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1. Introduction

In this paper we consider certain differences between suffix vowels in the Budapest_

and Szeged dialects nf'2 Hungarian,” These differences are illustrated in (1) with the crucial
examples in bold type.

i1 Budapest dialect Szeeed dialect
Temary suffix  -hoz/hizhes ‘allative’ -hoz'hiz

a, ha:s-hoz ‘house-aL1"

1. ha:s-hoz ‘house-Apr®
b. tok-héz ‘pumpkin-ALL’

J- 18k-hivz ‘pumpkin-ar '

c. kert-hez *garden all.’ k. kert-hoz ‘garden aLL’
Quaternary suffix -ok/-ok/-gk/-5k ‘plural’  Quaternary suffix -ok/-ok/-ek/-6k
d. ha:z-ok *house-pL" L ha:z-ok ‘house-pr '

&. bab-ok ‘bean-pL’ m. bab-ok ‘bean-pp’

f. hi:r-ek ‘news-pL* n. hi:r-ik ‘news-rr’

g. tiz-gk ‘fire-pp’ 0. tiiz-gk ‘fire-pL°

h. wk-ik ‘pumpkin-p1.* p. tBk-6k ‘pumpkin-pr’

Specifically, in the Budapest dialect, the so-called “temnary suifixes” have three
alternants, for example, the allative suffix [hoz]/[héz]/hez], whereas in Szeged there are
only two: [hoz}/[héiz] (compare (1¢) and (1k)). And the so-called “quaternary” suffixes
have four alternants in both dialects, but with some roots the Szeged dialect has [5] where
the Budapest dialect has [g] (compare (1) and (1n)).

We will show that in Optimality Theory {McCarthy and Prince 1993, 1995, and
Prince and Smolensky 1993), these differences receive i streightforward account. Our
account adopts the account of the binary and ternary suffixes in the Budapest dialect
proposed by Ringen and Vago (1998) and the account of the quaternary suffixes in the
Budapest dialect proposed in Szemtgydrgyi (1999). We will show that the differences
between the Budapest and Szeged dialects in (1) can be described by reranking one
constraint in the Ringen-Vago-Szentgydrgyi analysis. This provides support for the
Ringen-Vago analysis of the binary and ternary suffixes and the Szentgydrgyi analysis of
the quaternary suffixes, as well as the claims of McCarthy and Prince (1993) and Prince

and Smolensky (1993) that different rankings of constraints’ yield different and attested
dialects of languages.

We are grareful to an anonymous reviewer for o carcisl reading of this paper and for many helpful
SugEeshans,
*In these examples there are other altermations: moot vowel length and voice assimilation, However these are
beyond the scope of the present paper. Examples are given in phonetic transcription unless otherwise indicated:
orthegraphic forms are given in itzlics and underlying forms between slashes (.
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2 The Budapest diglect
21 The Ringep- Fago Analy
The surface vowels of

$65 (hinary and ternary suffices)
Hungarian are Eiven in (2):

The vowels [i], [i:], and [e:] are neutra] or transparent, the

harmonic.” Front and hack harmonic vowels do nat generally co-oc
Hence, suffiyes with harmenic vowels have two alternants, one with
with & back vowe] as illustrated in {2y

(3) ha:z-nak ‘house-pat ha:z-na:l ‘house-Ang’
ti:z-nek ‘fire- paT? tii:z-ne:l ‘fire- ADE'
kert-ngk ‘garden- DAT' kert-ne:l  ‘garden-Apg
viz-nek ‘water- DAT® viiz-ne:] ‘waler-ADE"
radir-nok ‘eraser- pAT' rodisr-na:l ‘eraser-apg’

Two constraints which are central to the analysis of Ringen and Vago are an
alignment constraing and a positional faithfulness constraint. The alignment constraing 15
formulated as suggested by Ellison (1995) and Zoll ( 1994):

(4) Align R

No vowel intervenes between the rightmost anchor of every backness feature and

the right edge of the prosadic word. One violation js assessed for intervening
vowel,

The positional faithfulness ¢
constraint which requires that co
specification for backness:

onstraint in (3) is ranked ahove the Eeneral faithfulness
mesponding input and output segments have the same

Mote that for the sake of simplicity we do nat

use the IPA symbols [v] and (8] but we use 4] and [8] instead
We treat ¢ [£] as from harmonic.

remaining vowels are
cur in the same word.
a front vowel and one

CONSTRAIN

(5) IDENT-10,,
Corresponden
specifications
round),’

The tableaux in
[ti:z-ne:l], and [kert-ne:!

o S
Tha:z-nek/

2. hazne
b.# haiz-n:
c. ‘hezme
d. hA:z-n

We assume that 1
[back] feature. If there
and be eliminated. Th
violates Alipn Rand is e
not.  In particular, there
[+back] feature and the
because the backness sp.
underlying root vowel.

Miliz-nazl/

g. ¥ ti:z-ne
b. ti:z-na
C. m:z-na:

(7)

In (7}, (c} is elim
that of the corresponden
intervenes between the t
the word.

This is actually two constr

Capital A stands for a low

The reason that the suffix
fromt harmony when it function
0 be underlyvingly back becaus
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(5) IDENT-10y4: miroq:

Comrespondent  input  and output  harmenic
specifications for
round).?

root vowels have identica]
[eback] (harmonic vowels are those specified as low or

The tableaux m {6), (7). and (8) show how

these constraints choose [ha.‘z—n::lk],
[ti:z-ne:1], and [kert-ne:1] as the optimal outputs®

(6) = .
.l"]]}!.:Z—IZIEI'!.'.-"'l ]I}':[Dhufm!rnnl Ahgn_R —l
2. haz-nek *!
the remaining vowels are b.™ ha:z-nok
-aceur in the same word, c.  hew-nek *l
ith a front vowel and pe d.  hA:znAk *!

- We assume that vowels with the same backness specification are linked i a singls
se-M‘fE [back] feature. If there were two separate [back] features, the first would violate Align-R
SRV and be climinated. The candidate in (6a), with a [*back] feamure followed by [-back]
leu%Df:. violates Align R and is eliminated, While the [-back] feature is right aligned, the [+back] is
:Inﬂ.DEI ) not In particular, there is 3 vowel that mtervenes between the rightmost anchor of the
Sr-ADE : [*back] feature and the right edge of the word. Candidates (6c) and (6d) are eliminated

because the backness specification of the harmonic root vowel is different from that of the
ng;n and Vago are an | underlying root vowel,
» alignment constraing is _

(7

[ tiiz-na:y D-Oumy | Align-R |
o= [ A,

'ry backness feature and : i.;;:.']l bt
ssessed for intervening = S = 1 I
the general faithfislness In (7}, (c) is cilimiulated because the han_m:lni_c root vowel differs in _bnckm:ss from
gments have the saps Ium of the currespund::nf input vowel, and (b) is :l:mmatcd_bcca}ls-: there is a! vowe! that
" Intervenes between the rightmost anchor of the [-back] specification and the right edge of

the ward,

This is actually two constrainis: - 100w 0 110 e e
Capital A stands fior a low vowel unspecified for backness and roundness.
T i - .
31+ The reason that the suffix vowel is assumed to be underlyingly front in the suffix
il
¥rame ol [6 intstcad. front harmony when it functions as & root as in mek-am ‘1o me’. Similarly,
10 B¢ underlyingly back because it governs back harmony when it funcions

-rakinek is that it govemns
the sulfix vowel in -ndlmeéf is assurmed
45 8 root 85 in sdi-am ‘ot me*
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(8)

Forms with only neutral vow
Followmg Kaun (1995}, Ringen and v
requires that segments he specified for
constraint *ia which prohibits fhe relati

cls show the need

for two additiona] constraints,
3EO assume that there jg 3 Constraint, Specify, thar

(binary) features. They also assume 2 markedness
vely marked back

tnrounded vowels [i] and [] and
their long counterparts that never accur in Hungarian:
(%) Specify
Segments should be specified for features,
(10) *n

Vowels which are [+back] and [-low] must be specified as ROUND,

not specified for privative ROUND.)
(11)
fvitztnal/ *iA LD-IDhm-[w, Align-R Spec
d. T viiz+ne:]
vizzina:] 2
€. vlzina £
d.  viz+nal 1 S

These constraints wil
vowel followed by a transp
no suffixes. Note that her
do, since the other cand

I also account for mixed vowel roots with a back harmonic
arent vowel such as in radir ‘eraser’, In (12) we see a form with
€ the optimal output violages AlignR, but this is the hest we can
idates violate higher ranked constraints,

CONSTRA

(12) *in, IDC
frodi:r”
a. % radis
b. rodia
c. radla
d.  r=dir

This same root
(c) the single [+back
intervening vowel is
backness in the output

(13) Align-R ==

/radizr+nel
(2. rodir-
b, radir-
| c. #radls
d. redir-

Most suffixes
However, some suffix
‘house-ALL", [til:s-hoz

(14} Roundness |

a.  ha:s-hoz
. ti:s-hiz
c. radixr-hoz *t

f.  hos-tok
g. fos-iok
b nes-ek

We mive the underlying
assumption. [T the initial n
oplimal since we assume an
be [ROUND]. We assume |
Optimisation {Prince & Smo




o additional constraints,

constraint, Specify, that
50 assume 2 markedness
:d vowels [i] and [A] and

as ROUND.

neutral vowels, (Capital I
privative ROUND. )

Jign-R Spec

*1

ts with a back harmonic
1 (12) we see a form with
ut this is the best we can
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{12} i i'-'"‘ 1 ID"[DH.'I.I.'I'I'I.I'TWI == A!iEH'Rn

frodizr® * A D10 s Align-R | Spec
a7 rodicr =l [ *
b. radir *|
c. rodlr » *|
| 4. redix *1

This same root with the suffix [nok]/[nek] “dative’ is illustrated in (13). In candidate
(c) the single [+back] specification is linked to both the first and last vowels. The
intervening vowel is unspecified for backness. Assuming that vowels unspecified for
backness in the putput are interpreted as front, the optimal output, (c) is correct.

{13 Align-R == SPEC

fradir+nek * i ID-10kmmiem | Alipn-R Spec
a.  radir-nek X
b. rodir-nok o)

c. Trodlir-nak
d. redir-nek

w1 ]

Most suffixes with harmonic vowels are like the binary suffix [nok]/[nek] “dative’.
However, some suffixes have three alternants. These are the ternary suffixes: [ha:s-hoz]
‘house-ALL', [tii:s-hijz] *fire- ALL’, [kert-hez] ‘garden- ALL'.

(14) Roundness Harmony
allative -hoz'hizhez
a.  ha:s-hoz ‘house’ d.  wviisshez  ‘water’
til:s-hiz *fire’ e. koret-hez ‘side dish’

¢, radir-hoz ‘eraser’

2PL -tok/tok/tek

f.  hos-tok ‘bring-2PL"
. fos-tok ‘cook-2PL°
h. nes-tek ‘watch-2pL"

' We give the underlying form of this root with an initial rowaded short vowel, Nothing crucial depends on this
assummption.  If the initial root vowel were not specified as [ROUND], cutput {c) would still be designated as
optimal since we assumme an inventory constraint (discussed below) which requires that all short, low, back vowels
be [ROUND]. We assume that the input has a vowel which is specified as [ROUNDY], as mandated by Lexicon

Optimisavion (Prince & Smolensky 1993}

9
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Following a suggestion by Polgardi and Rebrus (1998), Ringen and Vago propose
an analysis that involves a licensing constraint, specifically one that restricts the licensing
of ROUND by front mid vowels 10 coriain prominent or slrong positions. In Budapest
Hungarian, mid front rounded vowels are found only in roots (e.g. [t8k] ‘pumpkin’), when
they are long (e, [vi:s-ti:]] ‘water-aBL’), or following front rounded vowels (e.g.
[trdm-hdz] ‘joy-arr" [fiil-hiiz] ‘ear-aLL’ [viz-tink-héiz] ‘water-Poss,1 pr -ALL"),

Mid front rounded vowels are highly marked segments, They are more marked than
mid front unrounded vowels, and languages have mid front rounded vowels only if they
also have high front rounded vowels (but not the reverse), There are many examples in
which such highly marked Segments are permitted only in prominent or song positions,
where prominent includes stressed, word-initial, roots, and long segments; see Beckman
(1995, 1997, 1998), Steriade (1995), and Zoll (1996, 1997).

Ringen and Vaga's licensing constraint is formulated a5 in (15):

(15) Link [ROUND|

[ROUND] may be linked to g short (monomoraic), mid, front, suffix vowel only
if it is also linked 10 a preceding vowel

This constraint requires that a short, mid, front vowel that is [ROUND] be in a roat
([ték] ‘pumpkin’}, or that the [ROUND] feature is also associated with a root vowel
([6rém-héz] ‘joyv-aALL') or that the [ROUND] feature also be associated with a preceding
round vowel that is not short and mid ([viz-iink-hiiz) ‘water-POSS, 1PL -ALL ).

Ringen and Vago also assume an Identity constraint on [ROUND], ranked below

Link-R, which requires that input and output segments have identical specifications for
[ROUNDT:

(18] IDENT-T0, g

Correspondent input and output segments have identical specifications for
[ROUND].

They assume that suffixes which have three alternants with [o], [&], [e] have
underlying round vowels” Of this ser. only allative [hoz)/[hiiz]/[hez] oceurs imdependently
as a root, When it does, it shows up with a back vowel- e.g. [hoz:zim)] “to me'. This suffix
i5 assumed to have /o/ in the mput, For the other ternary suffixes either an underlying front
or back vowel may be assumed, assuming /o/ vs i/ in the input makes no difference.

In the tableaux below, we include only output candidates which satisfy Align-R, ID-
IOsmyroee. and SPEC, since these constraints are not relevant to the points being developed,

In (17} the correct output is designated as optimal when the root contains a back
harmonic vowel:

IT'2 suffix had underlying /e it would behave like -ralinag *‘dative’

10

CONSTRAINT

(17 -
tha:zthoz!
4.7 ha:s-hoz
b. hais-haz

In (18) the same .
adjacent round vowels w
separate R specifications 1
feature are underlined. In
since it 15 not associated v
[ROUND] feature of the
with a root vowel. Cand
whereas (b) does not (the
n the output is not),

(18)
ta:zthoz!
K R
a, tHis+hiz
B R
b= tiis+hiiz
c. tHisthez

Consider next the t
has a front unrounded roc
‘water-ALL"). Two other o
mventory constraint whict
low. The second is & mark

(19) Short &
Short non-high 1

The constraint Shor
an input /e/ from being pre:

{20) * i
Eront rounded vi

" Here we use ® (1 25 an abbres




TRGY]

Ringen and Vago propose
that restricts the licensing
i positions. In Budapest
-2. [tok] 'pumpkin’), when
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“Te are many examples in
unent or strong positions,
3 SLEmMents: see Beckman

(13):
|, front, suffix vowel only

is [ROUND] be in a rogt
iated with a root vowel
ociated with a Preceding
PL-ALLY,

ROUND], ranked below
ntical specifications for

iical specifications for

with [o], [6], [e] have
2] ocours independently
‘m] ‘to me’, This suffix
ther an underlying front
25 no difference,

ich satisfy Align-R, ID-
oints being developed.
le root containg a back

|
-
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/ha:z+hoz/ * ia Link-R | ID-i0_,,
a.% ha-s-hoz
b. ha:s-haz *) ¥

In (18) the same suffix follows a root with a front rounded vowel. We indicate
adjacent round vowels which are not linked to the same [ROUND] specification with
scparate R specifications beneath the vowels. Round vowels linked to the same [ROUND]
feature are underhined. In (18a) the [ROUND] feature of the suffix vowel violates Link-R
since it is not associated with a vowel that is in a root or bimoraic. On the other hand, the
[ROUND] feature of the suffix vowel in (b) does not violate Link-R since it is associated
with a root vowel. Candidate (b) is better than (), because () violates IDENT-10, 50,
whereas (b) does not (the suffix vowel in the input is [ROUND] whereas the correspondent
in the output is not).

{18)
fHiz+hoz! * in Link-R ID-10 5004 I
| R R
a. tisthoz *1
. o _all]
b tiis+hiz
c. tisthez *l

Consider next the temary suffix [hoz}/[héz]/[hez] with a roat such as {vizz], which
has a front unrounded root vowel. Here we see that the suffix vowel is low {[vi:s-hez)
‘water-ALL"). Two other constraints play a role in selecting [vi:s-hez] as optimal. One is an
inventory constraint which requires that all short, front, non-high, unrounded vowels be
low. The second is 2 markedness constraint stating that front rounded vowels are marked.

(19} Short
Short non-high unrounded front vowels are low,

The constraint Short & must be ranked above the faithfulness constraints to prevent
an input /¢/ from being preserved in the output.

(20) * i
Front rounded vowels are prohibited.'”

Here we use * (4 as an abbreviation for two constraints, *i, *o.
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The wblean m (21) illustrates that these consirmts and ki C i
[vi:s-hez] as optimal, TR g

(213 Link-R >> ID-10

o
fvizzthoz! | Short e Link-R A0y | * 06
a.  vis+hiiz | = "
b. viisthez *| *
.. % vizs+hez =

When a !ema.ry suffix is preceded by a root with a front rounded vowel and an
|4f1ruund-51d vowel as in [koret] ‘side dish’, the suffix vowel is unrounded ([koret-hez] ‘side
dish-ALL"). Such forms show the necessity of the constraint, NO GAP which has been

widely assumed in earlier works, to prevent the skippi i
3 : pping of potential anchors. (Le
1984; Archangeli and Pulleyblank, 1994): S

(21) NO-GAP
Gapped configuratons are prohibited. A gapped configuration is illustrated
below: *ABRC

F (where B is a possible anchor for F)

(23) J@-GAP, Short £ >>ID-10,,,,, >> *iii
kbret+hoz Shorte | NO-GAP | Link-R ID-10 04 * (i
a.  kbret-hiz * i

R E.

b, kibret-hoz' . s
c. % kiret-hez i s
d. kireet- hiz - 1
e. keret-hez e

Without NO-GAP, candidate (b) would be optimal instead of the correct candidate, f::}u.

Pl
b2

The Szentgydrgyi analysis (quaternary suffixes)
In addition to the above types of harmony, Hungarian is said to have a third type,
quaternary harmony, in which certain suffixes have four different vowels depending on the

T . - " ; LEH . i
We agsume that there is nothing which prevents the essociation of the feature [rROLMD] with any vawel,

Mote thal NO-GAP has o be dominated by Align-F. Otherwise words like [rodizrnak] “erazer-0AT" would
fneormectly surface as *{radimek] with a front suffis vowel. Note also that there must be & markedness constrain
*or because there are no low, front, round vowels in Hungarien. This constraint, which must be ranked high,
waould exclude candidate (23d).

12
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-
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according to the backne
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b. ‘Non-lowering
kar+ok+at
kor+ok+at

" Mote that the affiliztion

suflix, as part of the stem, ©
However, the quality of the
approsch is taken. In the pres:

Alzo, gualernany suffixes
Elsn drops s vowel afler nol
not considered here Since no
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stem. As we will see below, quaternary alternations differ from
they involve the phenomenon of lowering,

members of @ morphologically marked class, the so-called lowering stems.

(243 -ok/-ok/-ek/-8k Plural"
Back
I kortok ‘arm' II fal+ak ‘wall’
kor+ok ‘age’ hold+ak ‘moon®
Front
HI  hiz+ek ‘news’ v kipv+ek ‘book” V  kéirtsk ‘circle’
sirt+ek ‘cliff” tiz+ek  “fire’ kiirt+8k *horn’

In group I we find roots that take back binary and temnary suffixes: there is nothing
peculiar about them. In group 11, however, roots take a back low suffix vowel. Although a
great number of roots belong to this class, it is still group [ that can be considered as
unmarked since all nonce words and loanwords entering the language belong group I. Ag
for front stems, groups 1] and V are normal in their behaviour, selecting the suffix vowel
according to the backness and roundness quality of the last stem vowel, Group IV, on the
other hand, displays behaviour similar to that af stems in group II. Roots of this marked
class contain being front rounded vowels, but take front unrounded low suffix vowels, Thus
groups II and IV can be called lowering stems since whenever they are followed by a
quatemary suffix such as the plural [ok],[ok],[ek], [8k] or the accusative -[at], [ot], [&t],
[Gt]. they take the low variant with the appropriate backness specification.

Next consider stems with multiple suffixes, plural and accusative:

{25) a. Lowering
koivtek+et “book’ fal+aok+at “wall
thetek+et  “fire” hold+ak+ot ‘moon’

b.  Non-lowering
kortok+at ‘arm’ fej+ek+et ‘head' kior+dk+et ‘circle’
kor+ok+at ‘age’ sirt+ek+et ‘cliff kiirt+ék+et ‘hom’

Hote that the affiliation of the vowels of Quaternary suffixes is unclear. They may be trested as purt of the
5ulfix, a5 part of the stem, or as a separale constiluent, ie. a linking vawel, between the slem and the suffix,
However, 1he quelity of the vowel must be determined by principles of vowel harmony regardless of which
approach is taken. In the present analysis nothing hinges upon the status of the suffix vowel,

Alsa, quaternery suffixes have a surface variant without a vowe| afler stems ending in vowels. The accusative

also drops its vowel afier nom-lowering stems. ending in coronal sonorants and sibilant fricalives. Such cases are
not considered here since na vawel farmony is involved

13

ternary harmony in that
4 result of anaching quaternary suffixes 1o
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Here we see that if a non-lowering stem is followed by the plural as in (25b), then
the accusative suffix will be low. This means then that not only roots but also suffixes can
be lowering,

The examples in (26) show that lowering is blocked if a non-lowering suffix
intervenes between 4 lowering root and a quaternary suffix,

(26) (a) m:lg:r_{ mﬂgn£+at ‘tall-acc’
ib) mngn_’ir]a:g mﬂgal+]a;g+m ‘height-acc?

The lowering root [moga] *tall’ has to be followed by & quaternary suffix with a
low wowel as shown in {26a), If, however, it is followed by 2 non-lowering suffix, then the
quaternary suffix vowel will be mid as in (26b). Thus we can conclude that it is always the
lowering or non-lowering quality of the morpheme preceding the quaternary suffix that
determines the height of the quaternary suffix vowel.

The analysis proposed by Szentgyirgyi (1999) assumes the Ringen and Vago (1998)
analysis just sketched. In this analysis quaternary suffix vowels are specified as [-high] and
[ROUND] underlyingly but unspecified for the feature [low]. They gain their backness
specifications from the stem they attach to just like all the alternating suffixes'.
Szentgydrgyi (1999) proposes an alignment constraint that forces lowering morphemes to
be followed by [+low] guatemnary suffix vowels. This analysis also makes use of an
ID-I0),. constraint, The constraints are formulated as in (27) and (28):

(27 Lowering'® (ALIGN right lowering morpheme, left [+low])
The right edge of a lowering morpheme is aligned with the left edge of [+low] in
an affix.

(28) IDENT-I0O,,,
Corresponding segments in the input and output have identical specifications for
the feature [low],

The following tableaux show how Lowering, IDENT-10,,, and other constraints
interact to yield the correct surface forms. Capital O stands for a round vowel, unspecified
for the feature [low].

" Polgardi and Rebrus (1997} make the interesting abservation that sl lowering suffixes are inflectional . This

does not mezn that all inflectional suffixes are lowering. Also, all derivational suffixes are non-lowering, but not
all mon-lowering suffixes are derivational. Finally, while all quaternary suffixes can be argued to be lowering, il is
nat free that all lowering suffixes are quaternary.
" Although quatermary suffixes never act as roots and it is thus impossible lo decide on their underlying
backness value, the consmaint hicrarchy will always select the actual surface form as optinel as shown by Ringen
and Vago (1998).

This constraint cannot possibly be wniversal. In general, Alignment constrainis indicate whether momphemes
are prefixes or suffixes are language specific although their general format is universal
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(29 SPEC == ID-10,,,

holdpemt Okl | *ia | SPEC D-10y. | Lowering | ID-IO,_,
a, * holdak 3
b. _ holdok : !
c.  holdak"™ " o x s
(& holdok 0 ? !

As we can sce in tableau {29), the quaternary suffix must be low fellowing a
lowering stem, like [hold] ‘moon’. Candidates (a) and (b} enly differ in the height of the
suffix vowel. Candidate (b) 15 eliminaged because it violates Lowering. Candidate (a) only
violates TD-10,... and thus wins.

(30) Lowering == [D-10

Taiifl
M2 1w ering) + Ok _'_SF'EC ID-10),, Lowering ID.IDM‘“'———'
4. T fiizek e =
B, ok : il
. tiizek™ % st z
d._ tazEK" .| - :

Tableau (30) shows that Lowering has to dominate [D-10,.00. Should they he
ranked the opposite way, candidate {b) would be the winning candidate instead of the actual
surface form, candidate (a),

Tableau (31) shows a lowering root followed by a non-lowering suffix and a
quaternary suffix™;

(31}
.-"mﬂ'gn'{ill.'pwrrmuﬁ'!' .[ﬂ.:g + Ot *in m'I{}Iuw LG‘NL‘FII'.IE E:L:[Orwnd
a, & m_EIE_:IJ"'}IH-'E'H]t E
b. = mogal+[a:p+ot =
L':'. m:‘lg:}I'*'Ja:gTM ¥} ] -

Maotice that candidate {b) does not violate Lowering because the vowe] in the second
suffix is low although the suffix is attached to a non-lowering morpheme. Our constraint

hierarchy cannot unambiguously select the optimal candidate. This example thus indicates
the need for markedness constraints:

This candidate alsa violates the constraint LOYR proposed by Ringen end Vago (19U3),
This candidaie also violates the constraint Short £ proposed by Ringen and Vago (1993),
Capital *E' stands for o front, unrounded non-high vowel unspecified for the festure Jlow].

Mote that the optimal candidate is selected the same way for non-lowering roots followed by quatermary
Suffixes,

15
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(32) *n

Short back mid round vowels are prohibited.

(33) i
Shert back low round vowels are prohibited.

If we rank (33) ahove (32}, then short back mid vowels will be preferred 1o shar
back low vowels by the grammar. This is cxactly what we need for our analysis®' and this
constramt is also supported by the fact that low back rounded vowels are typologically

much rarer than their mid counterparts. (34) shows the results of adding the two
markedness constraints to the constrain hierarchy™:

(34) *2>>*g
MR i [ OV | * im D10y, | Low | D10, | *9 *o |
&g |
g. & m:lgﬂ_-rﬁfa:g-rnr i e e
b. mﬂga]'+]-z:g+:ﬂ b piedd
c: m:-gﬂ.[*-Jwt * * * R 7 _|

Since the markedness consiraints are ranked below Lowe
constramts, adding them does nat influen
previous tableauy,

The tableau in (35) shows how the constraint hierarchy selects the actual surface
form if a lowering stem s followed by a non-quatemnary suffix such as the allative.

Specifically, since ID-10y,,, is ranked above Lowering, no suffix vowel except for those in
quaternary suffixes may be lowered. =

ring and the other the
ce the selection of the optimal candidates in the

(33) ID-10y,.. => Lowerin
T: +hoz/ | ID-10y,, Lowering | ID-1O,,, . ®al g
8. % folhoz ¥ Y =
b.  falhoz 1 -
c. falhaz ) o

Mote that Palgérdi and Rebrys {1997} arpue that [2] is the default

back linking vowel in Hungarian.
It cun also be shown that 10100 w51 putrank *a:

fhald Hfisk' 1010 s *a
8. % hal -
[ b hal .

1t is because afl suffixes except qualermary ones are assumed to be specified for the feature [low]: hence
lowering of the vowel in a non-quatemary suflix would violate the IDENTITY .. constraint,
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As can be seen, candidate (b) violates bath ID-10y;, and *3. Thus we conclude that
. the constraint ranking allows the lowering of quaternary suffix vowels but not others. We ?
also saw that if a quaternary suffix is attached 1o a non-lowering morpheme, the quaternary

suffix. vowel is mid and is not lowered, an effect of the ranking of the markedness jﬁl
constraints, '

vill be preferred 1o short
or our analysis® and this
vowels are typologically
its of adding the two

|
| 3. TheSzeged dialect ;’-1i
§ In the Szeged dialect, suffixes that have three alternants ([hoz], [hiz], [hez]) in the | ;
Budapest dialect have only two alternants {[hoz], [héz]) — there is never unrounding of the
. suffix vowel, This can be accounted far if we assume that the constraints Link-R and

zinL

ID-10 ng have different rankings in the two dialects. In particular, in Budapest Link-R s 3
ranked above ID-10,_..., whereas in the Szeped dialect the ranking is the reverse. That this -!
ranking gives the correct results for Szeged is shown in tableaux (36). (37) and (38). Here
we consider only candidates which satisfy ALIGN-R and Short &, il
|
(36)
[ lviz+hoa! [DENT s * i LINK-R ]
4. % vigthiz g - |
i b.  visthez ! i
ring and the other the | lc. visthoz | ! B l
timal candidates in the |
(37 =
|rtl'.‘-!5 the actual surface Mhaz+hoz/ IDENT .. *iia LINK-R } I
A e : |
N b.  hasthaz *! |
c.  he:s+hez *! n
] L (38)
und ) *a i :
= i Mték+hoz! IDENT y004 * g LINK-R .
= T% a. % tik+hie vy il
X { b. tok+hez *1 . 3
- c. tek+hez il 3 i |
il |
— : But if ID-10,,.; is ranked above Link-R in l}:_u: Szeged dialect, then Ih_is should n
S - have implications for the quaternary suffixes as well. This is because Szentgydrgyi's (1999) i
{ analysis makes use of these constraints. More particularly, if Szentgyérgyi's analysis of the Il
i quaternary suffixes is correct, then this ranking predicts that the front alternant of the I
quaternary suffixes will be rounded after regular morphemes, whether the last stem vowel 8 |
I 15 rounded or unrounded, but low unrounded after lowering morphemes. This is exactly i
" the feanure flow]; hence | what we see in the Szeged dialect illustrated in (39); | |
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(39) Szeged dialect
Lowering
kiinv+ek ‘book
tiz+ek ‘fire

MNon-lowerin g
kar+ok ‘amm’

kortok ‘age’

As shown above, the qQuaternary plural suffix has tw
regular morphemes and two low alternants, [ak}/
difference between the Budapest and Szeped diale
never unrounded after non-lowering stems. If Link-R

hierarchy, then it yields the

ERINE O, RINGEN — S71LARD SZENTGYORGY]

fal+ak “wall®
hold+ak ‘moon’

hi:r+6k ‘news’
sirt+ik “cliff '

kir+ik ‘circle’
Kirt+ik ‘hom'

actual surface forms in the Szeged dialect as illustrated below:

(40) 1D-10, 0 >> Link-R
Mhir+ Ok/ ID-10,,, aneriEE, ID-10, 04 Link-R
a. % hi:rok . ¥
b.  hirek ¥ *
lc.  hirek™ |+ *!

The constraint hicrarchy selects the actual surface forms as optimal for the other

forms as shown below:

(41)
M2 jonering * Ok/ | ID-10y, | Lowering ID-10, 04 Link-R
a. = fizek * *
b.  tizdk ¥ .
¢ fizek # *| =

It 15 obvious from ta

bleau (41} that ranking Link-R at the bottom of the hierarchy

does not have any effect whatsoever on the selection of the optimal candidate in this case.
In the case of lowering morphemes, the suffix vowel will be low and thus Link-R, being

concerned with front mid v

owels only, carmat interfere. The same is true of back vowel

roots, Link-R has no effect on back roots for it can only be violated by roots followed by

; 25
suffixes with front vowels ™.

M

Even if a back moot iz followed

Muole that candidaie (c) also violates Shon H

by & suffix with a front vowel, it will be penalized by the constraing Algn-R,

which is ranked much higher than Link-R in the hicrarchy.
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(42)
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{42)
[ /kar+ Ok/ D10y, | Lowering | ID10,.., | LokR - |
| a7 korok | * * -
Lb. korok | * el

In tableau (42) a back non-lowering root is followed by the quaternary plural suffix
and candidate (a) is selected. The constraint that decides between candidates (a) and (b) is
*a which is violated by candidate (b) twice and by (a) only onee®,

(43)
hold) oy ering +Ok/ ID-10),,.. Lowering Link-R. "3 i)
a. = holdok . * W
[ . holdok [ * *1 %
In (43), candidate (b) violates Lowering and hence {a) wins,
4. Conclusion

In this paper we have considered differences between harmonic suffix vowels in the
Budapest and Szeged dialects of Hungarian, In the Budapest dialect, ternary suffixes have
three alternants, whereas in Szeged there are only two. Quaternary suffixes have four
alternants in both dialects, but in the Szeged dialect roots in which last vowel is front
unrounded require take quaternary suffixes with [8], whereas in the Budapest dialect such
raots require that quaternary suffixes have [5].

We have shown that these differences receive a straightforward account in
Optimality Theory, The differences between the Budapest and Szeged dialects can be
described by reversing the relative ranking of the Link-R licensing constraint and the
IDENT o4 faithfulness constraint: in the Budapest dialect the latter dominates the former
while it is just the opposite in the Szeped dialect, This provides support for the Ringen—
Vago analysis of the binary and ternary suffixes and the Szentgyirgyi analysis of the
quaternary suffixes in Hungarian, as well as the claims of MeCarthy and Prince (1993) and
Prince and Smolensky (1993) that different rankings of constraints vield different and
attested dialects of languages, '

Mote thar eandidates containing non-lowering  morphemes will never violate Lowering because of the
formulation of the constrrint. Lowering can only peralize forms containing a sequence of 2 lowering morpheme
being followed by a suffix with # non-low vowel,

19
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