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1 Five puzzlesof Germanic phonology

The dentalpreteriteof weakverbsremainsone of the mosttroublesomechaptersof

Germanidistorical-comparativgrammar Themorphologicaproveniencef its den-
tal formative-d- hasbeendebatedor nearlytwo centuriesandthereis still no con-
sensu®nwhetherit is areflexof oneor moreof the Indo-Europeanlentalsuffixes,a

grammaticalizedorm of thelight verbdo ‘do’, or somemix of these.The categorys

phonologicadevelopmentvithin early Germanigpresents seriesof othermysteries,
to whichthis article proposes novelsolution.

Q1: Why doesthe effectof syllableweighton umlautin preteritestemsdiffer in
NorthandWestGermanic?

(1) Germanic OHG  OldIcel.
a. Lightstems: *talida zelita  talda ‘counted’
b. Heavystems: *domida tuomta ddmda ‘judged’

Q2: Why shouldumlautbe sensitiveto vowel lengthor to syllableweightat all?
Umlautandharmonyprocessesreoften subjectto qualitativeconstrainton the tar-
getandon the interveningtrigger; they arerarely if evercategoricallyrestrictiedto
applyingjustto light syllablesor justto heavysyllables.

Q3: Why doesthe dentalpreteriteseemto undergadistinct “stages”of umlautin
North Germanic?Accordingto Kock (1888,1916)therewerethree:

(2) Stagel: Unstresseddropsafteralong syllable,causingumlaut.
Stage2: Unstresseddropsafterashortsyllable,withoutcausingumlaut.
Stage3: Remaining’s causeumlaut.

Otherstagedavebeenproposedbut no analysisdoesquite withoutthem.

Q4: Why is thedentalpreteritethe only categorythatundergoegarly medialsyn-
copein WestGermanic?As a standarchandboolstates:



“Synkope. .. tritt im Ahd. konsequenhur beidemi im Praet.(Part.Praet.)derlangsil-
bigenschw.V. | auf” (Braune/Mitzkal961:63).

Thefollowing examplesllustratetheuniquepositionof theweakpreteritewith respect
to earlysyncopen Old High German:

3) *hor-i-ta — horta ‘heard’

bhd-iro 4+ *plhdro ‘blither’
leng-isto +4  *lengsto  ‘longest’
muoter-um - *muotrum ‘mothers’(Dat.)
heilag-es 4 *heilges  ‘holy’ (Gen.)
offan-on -+ *offnon ‘to open’

~poooTw

Although this striking contrastis erasedby later syncopeprocessesit muststill be
accountedor, andno goodexplanatiorfor it existsto my knowledge.

Q5: Why is thereno umlautin the OHG OptativePreteriteof Riickumlautverbs
suchas(4) (Robinsonl1980)?

(4) *hang-i-t-i — hangti(* hengt) ‘hung’

The puzzlehereis this: if umlautprecedesyncopewhy wasit nottriggeredby the
pasttenseending-i-, andif umlautfollows syncopewhy wasit not triggeredby the
Opt.Pretending-i — whichwe did otherwisetriggerumlaut:

(5) *dank-t-i— deehte ‘thought’

| proposehatthesdive questiondhiaveoneanswertheweakpreteriteoriginatedas
alight verb,andumlautand syncopeappliedin WestGermanicbeforeit wasreduced
to a stem-levesuffix

Lahiri 2000wasthefirstto connecthemorphologicapuzzleof theweakpreterites
etymologywith the first of the abovephonologicalpuzzles. Sheproposedhat the
form’s periphrasticorigin actuallyexplainssomeof its phonologicapeculiarities.In
this paper proposea somewhatifferentcausalink betweerthe morphologyandthe
phonology which providesa simplerresolutionto the first phonologicalpuzzle,and
which dispose®f the otherfour puzzlesaswell. Eachproblem,in fact,is notsomuch
solvedaseliminated.

(6) ¢ Umlautoperatesinderexactlythesameconditionsin NorthandWestGer-
manic.

Umlautis not sensitiveto vowellengthor to syllableweight.

Thereareno umlaut“stages”.Umlautis anormalsoundchange.

Thedentalpreteritein WestGermanicundergoesegularsyncope.

Thedentalpreteritein WestGermanicundergoesegularumlaut.



Ouranalysisstartsfrom theassumptiothatthedentalpreteriteendingis descended
from the pasttenseof thelight verbdon ‘do’, probablyfirst proposediy Bopp 1816.
Thoughnot uncontroversialjt is perhapsthe most widely acceptedetymology of
the dentalpreterite(Streitberg1896, Sverdrup1929, von Friesen1925, Tops 1974,
Bammesberget986).

(7) showsthis familar grammaticalizatiortrajectory on the assumptiorthat the
reductionfrom thelight verbto the suffix goesthrougha morelooselyattachedword-
level suffix’ or ‘clitic’ stageanalogougo English Level 2 suffixes. (The symbolw
standgor ProsodicWord.)

7 Stagel: [[tal+i],+[ded+un],]., nominalform + light verb
Stage2: [[tal+i],+d+un], word-level(“level 2") suffix
Stage3: [zel+i+t+un], stem-level“level 1”) suffix

From a morphologicalpoint of view, the assumptioris certainly attractive. The
templaticablautmorphologyby which “strong” verbsformedtheir pasttensesinher-
ited from the Indo-Europearperfect, was restrictedto monosyllabicroots. Longer
verbsin Germaniovould accordinglyhaveformedtheir perfectavith anauxiliary, just
astheydo in Sanskrit(wheredisyllabic stemslike cint-ay-‘think’ form perfectwith
“be” or“do”, e.g.cint-ay-amas-a(or cint-ay-amca-kar-a). Thegrammaticalizatioof
the Germanigperiphrastidormsinto inflectedformswould be quite analogougo the
grammaticalizatiof the Sanskritperiphrastidormsin Middle Indic.

An uncontroversiaparallel to this trajectoryis the grammaticalizatiorof Latin
cantare habe to Frenchchanterai’l will sing’.! TheGermaniadentalpreteritecanbe
assumedo havefollowed a similar pathfrom the original light verb don to the suffix
-d-.

(8) a. [[ can+re], +[ habe+ 0], ], — [ chant+ er+ai],,
b. [[tal+i],+[ ded+un],]o— [ zel+i+t+un],

In asense(7) reverseghe proposalof Lahiri 2000thatthe new dentalsuffix first
functionsasa stemextensionon a parwith derivationalsuffixes,andlater becomes
treatedasaninflectionalending.

(9) a. [ (Verb+ Suffix+d)giem + Inflection],,
b. [ (Verb+ Suffix)s¢em +d + Inflection],,

This alternativeseemdessattractivebecausét hasthe endingmigrate“downwards”
from the stemlevel, the oppositedirectionfrom whatis usually observedandfrom
whatthe presenproposalimplies. Also, it doesnot explainthe phonologyaswell as
oursdoes.

1Lahiri 2000 presentsa parallel developmenin Bengali with an interestingadditional twist. In this
languagethe auxiliary a&" ‘to be’ hasbeenrecruitedto supplythe endingsof boththe progressiveandthe
perfect;in the formerthe grammaticalizatiorhasgoneto completionandthe erstwhileauxiliary is now just
asuffix, while in the latterit hasonly reachedheclitic stage.



Thelink betweernthe morphologyandphonologyof the weakpreteritethat | will
explorehereis bothmoredirectandmoreradical. The coreideais simple: umlautand
vowel deletiontook placebeforethe complemenbf the light verbwasreducedrom
a phonologicalword to a stemin West Germanic,and after this reductionin North
Germanic. Unlike all previousaccountsthis achievedully generaland maximally
simpleformulationsof umlautandvowel deletion,both of which moreovercannow
beseento beinvariantthroughoutGermanic.In particular,umlautappliesto light and
heavysyllablesalike, andapocopeandsyncopeapplyfreelyin bothbranchessubject
to therespectivesyllableandfoot structureof each.No distinct“phases”or “stages”
needbe positedfor of eitherprocess.

Let ustakea closerlook at the phonology In a nutshell,the problemis thatWest
andNorth Germanicseeminglydiffer in the conditionsunderwhich umlautandsyn-
copeapply— adifferencemanifestednlyin thedentalpreterites WhereasVestGer-
manic umlautslight stemsand syncopatefeavystems(see(10a)), North Germanic
umlautsheavystemsandsyncopatedothlight andheavystemgsee(10b)).

(10) Germanic OHG  OldIcel.
a. Lightstems: *talida zelita  talda ‘counted’
b. Heavystems: *domida tuomta domda ‘judged’

In Old High Germanthen,thedistributionof medial-i- in dentalpreteritess gov-
ernedby theweightof the precedingootsyllable. Thevowelis withoutexceptioriost
afterasyllablethatis heavyin virtue of alongrootvowel,asin (11a),aconsonantlus-
ter,asin (11b),or ageminateconsonan{which thenshortensagainbeforethe dental
suffix), asin (11c). After shortroots(whosefinal consonantto be sure,is geminated
beforethe stem-formingsuffix -j-), themedial-i- is normallyretainedsee(11d).

(11) a. CVC- roots:tuomta‘judged’, horta ‘heard’

b. CVCC- roots: dampfta‘'steamed’(from dempfei, starcta'strengthened’
(from sterken), dursta‘thirsted’ (from durster), wanta‘turn’ (fromwenten

c. CVCC- rootsin geminates:stalta ‘put’ (from steller), branta ‘burned’
(from brennen, kusta'kissed’ (from kussei

d. CVC- roots: nerita ‘saved’ (from nerren < *ner-ja-n), knusita‘crushed’
(from knussen< *knus-ja-n

Thedistributionin (11) seemdo indicatethatmedialvowelswerelost afterheavy
syllablesin Old High German. Thatis indeedwhat hasalwaysbeenassumed.Yet
this putativesyncopeprocesdss extremelyproblematic for it doesnot applyin other
morphologicatategoriesn earlyOld High Germanwhereit is massivelycontradicted
by thedata. Thefactis thatin Old High Germanmedialvowelsareregularlydeleted
afterheavysyllablesonlyin weakpasttenseforms,andretainedn othermorphological
categoriesTo quotethe standarchandbooké

2SeealsoBaeseckd 918:66,225ff. for thedetails.



(12) “zum durchgreifenderGesetzst der SchwundnachLangein Prit. derswV.I ...geworden,sonst
verbreiteter sich nur unsicherund meistanalogischi. (Baesecke& 918:66).

“Synkopevon urspiinglichenMittelvokalen, die in deniibrigenwestgermanSprachemachlanger
Stammsilbesehrverbreitetist . .. tritt im Ahd. konsequentur bei demi im Praet.(Part.Praet.)der
langsilbigenschw.V. | auf, z.B. nerita, gineriter, aberhorta, gihorter... — Sonstigeurspiingliche
Mittelvokale werdenim Ahd. (abgesehemon den €65 A. 3 genannterfaller?) durchausbewahrt;
alsoz.B. Part. Praet.auf -an: gibuntarer, eigan— eiganemu;offanes schw.V. offaron; Adj. auf
-ag, manag,heilag Gen. managesheilages Komparativewie lengiro zu lang” (Braune/Mitzka
1961:63).

The periphrasticorigin of the weak preteritesentailsa surprisingpossibility: the
medial vowels of heavy-stenpreteritesneednot havebeenlost by medial syncope:
rathertheycouldwell havebeenlost by word-finalapocopeat a stagewhenthe stem
beforeformer light verb still constituteda phonologicalword. The light verb that
followedit couldalsostill havebeenmaphonologicalvord (structurg13a),like German
-bar, -schaf), or it couldalreadyhavebeenreducedo anending(structure(13b),like
theLevel 2 inflectionalsuffixesof English).

(13)  a. [[tal+i].+[ ded+un].].
b. [[tal+i].+ded+ un].,

Thesetwo alternativesare equally compatiblewith our hypothesis:the essentiabs-
sumptionis thatthe stemwasa phonologicalword.

If themedial-i- of heavy-stenpreteritesvaslost while the stemwasstill aphono-
logical word, it would havebeenlost by word-final apocoperatherthan by medial
syncope And this immediatelyexplainsthe phonology For it is afactthat\WestGer-
manicword-finalapocopeook placepreciselyafter heavysyllables The distribution
is especiallyperspicuousn Old Englishand Old Saxon(high vowel deletionasin
sunuvs. word is a muchdiscussedtasein point). In spiteof considerablenalogical
reshuffling? Old High Germarreflectsthe samedistribution:

(14) Old High Germani stemg(original distribution)

-i stems Light  wini ‘friend’, quiti ‘saying’, turi ‘door’  (-i retained)
Heavy gast‘guest’,anst'favor’, durft ‘need’ (-1 deleted)

-ustems Light situ‘custom’,fridu ‘peace’ fihu‘cattle’ (-uretained)
Heavy hand‘hand’ (laterjoinedthe-i stems) (-udeleted)

By attributing the deletionof of the medial vowel in weak pasttenseforms to
normalword-finalapocopeprior to grammaticalizatiowe caneliminateoutrightthe
anomalougarlysyncopegrocesgor the WestGermanioveakverbpreterites— obvi-
ouslyagoodresultbecausé simply doesnotwork outsidetheweakverbpreteritesas

3This refersto a small setof wordswhoseoriginal medial vowels havebeenanalogizedto wordswith
original epenthetiovowels. E.g. meistar~ meist(e)ra— an originally disyllabic stem(in fact a loanword)
which follows the patternof anoriginally monosyllabicstemsuchasfingar ~ fingra

4Ultimately, mostlight -i stemsadoptedthe declensionof heavystems,and nearly all heavy-u stems
joinedthe-i stems.



shownby formslike wirsiro ‘worse’, blintemu‘blind’ (dat.sg.)or thosecitedin cited
in (12).

Thesameassumptiordirectly explainsthelack of umlautin the Old High German
formswith a deletedmedialvowel, suchastuomtaversuszelita (see(10)). For we
know on independengroundsthatin continentalWest Germanic,word-final vowels
weredeletedbeforetheycouldtriggerumlaut— thatis why thebackvowelis retained
withoutumlautin long -i stemdike gast‘guest’,hut ‘hide’, anst‘favor’ (contrasimeri
‘sea’ from *mari).

By the sametoken,theanalysismakesanimmediatepredictionfor Old English.In
thatbranchof WestGermanic,Umlautdid not follow final High Vowel Deletion,but
precededt, asshownby theumlautin long-i stemdike giest‘guest’,daed'deed’, hyd
‘hide’, est'favor’. Thechronologyof soundchangesorrectlypredictsthat— unlike
Old High German— Old EnglishhasUmlautevenin heavy-stenpreterites.In other
words,ourderivation,asabonushelpsexplainsvhy Riickumlautoccursin continental
WestGermanidoutnotin Old English.

(15) a. OldHigh German(FinalHVD precede®)mlaut):

[[huti]]e, *[[tuomi] ,-t-a.,
HVD [hut],, [[tuom],,-t-a].,
Umlaut [hut]],, [tuom-t-a],

b. Old English(Umlautprecedeginal HVD):

*[hudi], *[domi],-d-a
Umlaut [hydi],, *[ddmi].-d-a
HVD [hyd], [dom-d-a], (> demde)

Notethat,althoughthe proposedolutioninvokesthelight-verborigin of thedental
preteriteit placesavery light burdenon the morphology To getthe phonologyright,
we needonly the irreducible minimum assumptiorthat the weak verb stemwas a
separatgrosodicword (thatis, a phonologicalord in WestGermanicwvhenapocope
took place. It neednot havebeena separatanorphologicalword at that time, nor
indeed(asfar asour phonologicabhnalysiss concernedatanytime. Theidentitiesof
themorphologicaktategoriesrealsonotimportantfor our purposes— thephonology
worksregardles®f whetherthe stemwasaninfinitive, or averbalnoun,or something
else? andwhetherwhatfollowed it wasa separatevord (a light verbor an auxiliary,
stage(7b)), or alreadydegradedo a word-Ivel suffix or clitic, asa transitionalstage
betweernword and suffix (stage(7b)). The analysisis evenconsistentvith the idea
thatthe dentalsuffix is a conflationof thelight verbdon with oneor moreof theIndo-
Europeardentalsuffixes(suchasthe perfectparticiple-to-), aslong asit inheritedits
prosodiccharactefrom theformer Nor doesit matterwhetherthe tensesuffix, once

5In Sanskrit,it is a specialnominalizedverb form derivedby affixing -a to the presentstem E.g.cint-ay-
‘think’ formsthe periphrastigperfectcint-ay-amas-a(or cint-ay-am ca-lar-a).



reanalyzedbecamea classmarkeror aninflectionalending(or a stem-levelor word-
level ending). Sortingout all theseoptionsis an engrossingaskfor future research,
but the phonologicalevidencediscussecheredoesnot contributeto it directly. By
the sametoken, the hypothesighat the weak verb stemhadthe statusof a separate
prosodicword at the pointatwhich WestGermanicapocopeappliedstandnits own
feet,beingrobustlycompatiblewith awide rangeof morphologizatiorscenarios.

2 Explaining the phonologicaldivergence

Now let usexaminein moredetail how the conditioningof apocopeandsyncopecan
beunderstoodntheseassumptionswith Optimality Theory we supposehatphono-
logical processesre limited by rankedviolable constraintsdefinedon outputrepre-
sentations.In particular,vowel deletionis governedby constraintson the prosodic
form of words. Thetwo mostimportantfamilies of suchconstraintsin Germanicand
elsewherearethoseon foot structureandon syllablestructure.

Feethaveboth a lower boundandan upperboundon their size. In the Germanic
languagesinderdiscussion—- asin modernEnglish— the basicmetricalunit is a
moraictrocheethatis, a bimoraicunit consistingof two shortsyllablesor along syl-
lable. As is notuncommornin moraictrocheesystems| ight-Heavysequencesould
be parsednto feetasalastresortin orderto avoid metrically homelessyllables(the
phenomenortalled resolution.® An additional proviso, formally correspondingo
high-rankingNONFINALITY , is thatword-finalconsonantareweightlesq“extramet-
rical”).

(16) a. FOOTBIN: A foot mustcontainatleasttwo moras.
b. A phonologicalvord mustcontainat leasta foot.

If feetmusthaveat leasttwo moras(FOOTBIN) andwordsmustcontainat least
a foot, thenwords mustbe minimally bimoraic; this minimumword lengthrequire-
mentexclude§CV] words,and,insofarasfinal consonantareweightlessalso[CVC]
words. Sucha word minimality requiremenwill block word-final V-deletion(apoc-
ope)in disyllablesafter a short syllable, viz. [CVCV],, 4 [CVC],,. Finnishis an
exampleof just this prosodicconstellation.Monosyllabicwords may be of the form
CVC, but CVC wordsareexcluded for they would be monomoraidecausdinal -C
is weightless.In certainregistersFinnishfinal -i is deleted,e.g.olisi — olis, nousi
— nous veisi — veis this optionis disallowedpreciselyin cvev disyllables: pesi
-/ *pes kosi+ *kos. Thesameconstrainingeffectof word minimality on apocopes
seenin Germanicasillustratedby the Old High Germarni-stemsn (14).

Voweldeletionis alsosubjecto constraint®nsyllables Theseypically involvean
upperboundonthecomplexityof the syllablerhyme,or onthenumberof morasin the

8For argumentghatthe Germanidanguageshavemoraictrocheesastheir basicfoot type, seeKiparsky
2000,andfor otherviews, seelLahiri, Riad,andJacobs1999.



syllable. A commonrestrictionof this typeis the prohibition of superheavy3-mora)
syllables.

(17) *ppp: A syllablerhymeis maximallybinary,

In alangagewith this constraintmedialV-deletion(syncope)nightfail to applyafter
alongsyllable:CVC.CV.CV 4 *CVCC.CV, andCV.CV.CV 4 *CVC.CV. An exam-
ple is Cairo Arabic, wherewordssuchas*kalbna, *baabnaare not possiblefor this
reasonandthe syncopeprocessseenin wordslike i.di.la — cid.la ‘straight’ (f.) is
blockedin yik.ti.bu 4 *yikt.bu ‘they write’. As in Germanic,word-final consonants
areweightlesssowordsof thetypebaah kalb areadmissibleput, by the sametoken,
*bab, *kal arenot possiblewords.

Now let usapplythisideato Germanic.

WestGermanic

In WestGermanic,by hypothesis;i/j- in pasttenseformsof -jan verbswaslost ata

time whenthe stemof weakpreteriteswvasstill a phonologicaword in its ownright;

hence-i/j- in theseformswaslost by apocope.Apocopewould havehadto applyto

the-i- in the preteriteof -jan verbsin heavystemsbut notin light stemsbecausef

FooTBIN. Sincetheumlaut-triggeringrowelwaslostin heavystemsthelaterumlaut
processouldtakeeffectonly in light stems.Moreover thereis no needto assumen

early medialsyncopeprocesswhich would be otherwiseunattestedn the language.
Thisaccountdor all the WestGermaniadatadiscussed.

(18) WestGermanic:syncopen light stemshlockedby FOOTBIN

Lightstems Heavystems

[[zali],-t-al,  [[hori].-t-a].
apocope: [[zali],-t-a], [[hor].-t-a],
reanalysis: [zali-t-a], [hor-t-a],,

In light stemstheumlaut-triggeringi- is retained*zalita — zelita‘told’. In heavy
stemsapocopédakeseffect,bleedingumlaut: horta ‘heard’ (4 *horta).

Polysyllabicstemsarecorrectlypredictedto patternwith the heavymonosyllabic
stemsin undergoingrowel deletionandno umlaut,for FOOTBIN doesnotblockapoc-
opein them,e.g.[[mahal+i], tal, — [[mahall,ta],, ‘magnified’.

Thesolutionto thefifth puzzleis obviousnow: justassyncopdan WestGermanic
treatedthe stemasa phonologicaword, so did umlaut. And umlautoperatedwithin
the phonologicalword. The Opt.Pret.endingsof Ruckumlautverbstrigger umlaut
regularlywithin words(see(19)a),butfail to triggerit preciselywhentheareseparated
from thetargetvowel by a phonologicalvord boundary(contrasi{19)b).

(19) a. [*dank-t-i], —  [deehte], ‘thought’
b. *[hang-i].-t-l., — [[hangl-t-il, (*hengti)) ‘hung’



The blocking of phonologicalprocessesuchas stressand vowel deletionacrossin-
ternalword boundaryin Englishis anexactparallel(e.g.natiorality vs. nationalism
\edicvs. thirtyish).

North Germanic

Theapocoperocesgustdiscussedwhichappliedearlyin WestGermanicdid notex-
tendto NorthGermanicascontrastsuchasOld Icelandicgestir (runic-gastiR versus
OHG gastdemonstrateEarly runicinscriptions(up to the 6th century)preservdinal
vowelsconsistentlywiwaR(Tune),paliR, horna,dagar sitiR). We cansafelyconclude
thatin this branchof Germaniovord-finalvowelswerestill intactatthe pointwhenthe
mainverbfusedwith the following light verbinto a singleword (at stage(7c)). This
conclusionis fully supportedoy runic weak pasttenseforms from the sameperiod,
suchassatido, tawido, fahido, which retainthe medialvowel, confirmingthatsyncope
in this categorytook placewell aftertheweakpasttensewasfully grammaticalized.

If NorthGermaniaveakpasttensegosttheirmedialvowelwhentheweakpreterites
werealreadysinglewords, their deletionmusthavebeengovernedy the constraints
onmedialsyncope— not by theconstraint©n apocopeasin WestGermanic.

Its subsequentleletionis not governedby final apocope but (as hasof course
alwaysbeerassumedby medialsyncopewhichis notconstrainedby FOOTBIN butby
syllablestructure WhataretherelevantNorth Germanicsyllablestructureconstraints?
TheRunicevidenceshowsthatearlyNorth Germanicunlikethe Old Icelandicof later
written texts,wassubjectto thethree-morgrohibition (17) * pjyu.

(20) attestedRunicform  ON version
irllaR (early7thc.) iarl ‘earl’
asugsalas(ca.400) Asgsls (compoundPN)

wandaradas(6thc.) Vandraps (compoundPN)

Thissuggestshattherewasashiftin thesyllablestructureof North Germanidetween
therunic periodandlaterOld Icelandic,perhapgiuringthe 6th century:

(21)  a. Early North Germanic(Runic): the *ppp constraintlimited syllablesto
maximallytwo moras(CVC, CV), exceptingnonosyllabiovordsasusual.

b. Later(Old Icelandic):CVCC- andCVC—syIIabIesbecameadmissibleand
arosethroughsyncopeapocopeandcertainotherprocesses.

Thereis independenevidencefor the morerestrictivesyllable structureof early
North Germaniccomparedo West Germanic. Therewere phonologicalprocessem
North Germanicwhich evaded3-morasyllables. Someof theseprocesse&ctively’
eliminatedthree-morasyllables. Theseincludedeletionof -j- in overlongsyllables,
shorteningandpossiblytheinsertionof anaptycticvowels(thoughthis anaptyxigpro-
videsat bestweakevidencebecausét alsohappenedn otherconsonantlusterse.g.
Istaby-wulafa,-wulafR from < -wulf-).



(22)  a. North Germanic:[*hir 8.joo] — NGmc *[hir.50] (ON hirpa); light stems
keptj, e.g.nipja.
b. WestGermanic:nodeletion,e.g.OHG hirtio [hirt.joo].

(23) KragehulAsugisalag< *-gis.la9), Tuneworahto(< *worh.to)

Other phonologicalprocessegontributed‘passively’ to the avoidanceof three-
morasyllables by failing to applywhentheywould havegivenriseto suchasyllable.
Thus,highrankingof the*pup constrainblocksCodageminationn North Germanic,
leadingto anotherisoglosshetweerthetwo groups:

(24)  a. NorthGermanict[tel.jan] (ON telja).
b. WestGermanict[tal.jan] — *[tell.jan] (OHG zellen

Anotherconsequencef high-rankedpuyp is thatit constrainedApocope,ascanbe
seenin in -i stemgherewe canassumehat-r is parsedasanextrasyllabianora):

(25) Apocopein light stems: [stadi(-R)] — [stad(-R)] (+~ *[sted(-R)])
No apocopen heavystems: [gas.ti(-R)]— [ges.ti(-R)](+ *[gast(-R)])

From(21)-(25)we caninfer thatin North Germanicmedialsyncopewould havebeen
originally restrictedto light stemsby *pup. Therefore syncopewould haveremoved
thetriggerfor umlautin light stemsJeavingscopefor it to applyonly in heavystems.
Hencewe would haveoriginally had*domida — *ddmida (later *ddmda), but tali da
— talda (andnot /4 *tel da).’

(26) Light Heavy
Structureat suffix stage: [CVC+i+d+al, [CVVC+it+d+a],
Syncopdn light stems: [ta.li.da), — [tal.0a], [do.mi.da]

Our conclusionthat medialsyncopeappliedfirst in light stemsandlaterin heavy
stemsin Old Norsereverseghe traditionally assumedtelative chronologyof those
soundchangesn Old Norse. Soit behoovesisto examinecarefully the reasondor
the traditionally assumedhronology As far as| cantell, the assumptioris based
is basedmainly on the West Germanicparallel? The Runicinscriptionsoffer a few
hints, howeverandthey seemto confirmthatsyncopebeganin light stems.Thevery
oldestinscriptions(5th centuryandearlier)showsporadicsyncopewith noquantitative
bias.HowevertheEikelandfibula (archeologicallydatedto ca.550)hassyncopeafter
mediallight syllablesbut notafterheavysyllables(Birkmann1995:161).

(27) a. *wiwaR  wir
*wiwijon  wiwjo
b. *writu writu ‘I write’ (cf. Jarsbergwvaritu)

"We cannotbe surethat this was a synchronicallystablestage,but if it was, it is of the type that is
intractablein parallel OT. On the other hand, it can readily be modeledin Stratal OT (constraint-based
Lexical Phonology).A stem-levelconstraintsystemwith theranking FOOTFORM >> * ujuL >> * 0 provides
theinput to aword-levelconstraintsystemwhere*a > * (4.

8In Gothic, theincidenceof apocopés governedalmostcompletelyby the quantity of the affectedsyl-
lable, the quality of the vowel, andits positionin theword (final vs. medial). The only caseof sensitivityto
theweightof the stemis perhapghatshort-u is droppedafter someheavystems(notin -u stemshowever).
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The basisfor the handbooks'assumptiorof the oppositechronologyis the late
apocopen shortdisyllables e.g. kupumu[n]t, sunu(Helnaesca. 800), which would
be ON Gupmund,sun([gupu],,[mundul,, [sunul,). In view of theconsiderationgpre-
sentedhbovethisinferencdsinvalid. If boththeminimumfoot/wordconstrainfFooT-
BIN andthemaximumsyllableconstraint uup weredominantin earlyOld Norse,and
final -C wasweightles§NONFINALITY ), thenfinal apocopewvould havetakenplace
in heavystemsandmedialsyncopewnould havetakenplacein light stems.Thiswould
beasystemlike theoneof CairoArabic, mentionedabove And it fits exactlyboththe
syncopedataandthe distributionof umlautseenin the earlyrecords.

In thelast periodof apocopeijt seemghatthe effectsof *3-MORA becomemor-
phologizedo someextent.In the-ja stemst dominated~0OTFORM:

(28) Light-jastems: kyn'kin’, ber‘berry’, fen‘fen’

Heavy-ja stems: rike‘kingdom’, kuagbe ‘saying’, ddme'‘judgment’
Ontheotherhand,3-morasyllableseventuallybecameadmissible sothat syncopes
extendedo heavystems:

(29) *doémida — domda, gestR — gesR.

Analogicaldevelopmentsuchastalda > telda andN.PI. stedir > stadir alsoindicate
morphologizatiorof Umlaut. Apparentlyit becamea stem-levelprocessand ceased
to betriggeredby word level (inflectional)suffixes. (Cf. Lahiri 2000,andthe parallel
laterdevelopmenotf u-Umlaut,seeKiparsky1984.)

(30) heavystems light stemsJaterheavystems
Light -i stems wini vin (> vin+r)
(Ab)-guti gup
Heavy-i stems  gast *gestir > gest+r (Umlaut!)

-durft

Light -u stems sunu(> sun

fridu
Heavy-ustems hand

pyrft > purft (Umlaut!)
son(> son+r)

*fri g (> fri d+r)

hond

ber

Light -ja stems  beri
Heavy-ja stems tuom(> a-stem) dome(Umlaut!)
Light -wastems haro,-u hor ‘flax’
Heavy-wastems drang(?) prong ‘throng’

| concludethatthe proposederspectives no lessfruitful on the North Germanic
side. It sweepsawaythe unnaturarestrictionof umlautto heavystemspositedin pre-
viousanalysesUmlautcannow beassumedo applyidenticallyandin full generality
in all branche®f Germanic.And we canbid goodriddanceto anyweightconditions
on umlaut,which werephoneticallyquite arbitrary— why would a heavysyllablebe
morelikely to assimilateto a following high front vowel? — aswell assuspiciously
redundanbn accountof repeatinga conditionwhich is neededor syncopeanyway
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whereit doesmakeexcellentphoneticsense for the reasongust explained. In any
casethereis plenty of evidencethatumlautdid applyalsoin shortstemssuchasthe
nounstelip, lykell, fetell (versusRok fatlapR from /fatiladVr/, whereit was bled by
syncope) Thesedatathenfall outstraightforwardly

A secondyainfor North Germanids thatthe differencebetweerthe conditioning
of final apocopendmedialsyncopes derivedon principledgroundsrom thefactthat
theoutputof theformer(but notof thelatter)is subjectto word minimality constraints.

3 Conclusions

e Thedentalpreteritsorigin asalight verbis thekeyto its phonology

e The-i- of weakpreteritesvaslostin WestGermaniowhile theendingwasstill a
word-levelsuffix, andthe stemwasthereforestill aphonologicaivord. In North
Germanidt waslost afterthe endinghadalreadybecomea stem-levekuffix.

e Thedifferencesn thechronologyof voweldeletionprocessem WestGermanic
andNorth Germanicfollow from the respectivesyllable structuresof thesedi-
alects.

¢ Umlautneednotberestrictedto heavystemsn North Germanic.Ratherheavy
stemsdo not lose the umlaut-triggeringvowel by medial syncope becausenf
early North Germanics avoidanceof superheavysyllables. Sucha restriction
onumlautwould repeatconditionsneededor V-deletionanyway andwould be
undesirablén view of casedike telip, lykell, fetell (Rok fatlapR from /fatiladVr/.

e Thereis no needto positanfor weakpreteritesan otherwiseunattesteanedial
syncopeprocesdor earlyOld High German.

e Theoddumlautpatternof OptativePreteritess predictedn its entirety
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