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Syllables, Morae and Boundaries

Syllabification is one of the most problematic aspects of segmentation, especially insofar as it is connected with quantity, as in languages with syllable leveling (/VC/ or /VC/: Icelandic, Swedish, Norwegian) or the correlation of syllabic cut (the contemporary West Germanic languages and Danish): cf. Swedish vit /vi:t/ 'white' (masc.) ~ vitt /vit:/ 'white' (neut.); English pull/pulling (close contact VC, with a syllable boundary within C) ~ pool/poo-ling. (loose contact). In these languages, the length of vowels and/or consonants depends on syllable structure, so quantity here is prosodic.


In many linguistic descriptions, the term prosodic is used interchangeably with another term, suprasegmental, to describe both segments that are longer than the phoneme and the features that characterize these segments. However, some of these, for example, syllables, are the products of segmentation, while others are not. For this reason, it will be appropriate to apply the term suprasegmental to the elements that are not yielded by segmentation (stress, tone), while the term prosodic can be restricted to the units of segmentation other than phonemic and the phenomena that take place within the boundaries of these units. Hence, the significance of boundaries for prosody. In the above examples, quantity is confined within the boundaries of one syllable, therefore the syllable is the minimal prosodic unit in these languages.


In languages that distinguish short and long vowel phonemes, malus 'bad' ~ malus 'mast,' length can be a distinctive feature of a vowel and play no role in prosody, but when it does, length either extends beyond the boundaries of one syllable or does not necessarily coincide with them. It is the length of a syllable nucleus that determines the structure of the syllable and the boundaries of prosodic units. Consider the variation of [i:]/[ji] in Gothic, according to Sievers's Law: [i:] -ei- in domeis '(you) judge', wandeis '(you) turn' or mikileis '(you) praise' versus [ji] -ji- in wasjis ‘(you) dress', stojis '(you) judge'. (Here only the synchronic aspect of the suffix alternation is discussed, that is, the variation of /ii/ and /ii/, irrespective of their origin.).1

The [ii] and [ii] alternation depended on the segment preceding the suffix, which raises the problem of boundaries within these sequences or between them and the following variable elements (-ji-/-ei-). In principle, the boundary may coincide with the morphemic boundary, as in was-jis (/CVC/) and sto-jis (/CV/); we thus get /CVC/, /CVCC/, and /(C)VCVC/, for example, dom-eis, wand-eis, and mikil-eis (cf. Liberman 1982: 57; 1992: 5-6). This analysis equates dom- and wand-, that is, /VC/ and /VCC/, and opposes them to sto-, a syllable with a long vowel, and was- (a short vowel plus one consonant). Given this interpretation, a vowel (short or long) does not "count" unless it is followed by a consonant which is believed to belong to the same syllable.


Another explanation of the -ei-/-ji- (/ii/ = [ii], [ii]) variation is based on phonotactics. In stojis , syllabic [i] after sto- would have resulted in the /VV/ combination (*stoeis) not admitted in Gothic. The /Cj/ combination is inadmissible word-initially; therefore we have diups and diabaulus, rather than *djups and *djabaulus, and it is usually argued that /j/ in Gothic cannot be syllable initial either. A rule like this accounts for all -ji-forms. Conversely, ei-forms show that the /ii/-complex, when it occurs, is not syllable initial. Consequently, -eis-forms imply a boundary before the last consonant of the root and the contraction of /ii/ into /i:/, hence, do-meis and wan-deis, rather than *dom-eis and *wand-eis.2 This is a conventional explanation of the i/ji variation (see Seebold 1972: 71-72; with a bibliography, note 152); it reflects the phonotactics of Gothic rather than its prosody. Inasmuch as the variation in suffixes is determined by the sequence to the left of the boundary, we have to explore the prosodic nature of that sequence and the place of the boundary between it and the following variable elements (-ji-/-ei-) and determine the role and of long vowels.


According to Robert W. Murray and Theo Vennemann (1983: 515), "a group of marginal segments is divided between two nuclear segments in such a way that all segments but the last belong to the first syllable". This rule applies to stojis, which has an intervocalic /ii/ combination that cannot become /ij/ (see above), but not necessarily to /wandiis/ and /domiis/. As William S. Allen observes, in Latin, syllabification is lu-crum in Plautus and Terence, but nig-rum in Ennius; "in Vergil one finds both pa-tris and pat-rem in the same verse" (Allen 1965: 90). Such syllabification of these and similar combinations is typical of many languages. But to make sure that the "marginal segments rule" is applicable to our examples, we need to know first that the /Cj/ is not an affricate or an affricate-like group of the muta-cum-liquida type.


In conformity with the phonotactics of Gothic, the last marginal segments are /m/ in domeis, /d/ in wandeis, and /j/ in stojis and wasjis. Thus segments to the left of the boundary are wan-(deis) and was-(jis), do-(meis) and sto-(jis). Eduard Sievers (1878) called them "long" before -ei- and "short" before -ji-. Later these segments were defined as "heavy" and "light". The sequences preceding the suffix are normally regarded as heavy in rodeis '(you) speak' and wandeis '(you) change', but there is a certain ambiguity concerning the first syllable in stojis, which is light according to Liberman (1982: 57) and belongs to a separate category according to (Seebold 1972: 65). In wasjis and lagjis '(you) put', the first syllable is light according to both Seebold and Liberman.


The ambiguity connected with the notions in question goes back, at least, in part, to Greek grammarians who first misapplied the terms introduced by Indian grammarians to denote vowels (long and short), on the one hand, and syllables (heavy and light), on the other. According to Indian grammarians, a light syllable is an open syllable with a short nucleus, while a heavy syllable is a closed syllable irrespective of the nucleus. Greek and, after them, Roman and medieval grammarians applied one and the same term ("long") to both syllables and vowels, distinguishing between syllables which are "long by nature" (= syllables with a long vowel) and syllables "long by position" (= closed syllables) (Allen 1965: 91-92; 1974: 97-98). In our case, the first syllables in do- (meis) and sto-(jis) end in a long vowel. In wandeis, syllabified according to the rule by Murray and Vennemann (see above), the boundary is interconsonantal, that is, after a short closed syllable. In wasjis, with /ii/ represented as [ii], the short syllable is followed by two consonants, /s/ and /j/ (= [i]), therefore syllabification here is as it is in wandeis, that is was-jis. So, all the segments to the left of the boundary are long either by nature or by position. This means that the complex preceding the suffix, be it /CVC/ (wan-, was-) or /CV/ (do-, sto-), is "heavy" regardless of the form of the suffix (-ei- or -ji-). The fact that two different types of syllables behave similarly, that is, have a boundary after them, indicates that this equation has some prosodic significance. It is at this point only that prosody and phonotactics come together. Both /CVC/ and /CV/ can now be compared with miki-(leis) (rather than *mikil-(eis).


In sto-jis, was-jis, wan-deis, and do-meis, the boundary divides the words into two syllables. In miki-leis, the complex to the left of the boundary, /(C)VCV/, is dissyllabic, for it has two vowels. But the boundary after the second syllable is similar in nature to the boundaries after the heavy monosyllables: it separates the last consonant of the root, which results in the -ei- form of the suffix. This means that a heavy monosyllabic complex, a short closed syllable, wan- (was-), or a long open syllable, do- (sto-), is prosodically equal to two short syllables, miki-. Likewise, in Greek and Latin poetry, two short syllables can count as a long one, so that spondee (– –) can replace dactyl (– ( (), while tribrach (( ( () replaces trochee (– () or iamb (( –). Old Germanic poetry used the same device (metrical resolution). Pre-boundary complexes that determine the form of the suffix in Gothic are also subject to resolution, but in this case, it serves as a manifestation of certain language mechanisms, rather than a poetic convention. In Greek and Latin, the prosodic state based on the equality of one heavy syllable and two light ones is known as mora counting. Judging by Sievers's Law, a similar prosodic state existed in the Old Germanic languages at some stage of their evolution.


The concept of mora counting has also been used in determining the so called syllable weight. A syllable is regarded as light or heavy, depending on the nucleus and a number of consonants that follow it. The segments that are "prosodically active" are assigned one mora when short and two morae when long.3 In this approach, a heavy syllable is also equal to two light ones, although bypassing reference to resolution, for any long vowel is a priori considered bimoric. Here, too, nasjis ‘saves’ is syllabified nas-jis, but the motivation for this is "bimoraic condition," also known as Prokosch's Law (Prokosch 1939: 140; Murray, Vennemann 1983: 526; Vennemann 1988: 30), which states that "stressed syllables in Germanic languages 'prefer' to be bimoraic" (Riad 1992: 45). In this interpretation, the notions of mora and syllable weight are applicable to any language with quantitative distinctions, regardless of the nature of quantity in them, for example, Middle High German (Prokosch 1939: 40), Contemporary Standard German (Vennemann 1988: 60) and Modern English (Clements – ​Keyser 1983: 79f). It should be noted, however, that Indian, Greek, Roman, and even medieval grammarians, in spite of the terminological confusion they had, used the terms light (= short) and heavy (= long by nature or position) to designate syllables in languages that had phonemically short and long vowels and, hence, prosodic units that are not necessarily monosyllabic. The syllable weight theory can be useful in stress assignment rules as was suggested by Jakobson (1931), but not until the rules of syllabification that determine boundaries between prosodic units in a given language (and in this way, the units themselves) have been established. 


Scholars disagree about the physical and functional nature of the mora, that is, whether it is a conventional notion synonymous with the respective duration or a reality capable of carrying suprasegmental characteristics. N.S. Trubetzkoy, for instance, opposed the mora to the syllable as the minimal prosodic unit or prosodeme thus distinguishing between syllable and mora counting languages (Trubetzkoy 1939: 179). Among the chief indicators of mora counting, he mentions the formula "Lange = zwei Kurzen" (p. 171) and the "Zweigliederigkeit" of the syllable nucleus (pp. 172-174). Divisibility, either of the nucleus or the syllable in general, is the cornerstone of most theories of mora counting.


As I.M. Tronsky has pointed out in connection with Latin, "A boundary between the morae of a syllable ... lies between the morae of a long vowel (or between the elements of a diphthong) or between the vowel and the consonant closing the syllable, when the vowel is short" (Tronsky 1960: 88). Here, the term mora is applied not only to syllables but also to long vowels: even parts of a vowel are regarded as morae.4 Consonants, too, seem to be considered as morae (since a "moraic" boundary falls between a vowel and a consonant). Similar "arithmetische Quantitatsauffassung" also occurs in the descriptions of Germanic mora counting. Thus, the presence of stød suggested to Trubetzkoy the interpretation of Danish as a mora counting language (Trubetzkoy 1939: 173; cf. also Liberman 1982: 56-57; differently in Kuzmenko 1991). According to Edward Prokosch (1939), every segment is a mora; consequently, he treats short vowels as monomoric, long vowels as bimoric, overlong vowels as trimoric. So do theories based on the syllable weight approach that go back to Prokosch.5


In words like wan-deis, was-jis, do-meis, and sto-jis, the complexes to the left and to the right of the boundary are heavy syllables. No boundaries within these elements can, however, be regarded as "moraic," that is, as dividing a heavy syllable into smaller prosodic units. The only complex that may be divisible into units other than either phonemes or heavy syllables is /(C)VCV-/, e.g. miki-, a heavy dissyllabic complex.


Two kinds of syllabification in such complexes have been suggested: one implies division of the Modern English pulling-type, that is, no syllable boundary in words like Gothic þata is recognized (Liberman 1990b), while, according to the other, such words have two distinct syllables with a boundary between them (Kuzmenko 1991: 14). The second approach disregards the difference in boundaries after short and long syllables, while in Liberman's view, short syllables did not exist in Gothic. According to Liberman, þata ‘that’, fadar ‘father’, niman ‘to take’, sunus ‘son’, and the like are, like Modern English mirror, brother, butter or German bitte, Ebbe, Suppe, indivisible, though dissyllabic (Liberman 1990a: 155). Liberman proceeds from Kurylowicz's assumption that syllables are only such units that can function as separate words (Liberman 1982: 46). This is true of languages like Russian. But in Russian, syllables are mere units of utterance that make the phonation of consonants possible. English has do, so, by, etc. but not *pi, as in pity. In English, as in many other languages, consonants cannot function on their own, but there are also vowels (checked: [æ], [e], [(]) that cannot function without consonants after them. So, in the case of checked vowels at least, syllables are opposed, rather than separate phonemes. This means that, besides being a unit of utterance, the syllable in English is a prosodic unit. There is no segmentation procedure for the combination of a checked vowel and a consonant. But did Gothic have the correlation of syllabic cut similar to English? Or was it typical of the Old Germanic languages generally, to be later lost in some of them?


Hyphenation in the Codex Argenteus besides boundaries after heavy segments, for example, so-keis '(you) seek,' wal-dufni 'power,' indicates boundaries in short-syllable words like fi-lu 'great' (cf. Schultze 1908).6

A more important consideration in favor of the divisibility of dissylabic heavy complexes is the alternation of vocalic and consonantal elements within them. In forms like us-kijanata (past participle of us-keinan 'to grow'), syllable initial intervocalic -j- suggests the divisibility of (k)ij(a). Likewise, bajoþs 'both,' wajamerjan 'blaspheme', ajakduþs 'eternity' imply a boundary before /j/ and the presence of a biphonemic combination (/V/ + /j/), rather than a monophonemic diphthong. If the /C/ ~ /V/ variation is connected with a boundary, the same holds of mawi 'girl' (gen. maujos ) and taujan ~ tawida 'to do' (pres. and pret.). Then þata may also have had some sort of a boundary between its two syllables.


The two segmentation procedures described above reveal two different kinds of prosodic entities and two kinds of boundaries: (1) after heavy segments and (2) within them. Boundaries after heavy segments isolate the products of linguistic segmentation: /(C)V/, /VC/ or /(C)VCV/; these sequences, in turn, can be divided into light phonetic syllables, like /mi-/ and /ki-/, which are mere units of utterance. In languages without the correlation of syllabic cut (and hence, close contact), these boundaries may reflect the general gravitation towards the open syllable: cf. Awedyk (1990).


According to Kurylowicz (1960: 206ff), words like Latin pater 'father' are syllabic compounds, intermediate between monosyllables and truly dissyllabic words (i.e. those with "heavy" first syllable). Bengt Hesselman, who was the first to discover mora counting in the Modern Germanic dialects, compared dissyllabic sequences, for example, Latin lege 'lex' (abl. sg.) with diphthongs (Hesselman 1948-1953: 247-250). In some respects, such complexes resemble vowel combinations that can be either biphonemic groups or monophonemic diphthongs, depending on the presence/absence of syllabic or morphemic boundaries between their elements, cf. Russian /daj/ 'give' (imp.) - /da-ju/ 'I give' and English /mei-ki / making; English sere (indivisible) and seer = see + er, which may suggest the divisibility of sere, insofar as it is a homonym of seer.


Gothic dissylabic heavy segments can be treated as monophonemic diphthongs, which, in English, for example, belong to the same category as long ("free") monophthongs, since both occupy the same position with respect to the syllable boundary (it falls after them). Similarly, Old Germanic dissyllables are indivisible as prosodic entities or units of rhythm but divisible into units of utterance. As Fran Colman has pointed out, forms like OE dæge 'day' (dat. sg.) are two syllables which constitute one linguistic entity (as opposed to cæge 'key' (dat. sg.) (Colman 1986:228). She describes the intervocalic consonant in dæge as "partially syllable final"; her term probably lacks in scientific precision but is appropriate in describing the status of this consonant, as well as the status of the intervocalic consonants in Gothic mawi 'girl' and tawida 'did,' in contradiction to the consonants after /CV/, /CVC/, and /CVCV/ (heavy complexes). The function of consonants is to mark a boundary, rather than to add duration to the syllable. That is why two consonants after a short vowel make the syllable heavy (Latin (de)-cer-n(o) 'decide'), but do not "add a mora" to a syllable with a long nucleus (lec-tus 'read' p.p.).7

A consonant is not a "prosodically active' segment because it is not necessary to mark a boundary between two light syllables. The /u/~/w/ variation in mawi ~ maujos, taujan ~ tawida, etc. suggests that /au/ here is a biphonemic vowel combination which occupies two syllables. The same applies to / a/ and / i/, for, as Richard D'Alquen has shown, the Gothic digraphs ai and au could signify both /ai/ and /au/ and /(/ and / /, shortened before vowels (D'Alquen 1974: 145-154), cf. seþs 'seed' (with /e:/) and saian /s(an/ 'to sow'; stojan 'to judge' (with /o:/) and staua /st a/ 'a judge', stauida /st ida/ 'judged'. If /(a/ and / i/ result from the shortening of /e:/ and /o:/ before /i/ or /a/, they are biphonemic combinations and therefore have a boundary between them, although it is not marked by a consonant, as in mawi, miki-, etc. On the other hand, the /i/~/j/ variation in maujos and taujan indicates the presence of a boundary that divides these words into two sequences. In all these variations, the length of the sequence, /VCV/ and /VV/, remains intact, and so does the prosodic relationships between two light syllables within a heavy sequence.


Both heavy and light sequences are further divisible into phonemes. The /ij/ ~ /ji/ variation, in which the order of elemnts can be reversed, suggests that /i:/ is also divisible and, hence, biphonemic. No procedure shows that other long vowels are combinations of a vocalic and a consonantal element, although /e:/ and /o:/ may have derived from */e:j/ and /o:w/, for example, /se: + jan/ > /se:i + an/ > Go. saian; /o:wj/ > Go. stojan (for the analysis of this point of view and an exhaustive bibliography see D'Alquen 1974: 146). The fact that at some stage long vowels were a combination of a vocalic and a consonantal element reduces /V/ and /VC/ to a historically single prosodic type. 


Thus, no segmentation yields prosodic units other than light and heavy syllables. The mora is not yielded by any kind of segmentation; therefore it does not correspond to phonetic reality. The division of languages into mora and syllable counting is conventional, and so is the term mora itself which is, in fact, an "analytical device" (Allen 1973: 92). Whether long vowels are divisible or not, the units of their division are not prosodic units. This circumstance has a very important terminological implication: a phoneme can be short or long, but not mono- or bimoric. Morae are characteristics belonging to the domain of prosody; their function is best described by the Latin word mora which means a 'pause' or, in this case, a boundary after a certain syllable or a combination of syllables. Different languages presuppose different segmentation into prosodic units. In Russian, a speaker can pause after every syllable; in English, only open syllables can be followed by pauses. Gothic has prosodic units similar to English open syllables, with linguistically significant boundaries after them, and also phonetic syllables of the Russian type, that combine into prosodic units. These light syllables can conventionally be used as a unit of measure of syllabic quantity. So can the term mora, meaning a pause after a light syllable or a heavy prosodic unit and, hence, the quantity of either the syllable (one mora) or the unit (two morae). (Likewise, Old English rest meant both 'rest' and 'a mile,' that is, a distance between two 'rests'). 


In one position a short open syllable seems to function as a separate unit, namely, in forms like Gothic wil-da pret. of wiljan 'to wish', that is, word finally, after a heavy sequence. Vowel duration in open syllables might be subject to fluctuation; hence probably the lack of spacing (normally observed in the Beowulf manuscript (Zupitza 1882) in forms like huða (= hu ða). In this case, two shortened syllables became one prosodic entity of the miki type. The j-insertion in Gothic freijhals (for freihals 'freedom', cf. Braune – Helm 1952: 28) may have indicated the length of the vowel before a syllable/morpheme boundary. But whether the vowel in a final open syllable became enclitic or whether it became lengthened and made up a separate prosodic entity depends on the role such syllables played in sentence prosody, of which little is known. The only evidence of prosodic relations between word final and word initial syllables in the Old Germanic languages is elision, for example, wen'ic 'I hope' (Beowulf, ll. 338, 442). The elision of the final -e in wene might have been based on the same mechanism as that of the languages with the /( (/ = /–/ equation, atqu(e) amemus "and let us love" (Catullus V,1). But it could also be the earliest evidence of the schwa elision which manifested itself on a much wider scale in Middle English, when the mechanism responsible for resolution was no longer operative, cf. Giff Ennglissh follc forr luf(e) of Christ "If English people for the love of Christ" (Ormulum, l. 10); The droght(e) of March "The drought of March" (Canterbury Tales, A.1). The status of the short closed syllable (VC) before a pause or a word beginning with a consonant is also unclear. In Latin poetry such syllables could be treated either as light or as heavy, depending on the initial phoneme of the following word. For example, the final syllables are short by nature both in virum (acc. sg. of vir ‘man, hero’) and in primus ‘first’. In virumque ‘and the hero’ (Aeneid I,1), however, it becomes long by position (before a consonant of the following word, que), while in primus ab oris ‘first (came) from the shore’ (ibid.), -us remains short, which implies the division primu-sab. Roger Lass (1983) has suggested a similar treatment of /VC/ words in Old English verse; according to him, such words can occupy a lift only when followed by a word beginning with a consonant, God sende "God sent"; cf. however, Seiishi Suzuki's counterexample, God uðe ‘God bestowed’, God eaðe ‘God easily’ (Suzuki 1985: 579).


Equally problematic is the status of the first syllable in words like Gothic siponeis 'a disciple'. It has been suggested that /i:/ in the suffix in siponeis, *weitwodeis ‘(you) witness’, and the like, was due to their polysyllabicity. This would mean that any polysyllabic word behaved in the same way as a heavy prosodic unit and, hence, the length of the syllable nucleus was insignificant. A similar analysis of *glitmunjan ‘to glitter’, which has been equated to mikileis and siponeis only because it is polysyllabic, has resulted in the reconstruction of *glitmuneis (Dresher – Aditi 1991: 264; Riad 1992: 62; Halle – O'Neil – Vernaud 1993: 537). If, however, the /ij/ ~ /ji/ alternation depended on phonotactics (see above), the presence/absence of the syllable initial consonant in the suffix depended exclusively on the structure of the last syllable of the root. So, the unattested form of *glitmunjan implies the analysis glit-(m) (a heavy syllable with resyllabification) and mun- that is heavy only before another consonant which, in this case, can only be /j/; hence, *glitmunjis (for a similar conclusion, though on different grounds see Charles Barrack in the present volume). Thus a light syllable could combine with another light syllable immediately preceding the suffix (miki), but did not affect the prosodic structure of a heavy unit, as in *weitwodeis, *glitmunjis or siponeis. 


 It follows then that, contrary to what Seebold (1972: 65) has suggested, the lack of stress on the second syllable of miki- did not have any effect on the form of the suffix. Nothing is known of suprasegmental elements supporting the division into units of rhythm. Most generally, Old Germanic quantity can be determined as "a measure of syllabic structure", as in Latin (Allen 1965: 91). In principle, this structure provides the basis for tonal movements and the opposition of various types of stress within segments. For instance, /ji/ and /ij/ could be distinguished as a rising diphthong and a falling diphthong. Modern English four can be a result of the Akzentumsprung in Old English fé  ower > feówer (cf. Liberman 1990a: 9). Some accents could have marked pauses (morae) within heavy segments, but it is the heavy segments and boundaries between them, that underly both word and sentence prosody in the Old Germanic languages.


A boundary after a heavy syllable may account for some phenomena similar to those responsible for the alternation of -ei-/-ji- in Gothic suffixes. Sievers (1893: 127, 185) has shown that word final l, m, n, and r in Old English are treated as separate syllables when the root syllables are long, for example, susl 'misery', bosm 'bosom', beacen 'sign', while after short root syllables l, m, and n do not count as separate syllables, e.g. setl 'seat', fæþm embrace', and þegn 'warrior'. According to W.P. Lehmann (1955: 359), this situation reflects the old allophonic distribution, [RR] after long syllables and [R] after short syllables (R stands for one of the resonants). But here, too, the variation of syllabic/nonsyllabic consonants must have some synchronic explanation, most likely, in terms of boundaries.


The fact that in some words the final /CR/ combination is syllabic, while in others it is not, suggests that syllabification is different in the two groups: /-CR/ and /C-R/. Indeed, to become syllabic, a resonant has to belong to the same syllable as the preceding consonant. Consequently, words in which final /sl/, /sm/ and /kn/ form separate syllables should be syllabified su-sles, bo-smes, and bea-cnes; they have a boundary to the left of the groups that lose their syllabicity when syllable initial. (In Old English, all these combinations can be both syllable and word initial, cf. slean 'to kill,' smicer 'fine' and knawan 'to know'.) In setl, etc. the resonant was not syllabic, which has only one explanation, that the resonant and the preceding consonant were not tautosyllabic and the boundary was between them, set-les.


Likewise, in dissyllabic words ending in /(C)VCVR/ or /(C)VCVR/, e.g. ator 'poison' and tungol 'star', the vowel of the second syllable is subject to syncope, atres, tungles, which implies syllabification similar to su-sles: a-tres, tun-gles, or a-tor, tun-gol (/a:-tr/ and /tun-gl/). 


No syncope occurs in words like wæter ‘water’ and, more significantly, werod ‘army’,8 which retain the vowel of the second syllable in all forms (werodes, etc.). In werod, the division must have been similar to that of Gothic miki-leis. 


According to Raymond Hickey (1986: 361), the lack of syncope in werod is "a type of syllable quantity preservation rule". This conclusion is correct and it has a wider application. More generally, Hickey's rule describes all the instances in which boundaries regulate the prosodic structure of a word, for example, in fugol 'bird', admitting both fuglas (= fug-las) and fugo-las (fugo-las).


Why werod and wæter normally had dissyllabic forms in gen. sg., rather than forms with a "long rhyme" ( werdes, wætres) and what the relations were between epenthesis and apocope are questions of secondary importance for the present study.9 There is some confusion in the interpretation of forms with and without syncope (as an active process) versus forms with and without a parasitic vowel. This confusion resolves itself when interpreted synchronically in terms of quantity and boundary preservation. More significant is the fact that in the above instances, to the left of the boundary, we have either /(C)V-/, (/su-/, /bo-/, /bea-/), /a-/) or /CVC-/ (/set-/, /fæþ-/, /þeg-/), /tun-/, or /fug-/ exactly as in Gothic so-keis, wan-deis, and was-jis, while forms like wero-des and fugo-las resemble Gothic miki-leis. Comparison of these forms speaks in favor of the equation /V/ = /VC/ = /VCV/, and of the treatment of the three complexes as heavy. 


In poetry, words like OE fæþm can occupy a lift, cf. in fyres fæþm 'to the fire's embrace' (Beowulf l.185a), while ON vetr 'winter' is metrically short. The structure of the two words is similar but not identical, for in vetr the group obstruent plus resonant can become syllable initial. In this case no additional boundary arises with the addition of an ending, therefore forms like vetra are similar to Gothic þata. On the other hand, when fæþm becomes fæþmes, fæþmum, etc., it acquires a boundary after /CVC/, that separates the last consonant of the root, (cf. Gothic miki-(l), wan-(d), do-(m) above). It is owing to this boundary, actual (as in fæþmes) or potential (as in fæþm), that /(C)VCC/ words can be treated as long. Therefore, the treatment of vetr and fæþm in poetry depended on their pattern created by all the forms of (and, consequently the boundaries within) such words.


The condition based on "quantity preservation rule" seems also to have been observed in derivatives. In OE gearu 'ready' ~ gearwost (superl.), with [u] > [w] when syllable initial, and lufu 'love' ~ lufsum 'lovable,' the structure is either /VCV/ gearu (cf. Gothic miki-), or /VC/ plus a boundary, gear-wost (cf. Gothic wan-deis, was-jis).10

In some respects, derivation does not differ from processes that can be regarded as diachronic. For instance, the loss of the final vowel of lufu in lufsum resembles the loss of -i- in the preterit of weak verbs of the first class, cf. OE tealde, ON talða (<*taliðo ‘told’, cf. Runic tawiðo). Here and elsewhere, the process of morphological simplification that led to the loss of endings, suffixes, etc. did not result in the shift of boundaries and, therefore, did not affect the prosodic structure of forms like taliðo/talða, both with a heavy root. Nor did the apocope of a vowel in long root nouns (lar "instruction", cf. lufu without apocope) or the epenthethis in fugol (< *fuglaz) affect the prosodic structure of these words. These changes did not violate the "quantity preservation rule", which was operative as long as the Old Germanic languages remained mora-counting, i.e. while they were retaining light and heavy syllables and the /( (/ = /–/ equation.

Notes

1. For the origin of this variation see Lehmann 1955: 361f. 

2. The system discussed here is ideal or probably archaic. It fails to explain such forms as fiskjins (instead of fiskeins) treated as analogical (cf. Wright – Sayce 1975: 73,87). A possible explanation of this irregularity is that these are old and new forms (ibid.).

3. Cf. "In languages with a length contrast, long segments (both consonants and vowels) are analyzed as bisegmental" (Venemann 1971: 107); or short consonants or vowels "constitute one mora each, whereas long vowels or consonants count as two morae" (Auer 1989: 1073).

4. The terms "monomoric" and "bimoric vowels" are also used by Liberman (1982; 1990; 1992).

5. Cf. "Middle High German accented syllables had either one or two or three time units" (Prokosch 1939: 140); cf. also, "light syllables count one mora; in heavy syllables length adds one mora, and so does every additional rhyme speech sound" (Vennemann 1988: 6). Yuri Kuzmenko (1991: 13) also recognizes overlong syllables, though on different grounds.

6. Similarly in Latin inscriptions, boundaries are marked not only after heavy complexes, for instance, a (C)VC group, COG.NA.TUS 'relative' or a syllable with a long nucleus (na-), but also after short syllables STA.TU.IS.TIS 'installed' (Perf. Pl., 2).

7. Cf. Trubetzkoy's analogy: consonants as segments between closing and opening the orifice of a tube, and vowels as segments between opening and closing it (Trubetzkoy 1939: 83-84).

8. According to Campbell (1959: 226), the second vowel in wæter is epenthetic.

9. The reason is probably phonetic/phonemic; according to Campbell (1959: 226) r was conducive to epenthesis (cf. Lehmann 1955: 359).

10. For the discussion of syncope as a derivational process, see Hickey 1986: 361-364. His statement that "the syllable was to be closed not to be deleted", cf. lufsum, snotorlice 'wisely,' does not contradict Old English mora counting but poses some new problems relating to sentence segmentation and prosody.
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