OQase suffixesO,postpostions and the Phonological Word in Hungarian

Abstract

In this paper I propose a new construction algorithm for the Phonological Word in Hungarian. Based on a
detailed discussion of the differences between so-called ‘postpositions’ and ‘case ‘suffixes’, I show that both
types of adpositional elements are of the same morphosyntactic category, and that Phonological Word status
depends not on an arbitrary division between affixes and syntactically free items, but on phonological
properties of the respective adpositions: Bisyllabic adpositions form Phonological Words on their own, while
monosyllabic adpositions are integrated into the Phonological Word of their lexical head. Generalizing this
result, 1 argue that all functional elements of Hungarian traditionally called ‘inflectional affixes’ are
syntactically independent functional heads integrated into the Phonological Word of a preceding lexical head
because they are prosodically too small. I show that apparently bisyllabic inflectional affixes must either be
decomposed into different markers or are underlyingly monosyllabic, and develop a ranking of optimality-
theoretic alignment constraints implementing the construction algorithm for the Phonological Word in formal
detail.

1. I ntroduction

Descriptive tradition and orthographic convention suggest tha Hungaian has two different types of fundiond
items corresponding to adpostions case suffixes and pogpositions The main empirical evidence for this
distinction (Kiss, 2002185)is tha case suffixes (1-a,b) undego vowel harmony with the preceding head noun
while pogpostions(1-c,d) do not:*

(1) Casesuffixes and podpostions

a a haz-ban b. a kert-ben C. a hadz alatt d. a kert alatt
thehous-in thegarden-in thehoue unde thegarden unde
(n thehoused (n thegarden® @nde the housed @nde thegardenO

In this pgper, | arguetha case markers are pat of the same Phonobgical Word (PWord) as ther head nouns
but syntactically indgpendent units, in other words they are postpostions This claim is congstent with the
independently motivated observation made in Nespor & Vogd (1986) tha Hungaian vowel harmony is not
opeative on the morphoyntactic word, but on the PWord. However, it requires reconsderation of thar
definition of the PWord as a stem plusall following suffixes. | show that the crudal difference between Gase
suffixesOand other pogpostionsis phonobgical - Gase suffixesOare monogllabic while other postpostions
are bisyllabic - and propo® an optmality-theoretic andysis of PWords in Hungaian which predicts the
observed differences.

Therest of the pgper is organized as follows: In section 2, | introduce the andysis of the PWord in Hungaian
proposd by Nespor & Vogd (1986) In section 3, | discuss common propeties of and differences between case
suffixes and pogpositions and condude tha the differences are purely phonobgical. Based on this
obsrvation, | propos anew definition of the PWord in Hungaian in section 4, which is formally implemented
by the ranking of OT-condraints in section 5. Section 6 discusses another recent andysis of the case
suffix/podpostion dichotomy in Hungaian by Asbury (2005) Section 7 contains a short summary of the
pape.



2. The Phonological Word in Nespor & Vogd (198)

Traditiond descriptionsof Hungaian state that the languaye exhibits vowel harmony at the word level. Thus
the suffixes in (2) harmonize with the correspording stems in backness and partially also in rourding (2-a).
Harmony applies to inflection (2-a,b) and derivation (2-c) alike:

(2)  Examplesfor vowel harmony

a haz-ak  GouesO kert-ek @adend gorog-ok @BreeksO
house-PL gaden-PL Greek-PL

b. ldt-unk  Qve seeO szeret-tink Qve loved kiild-iink  Qve sendC
see-1P love-1PL send-1PL

c. fa-tlan  QreclessO szerencsé-tlen @NluckyO né-tlen  QifelessC
tree-less luck-less wife-less

Booij (1984) argues tha the domain for vowel harmony is not the morphoyntactic, but the PWord. an
assumption fully taken over, alongwith the details of Booij's data and andysis, in the monogiaph on prosodic
phonobgy by Nespor & Vogd (1986 in thefollowing: N&P), which | will use here asthe basic reference point
for thistypeof andysis. Thecruaa argument for relating vowel harmony to the PWord is thefact tha prefixes
and different stems in compoundsfail to harmonize. In other words prefixes (3-¢,d) and stems (3-a,b) can be
combined with stems withoutchangesin vowel quality:>>*

(3)  Failure of harmonyin prefixation and compoundng

a. Buda-Pest BudapestC c. oda-menni @o gothereQ
BudaPest there-go

b. konyv-tar Qibrary® d. be-utazni @0 commuteinO
book-collection in-commute

N&P& andysis of these facts is based on the assumption tha the PWord in Hungaian condsts of a
(morphologically ssmple) stem and (if suffixes are present) all suffixes following this stem. Thusall of the
itemsin (4) are single morphoyntactic words, butonly (4-a) and (4-b) form single PWords

(4)  Prosodic structure of different morphological condructions

a. Stem + inflectiond Suffix [ lat-unk |

b. Stem + derivationd suffix [ fa-tlan o

C. Prefix + stem [ be |- [ utazni o
d. Stem + stem compound [ konyv ] - [ -tdr o

If vowel harmony is now restricted to the PWord in Hungaian, the different behavior of different
morphological condructions follows. Case suffixes and pogpostions seem to fit neatly into this andyss: If
case suffixes are true suffixes, they should form a PWord with the stems to which they are attached, while
podpostionsare independent stems and form ther own PWords



(5)  Prosodic structure of case suffixes and pogpostions

a Stem + case Suffix [ hdz-ban |
b. Stem + pogpostion [ hdz Jo [ mellett |o

Agan thevowel harmony facts follow straightforwardly from the restriction of vowel harmony to the PWord.
This andysis is based on the assumption tha the different phonobgical behaviour of case suffixes is a
conequence of thar different status in morphogntax, and predicts that there should be subgantial
morphoyntactic differences between the two types of items. In the following section, | will show tha this
prediction is unwarranted.

3. Properties of Case Suffixes and Pogpostions

In this section, | discuss common propeaties of (section 3.1) and differences beween case suffixes and

podpostions(section 3.2). It will turn out tha both types of lexemes behave identically with respect to syntax,

and differ only in phonobgical behavior, providing strong evidence agang assigning them to different
morphog/ntactic classes. Essential parts of the discussion are based on the excellent summary of research on

the syntax of adpositiond elements in Kiss (2002184). Following Kiss, | will restrict the term (pogpostionO
here to items behaving syntactically as alatr, ®dowQOin (1). Hungaian also has a class of items such as egyitt,

'togehe" which are semantically smilar to podpostions but have different syntactic propeties. These are
called (pogpostiond adverbs' in the following and are used to highlight common propeties of case suffixes

and pogpostions

3.1.  Common Properties of Case Suffixes and Postpositions

While pogpostiond adverbs, such as egyiitt, @ogether® combine noun phrases which are aready case-marked
(egyiitt requires nounsmarked by —val/-vel, ‘with®), true podpostions and case suffixes combine with bare
nounswithout any previouscase marking (highlighted here by @®on the noun:®

(6) Combinaoria propeties of adpostiond elements

a. Case suffixes b. Pogpostions c. Pogpostiond adverbs
Janos-B-hoz Janos-B mellett Janos-sal egyiitt
Jnosd-to Jnosd next:to Jnoswith togdher
(o Johnd Mext to JohnO (Gogehe with JohnO
* Janos-sal-hoz *Janos-sal mellett *Janos-D  egyiitt

Note tha this propeaty also sets case suffixes and pogpostionsapart from mog prepostionsin Indoeuropean
languayes which typically combine with case-marked NPs. A second propeaty which unites case suffixes and
podpostions is the fact tha they always occur rightadjacent to the head noun Thus a modifier such as
pontosan, 'exactly' is impossible beween the noun and the case suffix/pogpostion (7-a,b). Indead, it has to
appear in front of thewhole nounphrase. In contrast to this, modifiers of pogpostiond adverbsare always left-
adjacent to theadverb and cannotprecede thenoun phrase (7-c):



(7)  Adjacency regirements for case suffixes/pogpostions

a. Case suffixes b. Pogpostions c. Pogpostiond adverbs
pontosan Janos-hoz pontosan Janos mellett Janos-sal teljesen egyiitt
exactly Jnosto exactly Jfnosnext:to Jnoswith completely togeher
@xactly to JohnO @xactly next to JohnO (@ompletely together with JohnO
*Janos-pontosan-hoz *Janos pontosan mellett *teljesen Janos egyiitt

This contrast suggests tha case suffixes/podpositions form a phrase togeher with NPs while podpostiond
adverbsare actudly verbd or clause-level modffiers.’

Thethird common propetty of case suffixes and pogpostionsisther agreement with prononind heads
If case suffixes or pogpositions combine with a pronoun,they agree in person and nunber with it (8-ab).
Agan, thisis nottruefor pogpostiond adverbswhich remain uninflected in this environment (8-c):

(8)  Agreement with pronamind heads

a. Case suffixes b. Pogpostions c. Pogpostiond adverbs
te benn-ed te mellett-ed te vel-ed egyiitt-J
youin-2gy Y ou next:to-29y youwith-2gg togdher
(nsdeof youd Mext to youd Gogeher with youd
*te ben-Q *te mellett-& *te vel-ed egyiitt-ed

On the other hand, agreement of case suffixes/postpostionsis restricted to prononind heads. If they combine
with afull NP, agreement is not possible. Interestingly, this sets postpostiond agreement apart from agreement
in nomnd possessor phrases which is structurally quite similar: In both congructions the agreeing head is to
theright of the agreement target which is unmarked for case and uses exactly the same agreement affixes. With
the possessor congdrudtion, agreement is obligatory with pronownsand full NPs:2,°

(9)  Nonagreement with full NPs

a Case suffixes b. Pogpostions C. Possessor nounphrase
te benn-ed te mellett-ed a te kert-ed
youin-2gy you next:to-29y theyou gaden-2gy
(nsdeof youd Mext to youO Qourgadend

Péter-ben-& Péter mellett-& a Péter kert-je
Peter-in Peter next:to thePeter garden-3g
(nsdeof PeterO Mext to PeterO (Peter's gadenO
*Péter-benn-e *Péter-mellet-e *a Péter kert-&

Closely conrected to the agreement datais thefact that both case suffixes and pogpositionslicense pro-drop of
prononind argumentsfor al personsand numbers



(10) Pro-dropwith case suffixes/pogpostions

a Case suffixes b. Pogpostions c. Pogpostiond adverbs
& benn-ed D mellett-ed D vel-ed egylitt
(you) in-29 (you) next:to-2g (you) with-2gy together
(nsdeof youd Mext to youd Gogeher with youd

Here there is no detectable contrast to pogpostiond adverbs since these require always case suffixes which
independently license Pro-Drop.

A find propaty case suffixes and postpostions shae is tha both undego demonstrative conard. In
Hungaian, NPs with a demondrative aways require the definite article. If the NP occurs with a case suffix or a
podpostion, these have to follow the article and after the head noun:

(11) Demongrative concord

a Case auffixess  ah-hoz a  fiu-hoz *az a fiu-hoz/*a-hoz a fiu
tha-to the boy-to
o that boyO

b. Pogpostions az alatt a fa alatt *az a fa alatt/*az alatt a fa

tpa unde thet[ee unde
@nde tha treeO

c. Pogpostiond az-zal a fiu-val egyiitt *az-zal egyiitt a fiu-val egyiitt
adverbs tha-with the boy-with together
@ogehe with tha boyO

Agan, podpostiond adverbsdo notpaticipae in this patern. Thusegyrirt in (11-¢) occurs only once.

3.2.  Differences between Case Suffixes and Postpositions

Apat from the different behavior with resPect to vowel hamony, there are only two systematic differences
between case suffixes and postpostions™ First, pogpostions allow elipss unde coordinaion of the
pogpostion and the head nounwhile case suffixes do not

(12) Ellipssof head noun
a. Ellipgsof head nounwith pogpostions
a haz elor és a haz mogott ! a hadz eldtt és a-hédz mogott
the hous before and the hous behind
M ore and behind the housO
b. Non-ellipgs of head nounwith case suffixes
a  haz-tol és a haz-bol ! *a hdz-tol és a-héz-bol

tpe hous-frominsdeand the hous,lfro~m:outside
@rominddeand from outsidethe housO (E!Kiss, 2002184)



(13) Ellipssof adpostion

a. Ellipgsof pogpostions
a  haz elott és a garazs elott ! a haz elott és a garazs elott
the hous beforeand thegarage before
defore the hous and the garaged

b. Non-ellipgs of case suffixes
a haz-nal és a gardzs-nal ! *a haz-nél és a gardzs-nal
the hous-at andthegarage-at
@t the hous and the garage((E!Kiss, 2002:184)

Second, al case suffixes are monoyllabic, while all pogpostionsare bisyllabic, which can be seen from afull
list of itemsfor both classes:

(14) Full listing of case suffixes and pogpostions

Case suffixes Pogpostions
-nak/-nek dative |alatt, alol, ala @nded
-ban/-ben O | mogott, mogiil, mogé MehindO
-b6l/-bdl ntoO | eldit, eldl, elé n frontof O
-on/-en/-on @NnO |felett, feldl, felé @boved
-r6l/-rdl ®romQ kozott, koziil, koze | DetweenO
-ra/-re @ntoQ mellett, melldl, mellé| DesidesO
-nd/-nél @O | helyett (ngead ofO
~t6l/-tdl GromC miatt Mecause ofO
-hoz/-hez/-héz | @O |nélkiil QvithouO
-val/-vel vithQ szerint @ccording toC
irdant GowardsD

Taken togeher, it seemstha case suffixes and postpostionsshare much more propaties than they have
differences:.

(15) Summary of common propaties and differences

Common Propeties Differences
Combinatorial Propeties Vowel Harmony
Adjacency Requirement Syllable Number

Agreement with Prononind Heads Ellipss
Licengang of Pro-Drop
Demongrative Conacord

Moreover, all common propeties (the left column of (15 of case suffixes and podpostions are clearly
syntactic propeties, while the syllable number of items and the behavior with respect to vowel harmony are of



phonobgical nature. Thus case suffixes and pogpostions convage in morphog/ntax while they diverge in
phonobgy. The only propeaty for which thisis not completely straightforward is the ability to license élipss.
Ellipds unde coordinaion is a classical PF-phenomenon sendtive to both, syntactic and phonobgical
information. Thusfor an item like -ban/-ben , Ansdedin prindple either the fact that it is a morphologicaly
bound element, or its phonobgical shgpe could be resporsible for the fact that it does not alow dllipss.
However, thereis strongevidence tha boundelementsin Hungaian can bein prinapleinvaved in élipgs. For
example, theitem -ként which is traditiondly treated as a suffix and which cannot appear withouta preceding
head nouncan be omitted in thefirst condituent of a coordinaed structure:

(16) Nounélipgswith compoundsand affixes

a orvos- és bdba-képzés
dodor and midwife-education
@odors and midwives trainingO

b. feleség- és  anya-ként
wive and mothe-as
@s wive and motherQ(E!Kiss,2002185)

While thedetails of ellipasin Hungaian are still poorly undestood, this meansthat the processis not restricted
to free morphemes and more likely to be senstive to phonobgical factors than to the affix/stem distinction™*

Now, if case suffixes and pogpostions differ only in phonobgica terms, the mog straightforward
andysis is to postulate only one morphoyntactic category for both, and to attribute the differences to
phonobgical propeties of the respective items. Inded, there is one phonobgical difference beween both
classes which cannot be reduced to other morphaosyntactic or phonobgical factors. the fact that postpostions
have two syllables while case suffixes are monosyllabic. In the following, | will pursue the idea tha al
differences between the two classes can be derived from the syllable number of therespective items.

4. Redefining the Phonological Word in Hungarian

Thegeneal proposl | make for theandysis of case suffixes and pogpostionsis summarized in (17):

(17) Proposd fortheandysis of case suffixes/pogpostions
a. Case suffixes and pogpostionsare syntactic heads of the same syntactic category
b. Differences between both classes follow from the fact
tha case suffixes are monogllabic and pogpostionsare bisyllabic

This proposl implies tha at the morphog/ntactic level thereis only oneclass of elements comprising both, the
items traditiondly called case suffixes and those called postpostions | will assume that this class is the
fundiond nominad category Kase which projects phrases in syntax and selects DPs.*? All differences between
items of this category are attributed to phanologca condraints which are ultimately based on the different
phonobgical shgpes of these items. The main argument for treating Kase markers as syntactically independent
items is the fact tha they are not restricted to be boundto noun stems. Thuswith pro-droppel pronomind
arguments, case suffixes and pogpostionsappesr withouta nounstem:*®



(18) Case suffixes/pogpositionswithoutnomnd stem
a Case suffixes

& benn-ed (nddeof youO
youin-2gy

b. Pogpostions

& mellett-ed Mext to youd
you next:to-29y

Thecruaal task for thediscussion is hence to accountfor thevowel harmony and ellipgs facts without making
recourse to two different morphog/ntactic categories. Maintaining the idea that vowel harmony in Hungaian
holdsat thelevel of the PWord, the proposl by Nespor & Vogd repeated schematically in (19) is problematic
since our working assumption is that both case suffixes and postpostions are syntactically independent
elements.
(19) Definition of the PWord in Hungaian (Nespor & Vogd, 1986)

A PWord in Hungaian iseither a. or b.

a astem and any linearly adjacent string of suffixes

b. any element notintegrated into a PWord by a
| propo< to replace this by the following definition:
(20) New ddinition of thePWord in Hungaian

A Phonobgical Word in Hungaian iseither a. or b.

a. alexical stem and any right-adjacent string of
monogllabic fundiond elements from the extended projection of the stem

b. aminimally bisyllabic fundiond head.

This definition still refers to morphog/ntactic criteria (theextended fundiond projection), but abandonsthe use
of the affix/word distinction. To see how this works reconsder the examples from (5) repeated here as (21):*

(21) Prosodic structure of case suffixes and pogpostions

a Stem + Case Suffix [ hdz ban o
b. Stem + Podpostion [ hdz o [ mellett o

Both ban and mellett bdongto the extended fundiond projection of Adz, butonly ban forms a PWord with Adz
sinceit is monasyllabic. Since according to (20) fundiond headsnotintegrated into the prosodic structure of a
lexical head form PWordson thar own , mellett gets a separate PWord domain. The vowel harmony facts then
follow jud as in the approach of N&P. For the ellipss data we can assume tha ellipss unde coordination can
only ddete or strand PWords Based on the discussion above this seemsto be areasonéble first approximation
to thefacts.



A potential problem for this andysis are inflectiond suffixes (i.e, fundiond elements) which are
bisyllabic, but nonghdess undego vowel harmony. Examples of this type occur in Hungaian verbd inflection,
where all suffixes undego some form of hamony, but besides a mgjority of monoyllabic affixes, there are
also bisyllabic ones. Notice tha Hungaian has two types of verbd paradigms called subjective and objective,
where the subjective oneis used roughly with intrangtive verbs and transtlve verbs with inddinite objects,
while the subjective forms are used with trangtive verbsand definite objects (22) shows representative forms
of theindicative present tense paradigms for both types of conjugaion (néz, Qvatch® fiirdik, vashQlat, Geel:

(22) Indicative present tense paradigms for representative verbs

subjective| obj ective| subjective objective

19y néz-ek néz-em | fiird-om |lat-om

29 nez-el néz-ed |fiird-esz |lat-od

39 | néezd neéz -i fiird-ik lat-ja

1pl | néz-iink  |néz-ziik | fiird-tink | lat-juk

2p| | néz-tek néz-itek | fiird-otok |lat-jatok

3pl | néz-nek  |néz-ik | fiird-enek |lat-jak

According to (20), bisyllabic affixes such as -enek and -jatok should form indeendent PWords jug as
podpostions and should not undego vowe harmony with the preceding verb stem. Neverthdess, -jdatok
appears with the front variant -itek after front vowel stems (asin néz-itek), and -anak has the fronted version
-enek asin ért-enek, Ghey are of interestQ(subjective conjugétion).

However, at least for the objective paradigm there isindgpendent evidence tha the segmentationin (22)
undeandyzes the data. ThusBartos (1997,2000)shows tha syntactically the contrast between subjective and
objective conjugaion is actudly the difference between a paradigm without object agreement and one with
object agreement. Rebrus (2000) and Trommer (2003) argue usng morphophonaobgical and morphosyntactic
evidence tha the objective paadigms in Hungarian contain segmentable object markers, often zero, but
standadly surfacing as -i with front vowel and as -ja with back vowel stems. The objective forms from (22) are
hence to be andyzed as in (23), where each verb form has the structure Stem P object agreement b subject
agreement:

(23) Prope segmentation of objective verb forms

obj ective

obj ective

19

néz-J-em

lat-D-om

2y

néz-J-ed

lat-B-od

39

néz-i-J

lat-ja-&

1p

nez-z-iik

lat-j-uk

2p

neéz-i-tek

lat-ja-tok

3pl

nez-i-k

lat-jak

Crudally, unde this andysis, all overt markers for subject and object agreement in objective verb forms are
mono¥yllabic, and form a PWord with the preceding verb stem. One of the pieces of evidence for this
segmentation is tha al subjective and objective forms for the 2pl basically have the affix -tok/-tek/-tok,
preceded by -i in néz-i-tek, and by -jd in ldt-ja-tok.



Bisyllabic affixes in the subjective paradigm are more problematic because they cannot be segmented
into more basic partsin any obviousway. However they all share a cruda propety which sets them apart from
podpostions they exhibit a bisyllabic and a monosyllabic variant according to phondogica context. Thusthe
3pl marker is -enek after a cluger such as rd as in fiird-enek, but only -nek after a verb ending in a single
connant such asz asin néz-nek. Thissuggeststha thedefinitionin (20) mus bedightly revised asin (24):

(24) New ddfinition of thePWord in Hungaian (revised)
A Phonobgical Word in Hungaian is either a. or b.

a. alexical stem and any right-adjacent string of
fundiond elements from the extended projection of the stem
which have at least one monogllabic variant

b. aminimally bisyllabic fundiond head.

According to (24) -enek bdongsto the PWord of a preceding stem because it has the monogllabic variant -nek,
while pogpostions such as mellett do not because they are consstently bisyllabic. Thusin this version the
definition of the PWord in Hungaian seems to be basically correct. Note however that this definition is
intended here only as a descriptive means for the current discussion without any theoretical status In the
following section, | provide an optimality-theoretic andysis of the PWord in Hungaian which replaces this
definition by a small set of optimality-theoretic alignment congdraints.

5. An OT-Analysis

Thefollowing andysis shows that the approach to the PWord in Hungaian proposd in the last section can be
implemented straightforwardly in technical terms, more specifically in Optimality Theory (OT; Prince &
Smolensky, 1993)

Mog OT-condraints on the interface between morphoyntax and the PWord proposd in the literature
require some type of correlation between the grammatical word and the PWord.*® However, the notion of
Qyrammatical wordOitself is becoming more and more questionable in the light of recent developments in
generative syntax and morphology (see Julien, 2002 and Trommer, 2004for recent discussion), Theboundaies
of PWords in Hungaian seem to be crudaly govened by condraints not related to the boundaies of
grammatical words Therefore, two of the three condraints | will assume here do not have direct counterparts
in earlier work. Nonehdess, | think that the validity of these (or similar) condraints extendsfar beyond the
Hungaian facts discussed here.

A basic precondtion for the andysis is a formal meansto differentiate between fundiond morphames
which are congstently bisyllabic (e.g. kéziil, eween® and those which are variably mono- or bi-syllabic
depending on the phonobgical context (e.g. the 3pl agreement marker -(e)nek). Thelatter classis a subdass of
alarger group of items having initiad vowels alternaing with zero, a group also comprising markers aternaing
between a monogyllabic and a vowelless allomorph, such asthenomind plural marker -(V)k (cf. ajto-k, @oorsO
vs. hdz-ak, Mouss)). My approach here will be based onthe mosgt explicit optimality-theoretic anaysis of these
affixes, the one by Stiebds and Wundelich (199, henceforth S&W).Y" S& W assume the segment structure
modd of Clements and Hume (1995) where cononants are represented as a root nodelinked to a c-place node
(mediated by an oral cavity nodeignored here), while vowels are represented by a root nodewhich is linked to
a vocdic node (via an ora cavity node and a c-place nodg. The prosodic structures of a consstently
monogllabic marker such as the dative suffix -nek™® and of acondstently bisyllabic pogpostion such as kdziil,
deweenCean then berepresented asin (25) and (26) (where the structure (Root,c-place) is abbreviated as C,
and the structure (Rootvocalic) is abbreviated as V). Undelyingly, i.e. in the lexica representations of these
markers, rootnodes are present for all segments, but moras are specified only for vowels:



(25) a. Surface representation of —nek b.Lexical representation of —nek
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(26) a Surface representation of koziil b. Lexical representation of koziil
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For affixes with a variable initial vowel, such as 3pl -(e)nek, S& W assume that they start with a vowel which
undelyingly projects arootnode butnota mora:

(27) a Surface representation of —(e)nek b. Lexical representation of —(e)nek
Foot
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This difference in lexical representation also leads to a subtle difference in surface representation. Thus for
koziil (26-a), both vowel moras are morphdogically affiliated to themorphane since they are already present in
the lexica entry. On the other hand, in (27-a) only the vowel mora of the second syllable is affiliated to the
morphame —(e)nek, while the mora linked to the first vowe is inserted by phonobgy, and without any
morphological affiliation. Assuming Consistency of Exponence (McCarthy & Prince, 19933b; van
Oogendormp, 2005) morphologcal affiliation is never changed and aso visible in surface structure. In the
following, | will make use of this difference in the morphological representation of moras to distinguish
variable affixes such as—enek from QrulyObisyllabic ones such as koziil.

Before | turn to the postioning of PWords | start with some basic assumptions about foot structure
ingde of PWords A main indicator of foot structure is word stress. However, main stress in Hungarian seems
to be assigned with respect to a prosodic constituent bigge' than the PWord (Vogd, 1989)"° and there is
consderable disagreement in the literature on the existence, gradaion and precise location of non-primary
stress in Hungaian (cf. Siptdr and TSrkenczy, 2000:21ff and the references cited there for different views). As
far as | can see, different views of the stress paterns and the correspondng foot structure are in prindple



compatible with thefollowing andysis of the PWord if low-level deailsin theimplementation of theinvolved
condraints are changed accordingly. For the sake of explicitness, | will assume the footing proposd by Kager
(1995) where PWords are exhaudively footed by bisyllabic trochees (28), and only find syllables of PWords
with uneven syllables nunber alow a monogllabic foot (28) shows the assumed foot structures for the
corresponding examples in (29) indicating the stress patterns described by Kerek (1971) Stressed (head
gyllables) are marked by bddface:

(28) Hungaian footstructure
a [o o]
b. [0 o] [o]
c. [o o] [o o]

d. [oc o] [o o] [o]

(29) Stress paternsaccording to thefootingin (28)

a bol.dog MapppyO

b. bol.dog.sdg MappynessO
C. bol.dog.ta.lan QunhapyO

d. bol.dog.ta.lan.sdg QunhagpinessO

This patern of footing can be derived by the standad congraints in (30) (Kager, 1999) unde the ranking in
(31). Note that | write thedirectiondity parameters of Generalized Alignment condraints such as Align
(Ft," ,PWd," ) by arows (whee O O= R(ight), and & O= L(eft)) to enhance readability.

(30) Condraints governing footstructure in Hungaian

RhType=T Feet are trochac

Parse-" Syllables are parsed into feet

Max-Ft-Bin Feet congst maximally of two syllables

Align (Ft," ,Pwd," ) Therightedgeof feet isright-aligned
to therightedgeof a prosodic word

(31) Ranking: RhType=T, Parse", Max- Ft-Bin EMin-Ft-Bin EAlign (Ft," ,PWd," )

Note tha Foot-Binarity is decomposed here following Everett (2003) into a minimality and a maximality
condraint which are only sengtive to syllabic, but not to moraic binarity of feet. The minimality condraint is
not induded in the rankings because its potentia effects aready fall out from other condraints (Parse " -and
Align (Ft," ,PWd," ). Thefirst three condraints are undomnaed and not cruaally ranked with respect to each
other. They are never violated in Hungaian. Align (Ft,” ,PWd," ) is massively violated in optimal forms, but
suppresses degenerate feet in even-numbered PWords because monosyllabic feet lead to additiond foot
boundaiesinduang additiond violationsof the condraint (31-b,c):



32) Input™ ™™™

RhType=T |Parse™ éMax-Ft-Bin Align (Ft," ,PwWd," )

$ a [o0] [o0] *

(on

. [o][0] [o0] L

. [oollo][o] ¥

]|

c
d [ocoo][o]
e

. 00 [00] *l

f. [oo] [o0] | | ok

In PWords with uneven syllable number, Align (Ft," ,PWd," ) has the additiond effect tha the single
degenerate foot which gets inevitable by the highe-ranked condraintsislocated at theright word edge:

(33) Input™™ ™™™
RhType=T  Parse™ éMax-Ft-Bin Min-Ft-Bin| Align(Ft,” ,PWd," )
$ a [o0][o0][o] * *HHx
b.[o0][o] [00] * el

¢. [0] [00] [o0] * T

d.[o0] [0 0 0] A
e [oo] [oo] o *l

f.[oo] [0] [0] |*™**

To keep the candidae sets to be congdered small in the following discussions | will omit any candidaes
violating RhType=T, Parse-o, and Max-Ft-Bin from consderations assuming tha the condraints on PWord
structure are ranked lower than these, butaboveAlign(Ft,” ,PWd," ).

These preliminaries alow now an andysis of the Hungaian PWord which is cruaaly based on the
three alignment condraintsin (34).

(34) Congraints governing the PWord in Hungaian

Align(LEX, # ,PWd,# ) Aligntheleft edgeof lexical roots

with theleft edgeof a PWord

Align(HdFoot, # ,PWd, # ) |Aligntheleft edgeof syntactic terminds
corresponding to two lexically headed syllables
with theleft edgeof a PWord

Align(Pwd," ,SD," ) Aligntheright edgeof PWords

with theright edgeof a Spdlout Domain

The first condraint, Align(LEX,# ,PWd# ), a dighty different formulation of a condraint proposd in
McCarthy & Prince (1993112), expresses the exceptionless generalization tha every lexica rootin Hungaian



coinddes with the beginning of a PWord. | assume tha it is crudaly undomnaed in Hungaian.
Align(HdFoot# ,PWd,# ) isresponsble for formaly distinguishing congstently bisyllabic fundiond elements
from those with (potentialy) less syllables. A lexically headed syllable is a syllable whose head (i.e. whose
leftmog mora) is lexically (morphologcally) affiliated. Thus pogpostions such as kdziil correspond to two
lexically headed syllables because the vowel moras of both syllables are present undelyingly, while case
suffixes are monogllabic, and variable termina elements such as -(e)nek correspondto two syllables, but only
oneif them is morphologically affiliated. Terminds corresponding to two lexically headed syllables are called
here (Head FeetOsince they indantiate syntactic terminds (= syntactic heads) corresponding to canonical
(bisyllabic) lexical feet. N

The notion of @yntactic termind Oemployed in the formulation of the congraint indudes the fundiond
items traditiondly called Onflectiond suffixesQ but not derivationd affixes since | assume - following
Chomsky (1970) and Andeson (1992) - tha morphology is patialy in the lexicon and partialy syntactic.
Especialy, | take it for granted tha derivationd morphology happens in the lexicon, while inflectiond
morphology is in the syntax or pogsyntactic. Hence, | adopt the split morphology hypotesis in the form of
weak |exicalism (cf. Spencer, 1991and references cited there).

For the sake of conaeteness, | assume that the distinction between lexical and syntactic closed-class
elements is expressed by a minimal distinction of bar-levels in the sense of X-ba theory (Selkirk, 1982
DiSciulllo & Williams, 1987) Derivationd affixessuch as —talan/-telen have ba level -1, and project to level
0 only after combinaion with an appropriate complement, while all other morphanes have bar level 0. The
notion of asyntactic termind can then bedefined asin (35):

(35) Definition syntactic termind
An X° condituent a isa syntactic termind iff it

a) isthelowest X° nodein its projection line
b) is notimmediately dominated by anodep which also immediately dominaes any X nodes

(36) shows representative examples of syntactic terminds according to this definition (in bddface). (36-a) isa
bare noun, (36-b) a verb head-adjoined to T(ense) (asin tanul-t, @s)helearned), (36-c) a compound,and (36-d)
an adjective (gond-talan, @areless)) derived by the combinaion of the derivationd affix —talan, and the noun
gond (Ghough). Note tha the highe V°in (36-b) and the hlgher NCin (36-C) are not syntactic terminds since
they are not the lowest X% in ther prolectlon lines, and N%in (36-d) is not asyntactlc termind because it is
immediately dominaed by anode (A®) which immediately dominaesaX™ (A™):

(36)
a b. VO C. N° d A°
NO VO -I-O NO NO NO A-l
] | | |
hiz tanul t kSnyv tir gond talan

Thethird aignment congraint Align(PWd,” ,SD," ) demandsthat theright edgeof each PWord coinades with
the right edge of a Spdlout Domain (SD). Spdlout Domains are morphoyntactic domains argued for in
Trommer (2004) to be crudal for capturing crossinguistic affix ordering generalizations and are defined as
follows:



(37) Definition of SpdloutDomain
a Each lexica head L isamember of its own Spdlout Domain.
b. A fundiond head F isa member of the spdlout domeain of L iff itisahead of the
extended projection of L andis string-adjacent to anothe member of L's Spdlout Domain.

Here are three smple examples (Spdlout Domains are indicated by boldface). (38-8) is a Kase phrase (KP)
where mellett (K) takes a DP as a complement. The lexical head is hdz. 4 and mellett are fundiond heads
from its extended projection and string-adjacent to it. So the Spdlout Domain is a hdz mellett. In (38-b) the
verb néz has moved to the tense head -7 and the V-Tense complex has then moved to the agreement head Agr.
The Spdlout Domain of néz is néz-t-é/ since both are heads of the verb's extended projection, and -z is string-
adjacent to néz and —¢/ is string-adjacent to -+ which we have already established as pat of the Spdlout
Domain. Te is string-adjacent to néz, but not a head of its extended projection, so it is not pat of its Spdlout
Domain. The same holds for ze in (38-c). Here however, te separates a from the lexical head. Since a is not
string-adjacent to Adz or -ad, the only othe members of the Spdlout Domain, it is not part of the Spdlout
Domain of Adz even thoughit is ahead of its extended projection. Notice that details of syntactic andysis might
be relevant for the definition of Spdlout Domains (for example treating attributive adjectives as fundiond
heads of the nomnd extended projection or not subgantially alters the relevant Spdlout Domains for nouns.
However it is irrelevant for the following discussion whether hdz and mellett are in thar base postion as
suggested in (38-a) or the order of both elements results from movement opeations since the crudal factor for
establishing Spdlout Domainsis string adjacency.

(38) Examplesof Spdlout Domains
al[[alo [[h*Zn]nelop [mellet]k ke
b.[[telop [[[NZZv [-tIt]v [-Alagr lage [ [t]7 [ [tV Iveltelage

c. [[ao[[telor [[hFZn Ine [-ad]ross]rosse Jop

Togeher with Align(LEX.# ,PWd# ), Align(PWd," ,SD," ) has the effect that a PWord will consst of a
lexical stem and all following fundiond elements, if no highe-ranked condraints intervene Assuming tha
there are no symmetric counter-congdraints making reference to the oppasite edges of PWords(i.e., Align(LEX,
" PWd, " ) and Align(PWd,# ,SD, #)), these condraints predict that fundiond elements following a stem
tend to be interpreted phonobgically as affixes (forming a unit with the stem), while fundiond elements
preceding stems are more likely to be interpreted as indgpendent items. This correspondsroughly to the often
observed crosslinguistic preference of suffixation over prefixation (Cutler et a., 1985).

Let us now see how these congtraints derive the correct boundaies of PWords in Hungaian. To be
maximally explicit about morphog/ntactic aignment in the tableaus | will separate morphemes bdonging to
the same syntactic termind by a dash (30, and morphemes condituting different syntactic terminds by GO
Spdlout domeins are marked by continuousundelining. Thusthe notation &3nyv+tirOimplies two syntactic
terminas bedonging to different Spelout Domaing @+hizO two syntactic terminds of the same Spdlout
Domain, and @ondtaan® two morphames of the same syntactic termind and Spdlout Domain. Since
morphog/ntactic alignment is the same for all candidaes for a given inpu, these conventions will only be
applied to theinputitself to avoid crammed candidate representations (39) shows how Align (LEX # ,PWd# )
imposes PWord structure on aword congsting of a single nomnd root. (39-b) is excluded since theleft edge
of haz isnotaligned to theleft edgeof a PWord and violates Align (LEX # ,PWd, # ):



(39) hdz, 'hou®

Input: hiz Align Align Align Align
(LEX# ,PWd, # )| (HdFoot, # ,PWd# ) (Pwd,” ,SD," ) (Ft," ,PWd," )
$ al(hBw
b. (h1z) *|

Basicaly, the same holds for compounds Here Align(LEX, # ,PWd, # ) ensures two PWords for two lexical
roots:

(40)  konyv-tar, 'library'

Input: kSnyv+tir Align Align Align Align
(LEX,# ,PWd# )| (HdFoot# ,PWd,# )| (PWd," ,SD," )| (Ft)" ,PWd," )

$ al(kény)]o[th)] o
b.[ (kdnyv) (t1) Jo | ¥
c. (kdnyv) (ti) * %

The example in (41) with a (monogllabic) inflectiond suffix demondrates the crudal role of
Align(Pwd," ,SD," ): -nak mud be integrated into the PWord starting with the lexica stem (41-a) since
leaving it without PWord structure (41-c) or assigning a separate PWord to it (41-b) leadsto a PWord ([(13t)
1#) which is separated by one syllable from the right edge of the spdlout domain and violates Align
(Pwd," ,SD," ):

(41)  lit-nak, Ghey seeO

Input: [#'t+and'k Align Align Align Align
(LEX,# ,PWd# )| (HdFoot# ,PWd# ) (PWd," ,SD," )| (Ft" ,PWd," )

$ al(f#n&K)]ow

b.[ (14t) Jo [ (n&K) Jo *
c. [ (I41) Jo (k) * *
d. (1) (nak) * *x

In ért-enek, Ghey undestandOthe same affix appersin its bisyllabic form, and the front-harmonic variant (-
enek indead of Eunak) indicates tha it is pat of the same PWord as theverb. Recall tha —anak/-enek is nota
HdFoot It does not correspondto two lexically headed syllables since only the second mora of the output
-é'nd'k is aso present undelyingly and lexically affiliated. Therefore (42-a) does not violate Align
(HdFoot# ,PWd,# ):



(42)  ért-enek, Ghey undestandO

Input: 2*rt+ene'k Align Align Align Align
(LEX,# ,PWd# ) (HdFoot# ,PWd# )| (PWd," ,SD," ) (Ft" ,PWd," )
$ al(dte) (nK)]o *
b.[ (Zrte) Jo [ (k) o )
. [ () ]o[ (tenek) Jo 1
d. (&) (te) (nek) * ox

While monogllabic (and variable) fundiond elements following a lexical head of the same Spdlout Domain
are integrated into the same PWord the same is not true for items preceding a lexica head. The clearest
example for this observation is the definite article preceding a nounas a in a kert, @he gadenO While both
items bdongto the same spdlout domain (cf. the discussion of (38-a), « does not undego vowel harmony and
does notform aPWord with kerz. Thisfollows from the assumed condraint system since no constraint requires
that the left edge of spellout domeins coincddes with a PWord and Align(LEX,# ,PWd# ) favors a PWord
bounday at theleft edgeof thelexical roat:

(43) a kert, 'thegarden

Input: atkert Align Align Align Align
(LEX # ,PWd# )| (HdFoot# ,PWd# ) (PWd," ,SD," )| (Ft)" ,PWd," )
$ a (@ [ (ket)]w *
b.[ (@) ]w[ (kert) Jo *1
c. [ (akert) Jo *|
d.[ (@ (kert)]w *l *
e (a) (kert) *| *

A more intricate case are the so-caled @reverbs) which conditute the majority of fundiond elements
preceding related lexical heads in Hungaian. Preverbs often seem to form a derivation-like unit with verbs
semantically?!, but can be separated from the verb syntactically. For example, the preverb meg is written as one
orthographic word togeher with the verb réz in (44-a) but as an indgopendent word in the synonynous sentence
(44-b), where it is separated from the verb by the finite auxiliary akart. Preverbs may even follow the verb
unde specific syntactic conditionssuch as negation or imperative clauses (45):.

(44) Verb-adjacent and nonradjacent preverbs

a Janos akar-t meg-néz-ni egy film-(e)-t
Janoswant-PAST PERF-see-INF a movie-ACC

b.Janos meg akar-t néz-ni egy film-(e)-t
JanosPERF want-PAST see-INF a movie-ACC

Qanoswanted to see amovie.Q(Farkas & Sadodk, 1989322)



(45) Pogverbd preverbs

a Mari nem vag fel
Mari not cuts up .
ari is notshowing off.O

b. Vag-j fel!
cut-IMP up
Ghow of fl((Farkas & Sadodk, 1989319320)

Jug as article-nouncombinations preverb-verb combinationsnever undego vowel hamony (cf. be-zdr, @losO
and dr-tesz, @ut over (t0), but data such as (45) suggest tha verb and preverb in this combination should
form a PWord unde the andysis propoed here since fel is a fundiond element following a lexical head.
However f .Kiss (200258 ff.) provides convindng evidence from movement daa tha preverbs have phrasal
propeties syntactically and cannot be affixes (or heads) selecting for the verb. | follow f.Kiss(@3 approach in
treating preverbs as lexically selected complements of verbs which implies tha preverbs are not heads of the
verb@ extended projection and its Spdlout Domain, and the alignment congraints predict tha preverbs will
never forzr;\ a prosodic word with a corresponding verb, nether preverbdly nor pogverbdly as shown in (46)
and (47).

(46)  be-zar, @oseQ(with preverb be)
Input: betzir Align Align Align Align
(LEX# ,PWd# )| (HdFoot# ,PWd,# )| (PWd," ,SD," ) (Ft," ,PWd," )
$ a (bt (z¥)]w *
b.[ (be) Jo [ (z4) Jo !
C. [ (bezd) Jo *l
d.[ (be (zF) Jo *|
e. (be (zt) *|
(47)  zdr be, @lose! Qwith preverb be)
Input: zfr+be Align Align Align Align
(LEX# ,PWd# ) (HdFoot# ,PWd# )| (PWd," ,SD," )|(Ft," ,PWd,"
$ a[(z{)]ow (be *

b.[ (zr) Jw [ (be) Jo

*|

c.[ (zir b ]o

*|

d. [(z4) (b8 Jw

*|

e. (ztr) (be

*|

Let usturn findly to case suffixes and podpostions In thefamiliar example a hdz mellett, mellett s a head-
foot, so Align(HdFoot# ,PWd,# ) requires a separate PWord for it. As before, hdz receives a PWord of its own
by the pressure of Align(LEX# ,PWd# ). Notice tha the ranking of Align(HdFoot# ,PWd# ) above
Align(Pwd," ,SD," ) is crudal because othewise candidate (48-c) with one PWord and vowel harmony for
mellett would become optimal:



(48)  a hdz mellett, Mext to the housd

Input: athiz+mellett Align Align Align Align
(LEX,# ,PWd# )| (HdFoot# ,PWd,# )| (PWd," ,SD," )| (Ft)" ,PWd," )
$ a (@[ () ]w[ (melett) Jo *
b.(@ [ (hf2) ]o (mel lett) *| * **
c. (@[ (h1z) (mellett) Jo *| *
d.(a) (hfz) (mel lett) *| * ok

In the candidates for a hdz-ban, -ban can eithe become an indgoendent footasin (49-b,c,d) or part of abinay
foot togeher with hdz. However, assigning a separate foot to ban leadsto violation of Align(PWd," ,SD," ) as
in (49-b,c). The only way to avoid this violation is to integrate han into afoot and a PWord togehe with Adz,
which does not violate any of therelevant congraints:

(49)  a hdz-ban, Gnsdethe housed

Input: athiz+ban Align Align Align Align
(LEX,# ,PWd# )| (HdFoot# ,PWd# )| (PWd," ,SD," )|(Ft," ,PWd," )
$ a (@[ (hiz ban)]w *
b.(@) [ (h$2) o[ (ban) ]w *1 *
c. (@ [ (h12) Jo (ban) *| *
d.@ [(h#)]ow (ban) ™ * * **

Basicaly, the same result is obtained for forms with pro-dropped pronomind heads of pogpostions(50) and
case markers (51). While theempty pronounis phonologically zero, it ill leadsto aleft PWord bounday by
Align(LEX, # ,PWd/# ). Theothe aignment condraints agan ensure tha thefollowing fundiond items are
integrated into the same PWord:

(50) @ mellett-e, Ddesideof itO

Input: J+mellett+e Align Align Align Align
(LEX,# ,PWd# )| (HdFoot# ,PWd,# ) (PWd," ,SD," )| (Ft)" ,PWd," )
$ a[(J mdle)(t-e) o *
b. [(D mel let) Jo [ (t-€) Jo *|
C. [ (B mellet) Jo (t-€) *| *
d. (D mellet) (te *| * * **




(51) @ benn-e, Gnddeof itO

Input: J+benn+e Align Align Align Align
(LEX,# ,PWd# )| (HdFoot# ,PWd,# )| (PWd," ,SD," )|(Ft," ,PWd," )

$ a [(J bend]w

b. [ (D ben) Jo [ (ne) Jo *
c. [ (@ ben)]o (ne) * *
d. (2 ben) (ne ! * w

Theandysis of the correspondng form rd where the adpostion -ra/-re and the agreement marker —a/-e merge
into a single syllable is identical since Align(LEX,# ,PWd# ) agan enforces a PWord bounday to the left of
the zero noun,and hence to theleft of »4, while Align(PWd," ,SD," ) induces aright PWord bourdary at the
rightedgeof rd. Jug as benne, rd is assignal the status of an indgpendent PWord.

Recall now tha, as argued in section 4, al items traditiondly andyzed as inflectiond suffixes are
monogllabic. However, thisis nottruefor deivationd suffixes, which unlike derivationd prefixes (such as be
in be-zdar, 'close’ from example (46)) mug be pat of the same PWord as the root since they undergo vowel
hamony and can bebisyllabic. An example is the adjective-forming suffix -talan/-telen:

(52) A Bisyllabic derivationd affix

a. gond-talan @arelessO
care-less

b. lélek-telen QvitlessO
soul-less

Assuming that derivationd affixes form a syntactic termind togeher with theroot (or stem) to which they are
attached, the proposd condraints derive the correct result. Note tha the deivationd suffixes are pat of the
Spdlout Domain since they are pat of thelexical head (the stem):

(53) lélek-telen, Quit-lessO

Input: 1Aek-telen Align Align Align Align
(LEX,# ,PWd, # )| (HdFoot# ,PWd# ) (PWd," ,SD," )| (Ft," ,PWd," )

$ a [ (IZlek)(telen) Jo

b. [ (IZlek)]w[(telen) Jo *|
c. [(1Zlek)]o(telen) *|
d. (1Zlek) (telen) *|

6. The Analysis of Asbury (2005

Asbury (2005) provides a recent andysis of Hungarian adpostiond elements which aso largdy equéaes case
suffixes and pogpostions According to her andysis, both types of markers realize the syntactic category P
(adpostion). However, only pogpostionsresult from the direct spdlout of P (54-a), while case markers are
affixes, indirectly realizing P by the mechanism of Alternaive Realization (54-b), which allows to express a
head alternaively by an affix on alower head (Emonds 1987)



(54) Hungaian adpostionsin Asbury (2005)

a. Pogposgtion b. Case Suffix
/PP\ K
DP mellett DP P
N N\
D NP D NP
|\|| Ill-ban

Apat from daa discussed in section 3.2. Asbury (pp. 75-76) cites two additiond pieces of evidence for
assigning a different morphoyntactic status to case suffixes and pogpostions First, the adjective-forming
suffix -i can be added to specific pogpostions(55-a), but not to case suffixes (55-b):

(55) Adjectivizing—i with podpostionsand case suffixes

aa hid  mogott-i it Gheroad behind the bridged
the bridge behind-i road

b.*a kert-ben-i  virag Gheflower inthegardenO
the gaden-in-i  flower

Second, specific podpostions can be followed by the case suffixes -ra and -rd/, while other case suffixes
cannot:

(56) -ra and-rdl following other adpostions

a harom ora  utdin-ra Gy after three 0'dockO
thee hour after-on

b. *a hid-on-rol

the bridgeon-from

Asbury attributes the restricted occurrence of -i to the generaization tha derivationd affixes such as -i cannot
occur outsideinflectiond ones, while the distribution of -ra and -r4/ follows from a condraint againg multiple
case suffixesin the same morphological word.

However, as Martcz (1989) notes, not al podpositionslicense -ra/~-rol and -i-suffixation. Especialy,
ald, alél and mégé donat:>



(57) Impossible combinaionsof —ra/-rél and postpostions

a *ala-ra

unde-onto

b. *maogeé-rol

behind-from

This cannotbedueto asemantic incompatibility of -ra/-rél and directiond expressionssince these can be
affixed to specific adverbswith similar meaning:

(58) Possible combinaionsof —ra/-rol and directiond adverbs

a a hid-on atra (o over thebridged
the bridge-on over-onto

b. a hid-on at-rél ®rom over thebridged
the bridgeon ove-from

There seem to be basically two possibilities: the ability to combine with —i and —ra/-rél depends on a yet
unknown systematic propaty of theinvolved postpostions or it is an idiosyncratic syntactic feature of these
items. In both cases, it would not be the statusof therelevant adpostionsas syntactically free elements which
account for thar behaviour, but adifferent syntactic property.

Even if it turms out to be necessary to capture the fact tha monasyllabic adpositions never combine
with —i and —ra/-rdl, this can be achieved without recourse to ther alleged status as affixes. Thus AsburyQ
condraint againg multiple case affixes in a morphologica word can be reformulated as a condraint agang
multiple monogllabic adpostionsin a spdlout domain. In fact, attested identity avoidance phenomena seem
often to invoke a combingion of morphog/ntactic and phonobgica criteria, e.g. the ban agan multiple
homophonougor semi-homophonouy object clitics in Romance (Grimshaw, 1997)or the prohibition of more
than one sibilant formative in English nouns(Yip, 1998) The special behaviour of —i can be interpreted as
prosodic subcategorization for a (potential) prosodic word which is satisfied by bisyllabic adpostionsas well
as nounsand adverbs but not by monogllabic adpostions Similar cases of fundiond elements selecting
specific prosodic environments are comparative and supelative affixesin English (cf. e.g. Embick and Noyer,
2001) and possessive markersin Ulwa (McCarthy & Prince, 1993.

On the othe hand, as Asbury herself notes, assigning case suffixes and postpostions different
morphoyntactic status makes it difficult to provide a unified account of demondrative conoord. Moreover,
andyzing case suffixes as affixes makes it unexpected that they can occur withoutan overt base. To solve the
latter problem, Asbury introduces two features for morphames, [+/-H] which determines whether the morpheme
can act as a host for affixation, and [+/-D] which states whether it mug attach to a potential hog indde the
same phrase. Case suffixes are [+H+D], and pogpostions[+H-D]. Asfar as | can see, these features would in
effect obviate the need to invokedifferent representationsfor adpostionsby aternative realization, butruninto
adifferent empirical problem: They predict counter to fact that case suffixes should form a morphological word
and show vowel harmony with pronoursin forms such astheonesin (59):

(59) Pronounscase-suffix combinaions

a b.
én nal-am Jnal-a
| with-1g3 ()hewith-3gy

(Gogeher with *'meC Gogeher with him/herC



Asbury tries to solve this problem by assuming tha Hungaian pronours are specified [-H] and hence never
take affixes. However, at least the third person pronound” alows regular plural and accusative affixes (cf. J&,
Dim,heQ &k, @heyQ d-k-et, ThemQ).

Mog crudally, Asbury hasto assume arbitrary morphogy/ntactic features to distinguish case markers and
pogpostions which ignores the clear correlation between phonobgica (bisyllabic vs. monogllabic) shapeand
morphophonobgical behaviour of adpostiond elements. Both problems can be avoided if case markers and
adpostion are differentiated on phonobgical ground indead of assigning them different morphogntactic
representations

7. Summary

In this paper, | have shown tha the different phonobgica behavior of case suffixes and podpogtionsin
Hungaian can be derived from the different phorological shapes of theinvolved elements, and a small number
of optimality-theoretic condraints. This andysis is supeaior to approaches attributing the phonological
differences to different morphog/ntactic characteristics of case suffixes and pogpositions since these fail to
account for the complete agreement of both with respect to morphoyntax, and the fact that the aleged case
suffixes can occur without any overt nomind base. The Hungaian daa suggest that the notion Qyrammatical
wordO might be ultimately unnesessary and misleading for a desper undestanding of the PWord which seem
to be crudally connected to smaller morphological units (roots and termind elements) and ther phonological
propeties.

Notes

All Hungaian examplesin this pgper are in Hungaian orthogaphy which is close to IPA. Orthographic
<sz> correspondsto /s, <s>to/$, frontvowels are indicated by umlaut (e.g. <Y>for /y/) and acute
accent marks vowel length.

N& P treat preverbd items such as oda- and be- as prefixes. However, thisandysisis actudly highly
guestionable since they can be separated from theverb to which they seem to beattached in specific
syntactic environments. This problem isdiscussed in detail in section 5.

It iswell-known that a number of Hungaian affixes fail to undego vowel hamony even thoughthey
arguably arein a prosodic postionwhich nomally makes harmony obligaory (cf. e.g.. Siptir and
TSrkenczy, 200063 ff.). While mog of these affixes contain the so-called eutral vowelsOe and i
whos northarmonizing behavior seemsto be dueto thar special statusin the Hungaian vowel
systems, some of the non-harmonizing affixes contain other vowels (e.g. nonrhamonizing —kor asin
egy-kor, @t ond). | think tha the question of howto treat these exceptiond itemsisorthogonato the
problem of thegeneral structure of the harmony domain. Both, N& P& and my andysis make the
(wrong) predictionsthat these morphemes should exhibit hamony.

Unfortunaely, there are only few indgpendent phanological processes restricted to the Phonobgical
Word in Hungaian, which might serve as additional evidence for identifying PWord boundaies. Main
stress seems to be assigned with respect to abigge prosodic domain (cf. thediscussionin section 5).
Vogd (1989)arguestha a process pdatalizing /n/ before /j/ also appliesinsdethe Phonobgica Word,
butthisislargdy irrelevant for the status of adpostionssince no podpostionsor case suffixes start with
/il. In section 4, | condudetentatively tha the possibility of ellipgsisaso closly related to the PWord.
Thevin -val/-vel completely assimilates to preceding sibilants, as can be observed in Janos-sal.
Theonly exceptionto thegenerdization tha a noun cannotbefollowed by two adpostionsare forms
where the case markers —ra/re and —rol/-ro/ follow specific pogpostions This condructionis
discussed in section 6.

The adjacency of podpostion and nounfollows largdy from thefact that modifiers such as adjectives
and quantifiers and also the definite article a always precede the head noun.Therightpeiphea
postion
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of pogpostionsalso sets them in theline of other lexical heads (such as nounsand verbs) in Hungaian
which generally occur in the same postion.

Agreement with full NPsis possible if the NP is moved out of the phrase. Agan, postionsand case
suffixes behave alike in thisrespect. See Maricz (1986)and f .Kiss (2002187).

As an anonynousreviewer notes, Bartos(2000) andyzes the suffix of possessed nouns(e.g. —je ina
Péter kert-je) as aposession marker and assumes zero agreement for possessor nounphrases with full
NPs. Since unde both andyses the morphog/ntax of adpostionsand possessed nounsis similar, but
notidentical, it does notmatter for thegeneral point here which of thetwo andysesis adopied.

See section 6 for differences which only invave specific classes of pogpostionsand case suffixes.
Note tha -ként is phonobgically extremely heavy having alongvowel and a complex codg and aso
failsto undegovowel harmony asin anya-ként.

This categoty is suggested for case suffixes in Bartos (1999)and E!Kiss (2002)

E!Kiss (2002188)claimstha case markers and postpostionsbdongto different categories, but share
the same morphog/ntactic characteristics, and are both suffixes. However, in her andyss, therelevant
QuiffixationG's achieved by moving syntactically indgoendent heads to theright of thenounhead.
Hence jud asin theandysis proposd here, both types of items project their own phrasesin syntax, and
are not attached to nounsin thelexicon.

Syllable boundaies are marked here andin thefollowing by spaces.

Wha counts as definite and inddinite here is a highly complex matter. See Bartos(1997,1999,2000
and f .Kiss (2002 for discussion.

E.g. GRWD=PRWD, and Align-L in Kager (1999.

A rule-based andysis of these affixes based on different structural assumptionscan befoundin Siptir
and TSrkenczy (2000.

Dative —nek aso formsaquas minimal par with 3pl —(e)nek showing tha theinitial vowel of thelatter
cannotbe an epenthetic vowel inserted by general phonobgical processes.

Vogd arguesthat this condituent istheclitic group (cf. also Nespor & Vogd, 1986) which roughly
containsa PWord and adjacent clitic elements. | disregard postioning of main stress here since it seems
notto berelevant for thephenomenaat hand.

Align (Ft," ,PWd," ) iscaled All-Ft-Rt in Kager (1995)

Cf. combinaionswith intrangparent meaning such as be-csap, @heatOfrom the preverb be, GntoCand
theverb csap, GtrikeQ(Farkas & Sadodk, 1989320).

Note tha be does notgoven a SpdloutDomain of itsown since it isafundiond, nat alexical head.
Therefore PWord boundaies at therightedgeof be indue violationsof Align (Pwd," ,SD," ).
Maricz states theincompaibility of -i-affixation with ald, alol and mégé withoutgiving concrete
examples.
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