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In Hungarian, consonants can appear both as short and as long (or geminate). The distribution of geminates, however, is restricted. In general it can be stated that a geminate cannot stand word initially or next to another consonant in Hungarian. Within a morpheme a geminate can only occur intervocalically (szappan ‘soap’) or finally, after a vowel (kedd ‘Tuesday’). Such morpheme final geminates only surface as long, if they are followed by a vowel (kedd+en ‘Tuesday superess’, kedd este ‘Tuesday evening’) or by nothing in the same phonological phrase. If a consonant follows within the phrase, the underlying geminate must surface as short (kedd+re [k(dr(] ‘Tuesday subl’, kedd reggel [k(dr(g:(l] ‘Tuesday morning’). In this talk I will argue that the different subtypes of degemination can only be given a unified account in a strict CV framework (cf. Lowenstamm 1996). In this model they can all be represented as the removal of an unlicensed CV-unit from the representation.

The following table summarises the four possible configurations where a geminate (CC) might end up next to a consonant (X) as a result of morphological derivation (Nádasdy 1989, Siptár & Törkenczy 2000):

	
	left-flanked geminate
	right-flanked geminate

	undivided/underlying

geminate
	(1) X + CC

      ver+tt [v(rt] ‘hit past’
	(2) CC + X

      kedd+re [k(dr(] ‘Tuesday subl’

	divided/derived

geminate
	(3) XC + C

      pont+tal (<val) ‘point instr’
	(4) C + CX

      kös+s+d (<köt+j+d) ‘tie imp def’


Underlying geminates, (1) and (2), obligatorily degeminate next to a consonant. Type (2) has been illustrated above. The sole example of type (1) is the past tense suffix, where the geminate surfaces if the stem ends in a vowel: lő+tt ‘shoot past’, or if the stem final consonant requires the appearance of a linking vowel: kap+ott ‘get past’. Otherwise it shortens.

Derived geminates resulting from some assimilation process also degeminate obligatorily: (3) pont+val > ponttal > [pont(l] ‘point instr’ (by v-assimilation), and (4) köt+j+d > köss+d > [kø(d] ‘tie imp def’ (by palatalisation and voice assimilation). Underlying geminates and created true geminates thus behave alike. I disregard fake geminates (i.e. merged sequences of identical consonants arising through morpheme concatenation, as in sztrájk+kor ‘strike temp’) in this talk, because degemination affecting them is a different process which can be treated as late postlexical, or even phonetic.

The problem we encounter when we try to account for degemination of true geminates in a framework like Government Phonology (GP) which posits elaborate syllable structure is that we cannot formulate the process in a uniform way. To illustrate this, let us examine the pre- and post-degemination GP representations of types (1) and (3), as given in (5a-b).
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In this account degemination occurs to repair the ill-formed representations on the left without losing any melodic information. In (5a) vertt is ill-formed, because an empty nucleus is not allowed in a closed syllable. In (5b) the structure of the geminate itself in ponttal is illicit, because in standard GP geminates form coda-onset clusters. However, it is not clear how the changes performed to avoid these ill-formed representations can be given a unified account. In (5a) N2 and the following coda position disappear, and the preceding onset turns into a coda. In (5b) N2 and a flanking onset position disappear. In types (2) and (4) again we find further different ways of repairing the situation. Furthermore, some of these ways are clearly structure changing (as for example in (5a)), something that is explicitly forbidden in GP.

To be able to both explain degemination and express it in a uniform way, I propose an analysis in a strict CV framework, a recent version of GP. In this theory “syllable structure” solely consists of CV-units. A geminate then is made up of two CV-units, with the consonantal melody straddling an empty vocalic position. Such empty positions are only viable, if they are properly governed by a preceding full vowel, indicated by an arrow (Rowicka 1999). In addition, I follow Polgárdi 1998 in dispensing with domain final empty nuclei. This means that words do not need to end in a vowel, they can also end in a consonant, while medially a strict alternation of C and V positions is still required. Types (1)-(4) are then represented as in (6).
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(iii) left-flanked derived geminate
(iv) right-flanked derived geminate
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The reason for degemination in each case is that one of the CV-units constituting the geminate is not licensed by proper government (indicated by an asterisk). The uniform solution is to remove the illicit CV-unit from the representation (shown by angled brackets). There is thus a clear connection between the context and the change which, in turn, can be expressed in the same way for all four types.

As they stand, there is one inaccuracy in the representations of (6): the internal domain boundaries (]) should not be indicated. The presence of empty nuclei preceding them (as opposed to their absence at the end of the word) also suggests this conclusion. This is a property of geminates that distinguishes them from other consonant clusters: they seem to “erase” boundaries inside and around themselves, except for the phrase boundary. I will give a detailed account of this property in the talk.

In summary, a strict CV approach can give an elegant and unified account of degemination in Hungarian, which cannot be done if more elaborate syllable structure is posited.
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