put (67) and (73) together as follows. Our PPIs have two NPI features:
astrong-NPI feaure (likethat of yet) and aweak-NPI feaure (like that of ewer). In the
rescuing cases, bah these feaures are licensed by appropriate operators:

(74) downward entailing > [anti-additive > PPI ]
li censor li censor strong-NPI feature
I I
weak-NPI feature
I I

In ather words, the PPI does not redly resist being in the immediate scope of alocd
anti-additive operator; insteal, its grong-NPI featureis licensed by that operator. This,
however, amourts to “halfway licensing” only: asecondlicenser is needed for the
wegk-NPI feature. The fad that this sscondlicensor is often absent and thus the halfway
licensed PP isill egitimate aeates the impresgon that the PPI resists being in the
immediate scope of the anti-additi ve operator.

What happensif the PPI occursin contexts like | saw someone, Few people saw
someone, and | don't think that he saw someone? Szabolcsi (2001) argues that in these
cases the two NPI-features remain “dormant”. Semanticaly speaking, thisis possble
because the two NPI-fedures are interpreted as negative operators (i.e. someis--[)
that may “cancd out” purely truth-condtionally. The specific pattern of when
dormancy is possble and when the NPI-feaures require adual licensorsis shown to fall
into placewithin alarger system that Postal (2000 propases for standard NPIs and
negative quantifiers, such as anyone and no me.

The reader isreferred to Szabalcsi (2001 for details. The daim relevant for the
present paper isthat vagy "or’ shares al the aove properties with something, somehow-
type PPIs and shoud therefore be analyzed as adoulde NPI.

5. Crosslinguistic variation

The big questionis what explains the aosslinguistic variation regarding the PPI-
status of digunctions. Presently | am not able to answer this question but | can dffer
some preliminary considerations, including negative results.

One hypathesis might be that there is no PPl parameter for disjunctions. They are
PPIsin al languages, and the observed cross-linguistic differences are dueto
differencesin the locality of negation. Recall that espedally disunctive PPIs are
sensitive to predicatemate negation. It might be agued that in Engli sh the auxili ary that
suppats negation inescapably forms a separate predicaion danain (aCP in anon
trivial sense). Then negation aways courts as non-locd to the disunction, wherefore its
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PPI-hood rever manifestsitself. In contrast, in Hungarian, Rusgan, and Serbo-Croatian
negation is extremely close to the verb and therefore to the digunction, so the PPI-hood
of the latter becomes relevant. This hypothesis amsto be refuted by Bulgarian and
Korean. Negation in Bulgarian appears to work very similarly to Rusgan and Serbo-
Croatian and yet, according to bah corpus data and the dicited judgments of some
spedkers, disunctions can scope below locd negation, asin English. Korean onthe
other hand is an interesting test case becaise it has two versions of negation, with so-
cdl ed long negation comparable to Engli sh and short negation comparable to
Hungarian/Rusdan. But disunctions sope below either of them. (75) isa cae of short
and (76) a cae of long negation. Both mean "Mary eats neither apples nor pears even
though, nde, "apple or pear’ isin the acaisative, na a —to marked NPI:

(75 Mary-neun sagwa-na pae-reul an muk-neun-ta
Mary-nom apple-or pear-acc not ed-pres-decl

(76) Mary-neun sagwa-na pae-reul mukci ani-ha-n-ta
Mary-nom apple-or pear-acc ed-inf not-do-pres-decl

A secondhypothesis would link PPI status to the inabili ty of the digunction
morphemeto bear stress In English, (77) with urstressed or is ambiguous, bu stressas
in (78) disambiguates the "neither’ reading:

(77) John hesn’t taken Chemistry 1 or Physics 10.
(78) John hesn’t taken Chemistry 1 OR Physics 10.

AsD. Steriade and A. Grosu (p.c.) have pointed ou, Romanian sau "or’ exhibits a
similar differential behavior depending on stress In contrast, Hungarian vagy ‘or’ and
Rusgan/Serbo-Croatian medial ili ‘or’ canna bear stressat all (unlike their paired
versions, na relevant here). One might hypothesize, then, that the adility of the
conredive to be phoneticdly prominent determines whether it scopes below local
negation, psgbly because focd prominenceforces the digunctioninto alow scope
position. But onceagain, Bulgarianili ‘or’ and Korean —na‘or’ appear to refute the
correlation. Although some speakers find that medial disunctions can bear stressor
pitch aacent in these languages, the correlation with scope seans way too weak to
establi sh a parametric dependency.

Anather set of hypatheses might conned the behavior of conjunctions and
disunctionsin alanguage (cf. sedion 2.3. The simplest assumption might be that
Hungarian-type languages give preferential treament to conjunction, and the ‘ not>or’
scope interpretation is blocked whenever atruth-condtionally equivalent reading of
‘not + and isavailable. But asit stands, thisis plainly not true. Aswas noted in (13), in
various cases, nan-locd negation among them, bah conrectives may yield the same
‘neither’ interpretation.
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An aternative way to conrect the és “and’ and vagy ‘or’ datawas siggested to me
by A. Kroch (p.c.). This makes crucial referenceto the existenceof cross-speeker
variation nded in sedion 2.2.andis modeled after the accourt of the lossof V2in
Midde French, proposed by Clark and Roberts (1998) and reviewed in Kroch (2000).
We now asume that the PPI-hoodof digunctionis an independent parameter, but how
easy it isto figure out the value of this parameter in the wurse of first language
aqquisitionis contingent on the wedth of relevant data. In languages like Hungarian,
which have ageneral preference for thenem...és‘naot ... and' strategy, data pertaining
to theinteradion d ‘not’ and‘or’ are scarce Therefore first language |earners will
differ asto haw they interpret what datathey are exposed to. Some of them may
conclude that “or’ isa PR, bu some others may conclude that it is not. The latter
speers will then adually produce acertain amourt of ‘not>or’ data, which in turn
serves asinpu to younger spekers and the PPI-status of “or’ beginsto erode.

Naturally, al these hypatheses require further careful examination, and the last two
hypotheses highlight the need to addressthe aosslinguistic diff erencesin the behavior
of "and . Thistask is undertaken in Szabadlcs (in progress).
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