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COMPENSATORY VARIATION

Compensation generally can be defined as making up for a loss of an element, either in a speech chain or the system as a whole. An example of the latter is the replacement of four verb tenses in Old Russian by the so called l-past tense (cf. Sereberennikov 1990: 159). But the same takes place in the majority of changes, such as, for instance, the replacement of a three- by a two-gender system in some of the Germanic languages or even the complete disappearance of gender in English. In this sense, most changes are compensatory. It is doubtful therefore whether a special category is necessary for this kind of change.

Another and a more familiar type of compensation is compensatory  lenghtening. De Chene and Anderson (1979: 506) have defined it as “the class of phonetic changes in which the loss of a consonant is accompanied by the development of distinctive length in a nearby vowel”. This definition specifies the cause-and-consequence relashionship between the vowel and the consonant (consonant loss results in vowel lengthening), as well as the nature of the process involved (a change, more particularly, a phonetic change).

The earliest example of compensatory lengthening in the Germanic languages is the loss of nasal consonants before /x/ (or /h/), with the subsequent nasalization and lengthening of the preceding vowel, a, i and u; cf. Karl Luick's examples *br<ht (< *branht), Goth. brhta ‘brought’, *þī<han (< *þinhan) Goth. þeihan, OE þīon ‘to prosper’, < *þu<htō(< *þunhtō) OE þūhte ‘seemed’ (Luick 1964: (85 (< designates nasalization resulting from the loss of /n/); see also Campbell 1959: (119).

In OE, OFris. and OS, a similar development took place before f, s, þ, e.g. *s<ftō ‘soft’, *gā<s ‘goose’, *ā<þar ‘other’ (OE sōfte, gōs, ōþer), also tōþ ‘tooth’, sōð ‘truth’, ōsle ‘ouzel’), fīf ‘five’, sīð ‘journey’, ūs ‘us’, fūs ‘ready’, dūst ‘dust’, mūþ ‘mouth’, cūþ ‘known’, cūþe ‘knew’ (Luick 1964: (85; Campbell 1959: (121; De Chene, Anderson 1979: 514). Ingvaeonic /x/-loss is sometimes regarded as a later development, independent of the Germanic compensatory lengthening. But Luick (1964: (86) did not exclude that “dieser Wandel im Zusammenhang [58] mit dem gemeingermanischen sich vollzog” and hence “geh(rt diese Erscheinung zu den (ltesten lautlichen Abweichungen der ingw(onischen Sprachengruppe vom gemeingermanischen Typus”. The question arises whether this, as well as each particular lengthening should be regarded as a change in its own right or it is the result of one and the same process. 

Vowel lengthening is usually understood as a natural consequence of consonant loss and the transfer of certain consonantal features to the preceding vowel, either directly or through “the transition of the consonant, through loss or reduction of its occlusion, to an eventual glide” with “the monophthongization of the resulting sequence” e.g. in OE mægd ~ mæd ‘maid’, frignan ~ frīnan ‘to ask’, etc. (De Chene, Anderson 1979: 508, 510). Here “glide” can be viewed as a sort of neutralization of the “vowel : consonant” opposition, but based on the phonetic properties of the two, rather than their function. But the parameters of the occlusion are not an absolute value, therefore its reduction does not necessarily preclude a consonant from remaining “consonantal”.

There is another approach, where a glide is regarded as a part of a monophonemic vowel (cf. Zinder 1979: 210-211). In terms of binary distincive features such a glide could be defined as [-vocalic] and [-consonantal] as well, for it does not form a syllable and cannot be in positions typical of other consonants, for example, syllable initially before a vowel. Re-syllabation here is impossible, for the glide and the preceding vowel belong to one and the same syllable, thus forming one segmental unit, as in Modern English true diphthongs or diphthongoids, in which a glide is a manifestation of the type of contact (loose). Although variation similar to OE mægd ~ mæd is possible in Modern English, no compensation takes place here, since [V:] ~ [V + glide] is a phonetic variation, rather than an opposition of different syllable types. In other words, the phonetic representation of a segment and, more generally, of quantity is secondary as compared to their phonological nature. 

In certain positions, OE /g/ did undergo “reduction in occlusion” and one of the allophones of the /[g]-[g]/-phoneme did become /j/. In OE mægd ~ mæd-de (nom., dat.), this “reduced allophone” of the then /[g]-[g]-[j]/-phoneme) and the preceding vowel belong to the same syllable. In we-ges (gen. sg. of weg) ‘way’, where the two syllables (= two units of utterance) are separated by a (phonetic) boundary, the vowel and the g are two different segments . According to Fran Colman (1986: 228), g insuch words is “partially syllable initial”, which means that it is partially consonantal, but, unlike true glides, it is not “partially vocalic”.

The situation may have been different in the case of */Vnh/. The Icelandic First Grammarian indicates nasalized vowels in place of */Vn/ in this position in Old Icelandic. The presence of nasalization is supported by etymology, cf. hár ‘shark’ (< *hanha, cf. Skt. çanku ‘water animal’), þél ‘file’ (*finhlo- < *pink ‘scratch’), fár 'gets' (*fanh-, IE *pank-, cf. Lat. pango ‘strike’, .ī ‘in’ (English in), órar ‘our’ (German unser), etc. (see Haugen 1950: 15-16, 34). This suggests a stage of */n/-weakening in this position, the result being a sort of prosodeme that, in turn, can be regarded as a glide, both phonetically (in terms used by De Chene and Anderson) and functionally, since the syllable boundary was after it, as it had been prior to the reduction of the consonant.

Luick designates nasalized vowels as long (see above), which presupposes that nasalization and lengthening were simultaneous. Similarly Campbell (1959: (119): “in Prim. Gmc. the combination aŋx, iŋx, uŋx became ax, ix, ux by the loss of the nasal consonant, and compensatory lengthening and nasalization of the vowel”. According to him (Campbell 1959: (121), “while ã became ā  in Goth., North Gmc, OHG and OS, it retained its nasalization, and ultimately became ō in OE and OFris”. This corroborates, as it were, compensatory lengthening in OE softe, where the vowel is supposed to have been subsequently shortened. Short a and o, too, were subject to variation before nasals, cf domne ~ damne ‘lord’, man ~ mon ‘man’ (Luick 1964: (110). Luick (1964: ((110-111) dates the transition a > o (or a ~ o variation), both short and long, to the 7th c.; but, according to him ((352), the shortening of vowels before two consonants took place at the same time “or even earlier” Since the syllables containg a short vowel followed by two consnonats were long (= 'heavy) “by position”, irrespective of the quantity of the nuclei (see below), and the designation of vowel length was inconsistent, the dating of the processes affecting vowel quantity in such syllables has to rely but on circumstantial evidence. For example, the short vowel OHG gotspel and OI guðspiall that Anglo-Saxon missionaries brought in the respective areas in the second half of the eitghth century are the only indication that the first vowel in OE godspell ‘gospel’ was short at that time (cf. Luick 1964: (204, n. 1). Does this mean that shortening had not occurred earlier than that? Probably not. On the other hand, Onswini for Óswine in a Runic inscription (Luick 1964: (86, n.2) shows that, in all probability, the transition [a] > [o] was prior to lengthening or at least did not depend on it. Whether these and other variant forms, belonging to different dialects, reflect different processes or different aspects of one and the same process is to be clarified. One conclusion is possible at this stage, namely, that /n/ or nasalization (= glide/prosodeme) resulting from its reduction may have had an effect on the preceding vowel, but this was not necessarily the lengthening of it.

The notion that consonantal features are transferred directly to the preceding vowel or that vowels and consonants possess a certain common feature manifesting itself as length is typical of those theories which describe compensatory lengthening in terms of morae, as restoring syllable weight or word quantity. In this interpretation, “the mora of the lost segment reattaches itself to a nearby syllabic segment thereby lengthening it”, lengthening being regarded as “temporal compensation for the duration or ‘mora’ of the lost segment” (either vocalic or consonantal) (Hock 1988: 89-90). Here morae correspond roughly to vowels and consonants, but their boudaries do not necesarily coincide with those of phonemes (as, for example, in the case of long vowels, always bi-moraic). For this reason, morae have been assigned a separate level independent of that of segmental units. If the “mora” is an independent unit of length (quantity), a “bearer of length”, or even length itself (like Jones's “chroneme”), then, indeed, every lengthening or shortening can be analyzed panchronically, without regard to the nature of quantity in the language, in which it takes place. This justifies, as it were, the interpretation of lengthening as “addition of mora” (cf. Liberman 1992: 186) or Prokosch's idea that in the Germanic languages final syllables lost one mora every five hundred years (cf. Prokosch 1939).

In reality, however, it is vowels and consonants that became lost in the evolution of the Germanic languages, which, in turn, led to the restructuring of the larger units they belonged to, such as morphemes, on the one hand, and syllables, on the other. The loss of a segment does not necessarily lead to compensation (cf. loss of jers in Slavic); conversely, length is not necessarily the result of such a loss (cf. vowel length associated with open syllables). The establishment of the correlation of syllable cut in English can also be interpreted as compensation (for schwa loss). Although length was not a new element at the time the new correlation was established, it was a manifestation of quantitative relations different from those of ME syllable levelling (/(C)V:/ ~ /(C)VC:/). Therefore this “compensation” was more like the change of the tense system in Russian (see above) than the compensatory lengthening of the *finf > fīf type. In this context, the formulae “engthening is addition of mora” and “shortening is loss of mora” mean simply “lengthening is lengthening” and “shortening is shortening” respectively.

Lengthening traditionally regarded as compensatory did not necessarily result from the loss of a consonant adjacent to the lengthened vowel, cf. OE holh ~ hōles, mearh ~ mēares ‘mare’, feorh ‘life’ ~ fēores (nom. ~ gen.) (Campbell 1959: (240). De Chene and Anderson (1979: 506-507 and n. 2), view this lengthening as a later development, because (a) there is “no certain indication that the vowels of such forms as meares, holes were long in Old English”; (b) “the vowel in question must be considered long in Middle English”; and (c) “Middle English had a rule by which short vowels were lengthened in open syllables...” and “the long vowel in hōles... need not be caused by compensatory lengthening, ... since the loss of h created an open syllable, and ME lengthening in this position was quite independent of consonant loss”.

Although the radical vowels in the words in question were in a position that presupposed ME open syllable lengthening (in mearh/meares > mare('s) it is combined with r-influence), the retention of Old English (OGmc) length in these positions cannot be excluded. Therefore the possibility of open syllable lengthening in such words in ME is not an argument against OE compensatory lengthening. 

 
As Campbell has pointed out, the only evidence that lengthening took place in these words is 'that of metre: e.g. place-name evidence points always to Wōla as gen. pl. of Wealh and hāla as dat. sg. of healh' (Campbell 1959: (240, n. 1). De Chene and Anderson regard this kind of evidence unconvincing, quoting Campbell who indicates that in meares, etc. (variant forms without compensatory lengthening) '”hort quantity was often replaced from related forms'” i.e. from mearh (Campbell 1959: (240). Campbell's reconstruction of vowel quantity in mearh, etc. is based on the evidence of meter, which in turn goes back to Eduard Sievers (1893: (77). If this criterion is not applicable to Wealh and hla, it cannot be applied to mearh and feorh, either for or against the long quantity of their radical vowels.

There is at least one piece of poetic evidence that cannot be discarded, for it follows from the definition of Old Germanic poetry as alliterative. Besides the repetition of onsets within the line, it implies a certain configuration of the rime (more precisely, the sequence following the onset) that, together with allitration is repsonsible for creating “the lift as a position of maximal metrical strength or prominence” (cf. Suzuki 1996: 16-17, 311). Alliteration is compulsory in the fisrt lift (the strongest metrical position) and optional in the second strongest position (second lift). Likewise, the strongest position is associated with heavy sequences, i.e. either syllables long by nature (/(C)V:-/) or by position (/(C)VC-/) or, with resolution, two short syllables. Without resolution, the idea of Old Germanic poetry as relying on quantity, either syllabic or phonemic, would not make sense.} Yet, the ambiguity connected with the quantity of the vowel in feore(s), etc. remains, for as A.J. Bliss has pointed out, “the sequence of syllables (x ... is equivalent sometimes to _ and sometimes to _x “ (Bliss 1962: (34). It follows that a lift can be occupied by a sequence of two open syllables, such as meares, feores, etc., irrespective of vowel quantity in them: by their first syllables if they are long (mēa-, fēo-, etc.) or, if short, by entire words (meares, feores) or else, by the first short syllable alone. Resolution may become suspended in the third position of type A1 and the second position of type E where alliteration is optional and “a short stressed syllable alone may occasionally occupy a lift” (Suzuki 1996: 17), e.g. (wonsceaft) wera (Beow. 120a) or (gromheort) guma (Beow. 1682a). Here, according to Seiichi Suzuki (1996: 81), the second lift remains unresolved, cf. also wīdan feore (Beow. 933b), þæt gebearh feore (Beow. 1553b), on swā  geongum feore (Beow. 843a), sylfes feore (Beow. 3013b), where feore does not take part in alliteration and hence does not require resolution. Several examples of the words under review are less doubtful, such as feores getwæfde (Beow. 1433b), feores onsæce (1943b) and, most importantly, feore beorgan (Beow. 1283a). The first two constitute the strongest position (alliterating words in the first lift), thus implying either the /CV:-/ or /CVCV/ structure of feore. The ambiguity resolves itself in the third instance, where feore begins the a-verse of A1 type. It has been noticed that (1) disyllabic words of the form pre-OE *(C)VCi (wine) or *(C)VCu (sunu), i.e. most resistant to suspension of resolution, do not occur in this position; and (2) of the two variant forms of Dene ‘Danes’, Dena and Denig(e)a, only the latter (trisyllabic form) occurs either before or after the sequence -x, e.g. lēode Deniga (Beow. 599a) or Deniga lodeum (Beow. 389a), while the disyllabic alternant (*lēoda Dena, *Dena lēodeum) makes the verse unmetrical (Fulk 1992: (279; Suzuki 1996: 269).1 The same must apply to similar combinations, including feore beorgan, where beor-(gan) is a heavy syllable prosodically equal to both lēo- (/(C)V:-/) and Deni-(ga) (/C)VCV-/). This means that before it, at the beginning of the line, either a trisyllabic sequence should be expected or a disyllable with a long first syllable, that is, in our case, fēore, with a lengthened vowel. 

Since the lengthened vowel is not directly adjacent to the lost consonant and the “mora” of the lost /h/ does not belong to the “nearby” segment, no restoration of syllable weight in an ordinary sense takes place here. For the same reason, vowel length in such words or rather word forms cannot be explained by a transfer of consonantal features or glide formation. 

here, it is appropriate to quote De Chene’s and Anderson’s observation that “the existence of an independetly-motivated length contrast”, is a necessary condition for compensatory lengthening, and “no language introduces distinctions of length into its phonological system through compensatory lengthening alone” (De Chene – Anderson 1979: 508). In this situation, it is doubtful whether compensatory lengthening can be called a change as it is understood in diachronic linguistics, rather than a purely synchronic process. Therefore it is only legitimate to ask “what is compensated for in compensatory lengthening?”. In a most general way, this question can be answered as follows. Since length is a prerequisite of lengthening, then lengthening  restores length. Hence, our last question, “what is length?”. From a purely phonetic point of view, it is duration of segment irrespective of its nature or function. Functionally, however, length is a factor responsible for the organization of the speech chain and its segmentation into units of rhythm. As such, it should be defined in terms of boundaries, rather than duration.

In the Old Germanic languages, as variation according to Sievers's law shows, a certain boundary was either after a syllable with a long nucleus, as in Goth. sō-keis, or interconsonantally, after a closed syllable was-jis, wan-deis, or else, after two short syllables divided by a consonant, as in miki-leis. This boundary does not necessarily coincide with phoneme or morpheme boundaries, cf. Goth. stō-jis ‘(you) judge’, but ban-deis ‘(you) bind’, morphologically, band-eis. Nor does it necessarily coincide with the syllable boundary, as it follows from the segmentation of mikileis into miki-leis, where miki- is a disyllabic complex /(C)VCV-/. Being neither morphological nor phonemic or syllabic, this segmentation is most probably rhythmic, the resulting boundaries yielding three minimal units of rhythm, namely, /(C)V:-/ equal to /(C)VC-/ and /(C)VCV-/. The last one, although it cannot be divided into functional units, consists of two phonetic syllables with short vowels. Using the terminology based on the Classical tradition, these syllables are short “by nature”. As opposed to these, the three complexes yielded by segmentation, /(C)V:-/, /(C)VC-/, as well as /(C)VCV-/ = /(C)V + CV-/, can be defined as long, either by nature, /(C)V:-/, or by position, /(C)VC-/, /(C)VCV-/ (for details see Kleiner 1998). 

It should be stressed again that the equality of the three complexes is in no way based on the physical duration of the segments, but only on the identity of their function that, in turn, is based on the rules of segmentation, on the one hand, and the rules of the orgnanization of the units of rhythm, on the other. The two sets of rules do not contradict one another, because the units of segmentation are limited by the boundaries which in turn are determined by the structure of these units. It follows that, since compensatory lengthening does not lead to a new type of quantity, it cannot create rhythmic units hitherto non-existent in the language in question and can only help to preserve the functional identity (resp. boundaries) of the segmented complexes (units of rhythm).

Let us turn again to OE feorh, mearh, etc. On addition of a syllable (in a paradigm) these words could, in principle, become *mearhes, *feorhes, syllabified *mear-hes, *feor-hes, with the structure of the root similar to that of wan-deis/was-jis, i.e. /(C)VC-/, long “by position”. With the loss of the word- (morpheme-) final /h/ and the lengthening of the radical vowel, the prosodic structure of the root became replaced by the prosodically equal /(C)V-/, long “by nature”, as in sō-(keis), dō-(meis), etc.

Likewise, in words like *gans and *gunþ, before the loss of the nasal (or without it, as in OHG) on addition of another syllable, the boundary was between the nasal and the following consonat, *gan-ses and *gun-þes, /(C)VC-/ type (“long by position”). After the loss, /(C)VC-/ became /(C)V:-/, also with a boundary after it, OE g-ses (with /a:/ > /o:/), gū-þes, etc. (“long by nature”).

The change of the lengthening context took place differently in the two groups or words: /(C)VC1-C2V/ > /(C)V:-C2V/ in gans ~ gan-ses (and *gun-þes > gū-þes) and /(C)VC1-C2V/ > /(C)V:-C1V/ in feorh ~ fēo-res. But in both, one of the postvocalic consonants becomes syllable intital, either together with the lengthening of the vowel (fēo-res, gū-þes) or without it (gan-ses, *feor-hes). So from the point of view of boundaries and boundary markers, the two developments are identical. Had long vowels (resp. /(C)V:-/ complexes) in all positions been formed as a result of the loss of a postvocalic consonant, it would have been a systemic change. But long vowels already existed in the Germanic languages of the compensatory lengthening period. Unlike *gans > gōs traditionally interpreted as a change, lengthening in mearh ~  is obviously a synchronic process. A similar development in mægd ~ mæd is unconditioned, but the two forms most probably belonged to different dialects, as did OHG farwa ~ farawa ‘color’ or OE brōþor ‘brother’ ~ beroþor (Brussells Cross; there is no other reason to designate length here than by analogy with the brōþor of other texts). This plus OS berka and OHG birihha belonging to different languages add another variant form, namely, /(C)VCV/ also present in pre-OE *magadin (> both mgd and md) and pre-ON *taliðō (> talða), as well as in Goth. miki(leis) alternating with the other two basic structures, /(C)V:/, dō (meis) and /(C)VC/, wan(deis).

Whatever their relations within a dialect (feorh ~ fēo-res), language (far-wa ~ fara-wa), language group (ber-ka ~ biri-hha), or even historically (taliðō > talða), in a wider prosodic context these forms belong to one and the same pattern, /(C)V:-/ = /(C)VC-/ = /(C)VCV-/, with a boundary after each of the sequences. Synchronically both [V] => [V:] and [V:] => [V] in feorh ~ fēo-res are the result of contextual variation. The same is true of vowel shortening in other contexts, e.g. OI bua ‘to live’, nía ‘nine’, tío ‘ten’ or trúa ‘to believe’, with the historically long vowels shortened before another vowel. In the manuscripts they have no accent mark designating length (see Benediktsson 1968: 42). In prosody, such words are treated as two short syllables, like rúnar ‘boars’ (a bi-syllabic ictus by resolution), rather than rúnar ‘runes’ that forms a full foot (see Bugge --Sievers 1891; Benediktsson 1968: 38, 42). In other positions, the vowels in these words are long, e.g. búm (pres. pl.), or if compared to bua, etc. (with short vowels), they are lengthened. Since the vowels (long/short = lengthened/shortened) belong to one of the three prosodic complexex, any vascillation of vowel length, both “lengthening” and “shortening”, looks more like substitution of one complex for another. It is more appropriate therefore to speak about them as variants of the same prosodic (rhythmic) structure and about their alternation as variation within the same prosodic system. Since variation, by definition, takes place within an established system, no new “distinctions of length” can be expected as a result of compensatory lengthening of the Old Germanic type. To put De Chene's and Anderson's definition of compensatory lengthing in a slightly modified way,  only lengthening that does not change the basis of quantitative relations in a language can be regarded as compensatory..

In all of the above instances, consonants and vowels perform their natural functions: the function of a consonant is to make an obstacle (cf. Trubetzkoy 1939: 83-84; Jakobson, Halle 1970: 429), which is contrary to duration inherently characteristic of vowels. In the varying structures above, consonants, too, are responsible for creating speech rhythm, but only as elements that delimit individual rhythmic structures, that is, function as boundaries, whereas vowels create the duration of the units of rhythm delimited by consonants. 

A most glaring example of the reduction of consonants' function to that of a boundary signal is the glottal stop. In English, the use of it results in non-distinction of type, tight, tike. Moreover, when initial /h/ is elided, ‘vowels thus rendered initial may have glottal emphatic reinforcement applied to them, especially in hiatus with a preceding vowel: I hate him [ai '?(i? im], we haven't [wi '?(vn?]’ (Gimson 1966: 8.09). Here, word initial [?] that is obviously a boundary marker is homophonic with final [?] which is a substitute of /t/. The information otherwise signalled by vowel transitions or release bursts is made up for “by other cues supplied by the context” (ibid.).

“Other cues” may be of different nature, such as morphological or sematic, and even probabilistic. In Russian certain clusters tend to be simplified in casual speech, e.g. sorok => /sr(k('vyje/ in sorokovyje (gody) ‘the forties’ can become /s(rk('vyje/. None of the other Russian vowels is possible in this position, but the loss of the vowel without “a cue”, would destroy the meaning of the morpheme ('sorok ‘forty’, becoming srok ‘term’ and consequently /sr(k('vyje/ adj.). In a similar manner, consonants can be lost, as in /piri'sait/ instead of /piri'sadit/ ‘(he/she) will translplant’ (/d/ being the only consonant permitted) (Panov 1979: 222). In Russian, the “cues” do not include syllable structure, for different syllable types are not opposed and vowels do not depend upon the type of syllable. Moreover, the tendency to preserve the syllable open remains even before two consonants, as in bočka ‘a vat’, syllabified as both boč-ka and bo-čka (see Kleiner 1997). In Modern English, vowel elision is preferable, but normally it does not change the place of the boundary and the type of the syllable: for example, (-elision in murderer /m(-dr(/ does not make the syllable closed, for the resulting cluster can be word- and syllable initial, cf. draft. (The same applies to the loss of entire syllables, e.g. /lai-br (-ri/ > [lai-bri].) When a medial consonant is lost in a three-consonant cluster, e.g. /t/ in exactly, aptly and the like, the interconsonantal boundary remains subject to the rule, “all segments but the last belong to the first syllable” (Murray, Vennemann, 1983: 515). In mostly and lastly, /-sl-/ (< -stl-) becomes syllable initial (cf. sly), so that “loose contact” remains between it and the preceding (free) vowel. In wristwatch, Westminster, the cluster remaining after t-elision may, in principle, be syllable initial (cf. swap, smash), but syllabification /s-l/, /s-w/ is also possible, which leaves close contact between /s/ and the preceding (checked) vowel unaffected. 

In the Old Germanic languages, simplification took place in three-consonant clusters, e.g. in root syllables: cemde (< cembde) ‘combed’, elboga (< elnboga) ‘elbow’, mils < milts (with ts < ds) ‘mercy’, wæsm < wæstm ‘fruit’, ynse < yntse ‘ounce’; prefixes: anlang < andlang ‘continious’, suffixes: -enlic (< endlic), e.g. ungeferenlic ‘inaccessible’, and name components: (l-gar, -m(r, -ric, -sig (< (lf-), Wul-gar, -mær (< Wulf-) (Campbell 1959: (477). Some of the clusters, however, retain the third consonant, e.g.OE gandra ‘gander’ symble ‘always’. Such cases are intepreted as intrusion (see Campbell 1959: (478). This is true, indeed, but only from the point of view of word history: etymologically, these words had only two-consonant clusters, cf. gandra (*ghans, Gmc. *ganr) symble/symle/symbel, Goth. simle ‘formerly’, Lat. simul ‘at the same time’, etc. On the other hand, the two forms were coexisting fairly early in Germanic, cf. OE symble ~ symle, OS sim(b)la vs. OHG simble(s). Since /ml/ could not be (word-) syllable initial, segmentation with respect to the sequence to the left of the boundary was the same both in a two- and a three-consonant cluster, viz. sym-ble/-bel ~ sym-le; likewise, gan-ra ~ gand-ra, brē-mel ~ bræm-bel. The latter shows variation similar to that of stō-(jis) ~ wan-(dis)/was-(jis) in Gothic, i.e. /(C)VC-/ ~ /(C)V:-/, suggesting that both consonant insertion and consonant deletion in the case of a three- and a two-consonant cluster respectively were but two aspects of one and the same synchronic rule. In some positions, simplification resulted in combinations of two identical consonants, e.g. OE sellic (~ seldlic) < seldlic ‘wonderful’, ballice (< baldlice) ‘boldly’ (Campbell 1959: (477). Another source of such combinations was assimilation, e.g. mp > pp, nt > tt, nk > kk, nl > ll, lþ > l > ll, nþ > nn (ON), dt > tt, þs > ss, dþ > tt, þd > dd, etc. It took place in all the Germanic languages (see Noreen 1884: (82 for ON; Campbell 1959: ((480-481 for OE; and Kyes 1992 for ON, OS and discussion of the mechanism of assimilation). “Assimilation” is merely a term designating materialization of a tendency that may not materialize under different circumstances. It is the “circumstances” therefore that must be explained, that is, the phonological context, in which the process takes place and to which its results must adjust themselves.

In all probability, such combinations were bi-phonemic, since they could have a morpheme boundary within them (cf. OI stein-n (< stein-aR) ~ stein ‘stone’, nom. ~ acc. sg. and alternated with true combinations either within the same morpheme (binda ~ batt `to bind ~ bound’ or in etymological doublets (OI kappi ~ kempa ‘hero’) (see Plotkin 1975: 97-98). (Add to this such alternations as swimman - swamm in OE 4th class strong verbs normally characterized by the biphonemic /VRC/ combination in the root, cf. drin-can - dranc ‘drink ~ drank’.) This means that their behavior with respect to rhythmic structures they belonged to must have been similar to that of other consonant combinations. For example, the reflex of *gunþ in OI is either guðr or gunnr. The latter is then analagous to /(C)VC-C/-forms and must therefore have been syllabified similarly, viz. gun-nar, etc. The older poetic guðr did not develop a long vowel after the loss of /n/, as could be expected as a result of compensatory lengthening in its traditional interpretation (see Einarsson 1986: 8). Nor did maðr ‘man’, suðr ‘south’ and kuðr ‘known’ (ibid.). Such forms as suðrs, suðri (gen., dat.) show that /r/ here belonged to the root which thus had the structure /(C)VC-C/. On the other hand, sunnar (adv. compar.) ‘more to the south’ shows the n > nn assimilation. In gur, the alternation takes place within the paradigm, cf. gunni (acc. sg., The Poetic Edda, HH I, 47,2), as the alternation of the vowels in feorh ~ fēores. This is another indication that lengthening did not result automatically from the loss of an adjacent element. Rather, consonant doubling helps preserve the prosodic structure that otherwise would have become /(C)VCV/, as in miki-leis (or OI star - staðar ‘place’, nom., gen. sg.).

Consonant doubling took place before resonants, most consistently, before j, e.g. OE sibb, OFris. sibbe, OS sibbia, OHG sipp(e)a (Goth. sibja) ‘relationship’; cf. also OE biddan, OFris. bidda, OS biddian, OHG bitten (Goth. bidjan) ‘to bid’; etc. The change has traditionally been regarded as West Germanic, although it could also occur in the Scandinavian languages as well, but on a more restricted basis: /k/ and /g/ were doubled before /j/ and /w/, cf. styggja ‘to scare’, dyggr ‘loyal’ (-wa-stem), lykkja ‘a loop’, røkkr ‘dark’ (Goth. riqis) (Noreen 1884: (202); /k/ doubled, although less regularly, before /l/, cf. mikkel ‘great’ and mikkler (pl., rare) = mikler (Noreen 1884: (203, note). 

The consonant was not doubled in þegja ‘to be silent’ and segja ‘to say’. Whatever the cause of non-gemination in these words,2 from the point of view of syllabification it was more natural than doubling that created three-consonant clusters. There were intervocalic clusters, however, which could in principle be word-, respectively, syllable-initial and did not presuppose a syllable boundary within them, e.g. OE br (cf. braslian (< brastlian), st (cf. stalian ‘to steal’), sl (cf. slīdan ‘to slide’), sn (cf. bælisnian (< belistnian) ‘to castrate’), or sm (cf. smicer ‘fair’, blōsma < (blōstma) ‘blossom’, Lēo-stan (< Lēof-). The latter two (blōsma, Lēostan) belong to the stō-jis/ dō-meis type, that is, /(C)V:-/. The situation is more complicated in braslian, bælisnian and musle (with short vowels), for in them, a potentially syllable-initial group with a boundary before it would have resulted in a sequence, /V-(sC)/ (a short vowel in an open syllable), which was avoided. A boundary before such a group was accompanied by the lenghtening of the preceding vowel, cf. OI hvisla ‘to whistle’, divided into two rhythmic units similar to st-jis. A short vowel would imply a closed syllable of the bin-dan type. Such words as OE hwislian ‘to whistle’ or hwisprian ‘whisper’ the boundary must have been within the group that, in other contexts (after a long nucleus) was syllable initial hwis-lian, hwis-prian.

Old Icelandic -gj-, -kj- could also be word-/syllable-initial, cf. gjalda ‘to pay’, kjarr ‘brushwood’, kvaka ‘to twitter’; therefore intervocalically their syllabification was ambiguous. This ambiguity was removed by doubling the consonants preceding j, thus resulting in a syllabification concordant with that determined by Sievers’s law, viz. styg-gja, støk-kva, both /(C)VC-/. It should be noted that the cognate of Goth. galukan, OE lū, OS lūka, and OFr ūka (all with long vowels) in Modern Icelandic has no consonant doubling, viz. lykja ‘to lock’, in distinction to lykkja ‘a loop’ (< *lukjōn). Long-vowel forms (lykja, lūka, etc.) are prosodically equal to those with (compensatory) lengthening, i.e. /(C)V:-/, such as gūþ. 

From the very beginning, the problem of consonant doubling, in particular, that which took place in the West Germanic languages (West Germanic gemination) was connected with the question of boundaries, or rather the shift of boundaries. According to Sievers (1878: 161), words like Goth. bidjan were syllabified bi-djan, but later it shifted, so that the consonant between the vowel and /j/ became ambisyllabic, (as /t/ in Modern English city an pity). In the above examples, however, no boundary shift took place; on the contrary, consonant doubling, as */styg-ja/ > /styg-gja/ (rather than */sty-gja/), served to preserve the place of the boundary and thus the prosodic structure of the root.

In the West Germanic languages, j was either lost (OE, OHG) or vocalizated (OS). Without doubling, the preceding /(C)VC-/ in the root would have become /(C)-/, that is, bidjan > *bidan (OE), *bitan (OHG), *bidian (OS). This was possible too, for example, in OHG redia ‘speech’ (varying with reda, also /(C)VCV-/) or brunia ‘armor’ (~ brunna, /(C)VC-/). Kurt Goblirsch (1998) explains the lack of gemination in these words by early vocalization of /j/, which, according to him, also hindered gemination in OE nerian, OHG nerien, ‘to save’. Generally, intervocalic /r/ after a short vowel either is nongeminated or two forms vary, as in OHG ferien/ferren ‘ferry’. Why /r/ was less prone to doubling than other consonants is less important for our purpose than the prosodic context of nongemination.

As Goblirsch (1998) has remarked in connection with West Germanic gemination, “it is to be viewed as the lengthening of a consonant at the syllable boundary’ and is to be analyzed ‘in terms of length”. According to him, “the word is lengthened... either by...epenthesis or by gemination”. He regards lengthening of a word as “addition of a syllable by whatever means -- vocalization or epenthethis”. Both processes are thus considered as synchronic, i.e. leading to the same result, or, put differently, resulting from the same rule. Whether “addition of a syllable...hindered subsequent gemination”or nongemination resulted in addition of a syllable, synchronically, this means that the two structures, a nongeminated (or single) intervocalic consonant and a vowel followed by a geminated (or double) consonant, i.e. /VCC/ and /VCV/ respectively, were in complimentary distribution. An example of this is short-syllable words ending in /-CR/, with and withowt epenthetic vowels , e.g. OE nægl ~ nægel ‘nail’, segl ~ segel/segil ‘sail’, represented /(C)VC-/ and /(C)VCV-respectively, syllabified (in a paradigm) as næg-les, næg-la and næge-les, næge-la (gen. sg. & pl.), etc.,. This variation is similar to *taliðō > talða or *magadin > mæd ~ mægd; like the latter, it represents, most probably, two dialectal forms (cf. above), which adds to this variation the possibility of nægl ~ næl, i.e. the third prosodic structure, /(C)V:-/. As a really synchronic process, the variation of the two structures, /(C)VCV-/ and /(C)VC-/, manifests itself in OE here ~ hergas ‘army’ (nom. ~ gen. sg., nom. pl). On the other hand, hergas (nom. pl) has a variant form herigas; likewise herian ‘to praise’ varies with herigan. Campbell (1959: (365) explains such forms as “later parasiting”, which is correct historically. From the point of view of synchrony, however, g in heri(g)an is as “parasitic”; in the context of the above (synchronic) variation, its function is that of a boundary signal between two rhythmic units, viz. heri-gan. In OHG, unorganic w, j, and h perform a similar prosodic function, when they appear after long syllables  (/(C)V:-/ in bluowen (for bluoen) ‘bl(hen’, sāwen (for sen) ‘s(hen’, blāian (for blāan), bluohan (for bluoan) ‘bl(hen’ (Braune 1955: ((110, n.2; 117; 152). The consonants’ function here is similar to that of the glottal stop in English. “Doubling” , in this case, an addition of a consonant, following the pattern set by groups of two analogous consonants (e.g. resulting from cluster simplification) was  creating a proper boundary signal and a proper boundary.

Before other resonants, gemination was accomapanied by vowel epenthesis, e.g. OHG bitter, OS bittar OE biter ~ bitter ‘bitter’ (Goth. baitrs); OHG apful/afful, OS appel, Ofris. apel ~ appel, OE æppel ‘apple’ ~ apuldor ‘apple tree’ (see Goblirsch 1998). In a paradigm, the vowel could be dropped, as in apla (acc. sg.; cf. ON epli). Prosodically, /VC-/ (+ /R/) was equal to /(C)VCV-/, therefore gemination was not obligatory in this position, hence biter, apel, as well as wero-des ‘army’ (gen. sg.). But /-CR-/ belongs to syllable initial combinations, so the doubling of the consonant here may have played the same role as in ON styggja. Vowel shortening accompanying consonant doubling in OS hlūttar, OE hlūttor ‘pure’ (Campbell 1959: (408) suggests that in delimiting rhythmic units vowel quantity was less efficient than consonants. The development of the vowel in hlūttar/ hlūttor is reminiscent of that in softe (provided the vowel here was ever long; see above). 

The synchronic variation /(C)V:-/ ~ /(C)VC-/ ~ /(C)VCV-/, although it presupposes a certain distribution of vowels and consonats depending on syllable structure, does not exclude a combination consisting of a long or a diphthongoidal nucleus and more than one consonant. In some of fourth class weak verbs in Gothic, for example, such as bi-auknan ‘to become larger’, ga-skaidnan ‘to become parted’ and weihnan ‘to become holy’ segmentation into units of rhythm results in the /CV:-/ structures that can be interpreted as “overlong” (cf. Kusmenko 1991: 13). This would be correct, but only from the point of view of the theories that regard “every ... rhyme speech sound” as one mora (e.g. Vennemann 1988: 6). In other verbs of the same class, the suffix (-n-) can be added to the stem without affecting the structure of the word as a whole, as in (fra-)lusnan /lus-(nan) ‘to perish’, (ga-)waknan/wak-(nan) ‘to become awake’ (both /CVC-/), (ga-)qiunan /kwiu:-(nan)/ ‘to be made alive’, (in-)feinan /fi:-(nan)/ ‘to be moved with compassion’ (both /CV:-/). In both groups, the two types of segmentation (prosodic/rhythmic and morphological) coincide. Therefore the addition of the suffix does not create “a third mora”, at least in words with /CVC-/ and /CV:-/ roots. In Goth. batiza ‘better’ and meriþa ‘rumor’, morphological segmentation does not differ principally from that of lusnan and the like, viz. bat-i-za, mer-i-þa. Here, however, a different prosodic structure emerges due to the addition of the suffix, viz. bati-za, meri-þa, similar to miki-(leis). This, in turn, varies with the /CVC-/ of (ga-)bat-n-an ‘to profit’ and (us-)mer-n-an ‘to be proclaimed’: (ga-)bat-nan, (us-)mer-nan (morphologically, (ga-)bat-n-an and (us-)mer-n-an respectively). In (ga-)batnan or (us-)mernan, the place of the boundary is between the consonants. Unlike -i- in batiza and meriþa, the suffixal /n/ does not change the prosodic structure of the stem by adding to it a “temporal unit”.

In such pairs of words as bi-auknan - aukan VII ‘to add’; ga-skaidnan - skaidan VII ‘to divide’; weihnan - weihan ‘to sanctify’; af-daubnan ‘to become deaf’ - daubi þa ‘deafness’; ga-dauþnan ‘to die’ - dauþeis  ‘the peril of death’ (cf. dau-þus ‘death’, dau-þeins ‘dying’). 

In all these forms, variation is between /(C)V:CC/ or /(C)VCVCC/, on the one hand, and /V:-C/ and /(C)VCV-C/, on the other. This situation is similar to Modern English dine ~ dined ~ dining, where only the latter form is indicative of the type of contact (loose) between the consonant and the preceding vowel present in the other forms as well (see Kleiner 1997: 164). In languages with the correlation of syllable cut, two consonants, though conducive to close contact, do not necessarily create a position for it. Likewise, two consonants after a long vowel (sokjan ‘to seek’) or three consonants after a short vowel (batists ‘best’) are a normal thing. This does not mean, however, that these syllables are overlong or that the very idea of overlong syllables is necessary. It should be noted that each of the allegedly overlong structures contains only one “superflous” consonant; its deletion restores a normal rhythmic unit present, actually or potentially, in all its forms.3
It follows that in words which in all their forms had structures not implying vocalic length, vowels were either short or underwent shortening. Indeed, in all of the Old Germanic languages, long vowels tended to be shortened before the majority of consonant groups (see, for OE: Luick 1964: (204; Campbell 1959: (285; ON: Noreen 1884: (110;), except potentially syllable initial; then even a three-consonant group did not induce vowel shortening, cf. þīestre ‘darkness’ vs. godspell ‘gospel’ and samcucu ‘half alive’, with a /VC/ sequence that was long by position, irrespective of the length of the nucleus.

Before certain consonant groups, however, vowels lengthened after the loss of a nasal remained long, e.g. OE brōhte ‘brought’ (< *branhtō). Since such sequences could not be syllable initial, syllabification was most probably /(C)V:C-/. If this sequence, be added to the three “long” prosodic units, /(C)V:-/, /(C)VC-/ and /(C)VCV-/, postulated above, the very principle of the Old Germanic rhythmic segmentation will be destroyed. The only alternative will be to assume that for some reason the first consonant in the group, when post-vocalic, was not able to create a boundary, at least at some stage of the evolution of the Germanic languages; cf. in this connection the “lengthening (e.g. homorganic) groups” or /h/ and /r/, before which the close contact did not develop. From the point of view of the quantity pattern at each period, it is not lengthening, but the lack of shortening that requires explanation. The “qualities” of consonants, which preclude them from creating an obstacle, that is, from performing their chief function (see above), are apparently phonetic and therefore more difficult to explain. In this particular case, however, ‘phonetic explanations in phonology’ seem to be realistic enough. 

Where nothing precluded consonants from creating an obstacle, vowel shortening and lengthening took place within the changing pattern that included certain rhythmic structures, delimited (in fact, created) by consonants, vowels adjusting their quantity to these. Since the rhythmic structures were concomitant, quantity adustment was synchronic in nature, not only in mearh ~ , but also in nerien/nerren, and in hlūtor > hluttor. The structure /(C)VCV/ was especially persistent with /r/ as the intervocalic consnonant, in those of the Old Germanic dialects where /r/ was not doubled, as in OE herian ‘to praise’, with the variant forms herigan and hergan (see above). The variation is probably dialectal. But a similar variation takes place in the forms of one and the same word, e.g. fremman (fremme, fremst, fremþ, fremmaþ) ‘to perform (pres. sg. 1, 2, 3 and pl.) vs. fremede, fremedest, fremedon (pret.) , where the opposition between the two structeres becomes neutralized, cf. herede, heredest, heredon. 

The development of *magadin, *taliðō, etc. reflects different stages of a process leading to the establishment of some and ousting of other structures (/(C)V:/, /(C)VC/ vs /(C)VCV/). On the other hand, the predominance of a certain prosodic structure in the Germanic languages of the compensatory lengthening period, e.g. /(C)VC/ and/or /(C)V:/ does not exclude the third structure, /(C)VCV-/, as in the case of OHG farwa ~ farawa, OE werodes (gen. sg. of werod) ‘army’ vs tungles (gen. sg. of tungol) ‘star’ or poetic resolution. The establishment of a certain prosodic type as predominant is connected with the circumstances of the evolution of each particular language, or even each position and probably each word. In this sense, the above examples, taken from different languages and different chronologically are all facts of the history of these languages (positions, words). Synchronically, however, all the above processes are an adjustment or rearrangement of the elements of the same system, a kind of “quantity preservation rule” (Hickey 1986: 361), provided quantity be interpreted in terms of boundaries. In this sense, it is variation that belongs to the sphere of synchrony.

In this situation, compensation, in the above version at least, that is, represented by compensatory lengthening or, rather, the variation of prosodic structures is an example of a resolution of one contradiction noticed by Charles Bally (1950: 18), between language as a static and a constantly developing system 

Notes

1. Cf. in this connection, ‘If resolution lacked metrical significance, then there would be no reason why such disyllabic words should not appear in the configuration in question; with rejection of resolution as a significant device, a short stressed syllable would be... free to appear everywhere in which its long counterpart may occur’ (Suzuki 1996:269). The attempts do refute the idea of resolution, for example, that by De Chene and Anderson (1979: 507, n.2), with reference to Keyser (1969: 348-350) do not seem to have been successful; see Suzuki’s critique of Keyser’s analysis of Beow. 1980b-1981a, 2714b, 3102b, (Suzuki 1996:265-266).

2. According to Steblin-Kamenskij (1955: (65.2), in segja the consonant was not doubled by analogy with segir ‘says’.}

3. Morphological segmentation parallel to prosodic suggests that the relations between the syllable and the morpheme and, respectively, their boundaris are complicated enough and that the morpheme in the Old Germanic languages can be regarded as a prosodic unit in its own right. It is no coincidence therefore that the subsequent development of the Germanic languages has largely been centered around the evolution of the root morpheme. The problem of the interaction of morpheme- and syllable boundaries has been investigated by Kusmenko (1991).
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