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ABSTRACT

Qhapter I is en introduction and statement of some basic
phonologicsl beliefs. A brief survey is given of the
phonology of Modern Icelandic. |

Chepter II. This is a sfudy of the stetus and function

_ of quentity in Modern Icelandic. It is suggested that
vowel.length is predictable on the basis of stress and
the following oonsonsntism.’ The phonologipal concept of
syllable is discussed., h

ghgpsgz_le'ia a survey of the function and history of
quaﬁtity in the other Germanic languages. _
Chapter IVe An investigation is made into the develop-
ment of quantity in Icelandie from sbout 1200 down to
modern times, A change took place from ‘free’ to pre-
‘dictable vowel length. The study 1nvb1ves.investigation
of the evidence given by the metrics of rimur- end droty-
kyett-poetry. It is comoluded thet the chenge from the
0ld to the modern sy~tem was gradusl. OConcepts like
“cause of linguistic change’ and ‘explanation in his-
torical lingaistics® are discussed, and also the notion
of ‘historical conspiracy’.

Chapter V¥ discusses ways of analysing length in fhonologi-
cal systems in genersl, It also touches on the relation
between the subsystems of dichotomous systems split by
quantity. The analyses of 0ld and Modern Icelandic are
then reconsidered in the light of this discussion.
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1. Furpose
This study has, most broasdly speseking, a.twotold Ful=
roses (e) It is intended to shed some light on the phono-
logicel status of Lingth in Icelandic from sbout 120C
down to modern times, and (b) it is hoped that the pro-
blems thet ere discussed resise theoreticsl issues thet
are of intereet in genersl linguiatiqs,:moré pérticulerly
hiatorical iinguistios and pﬁonology. ag the state of the
srt is ot present, /s & side effect it is my hope that
whet follows (ecpecislly Chapter III) may creete & use~
ful fremework for s more genersl ;tudy of the history of
quentity snd other prosodic features in the other Scendi-
nsvian end Germenic languages. |
Chapter II is @ study of how to deel with quentity

in Modern Icelsndice. It is prorosed that iéngth of vowe
eles is predictable phonologicelly on the basis of stress
end syllebificetion, in such & way thet if mcre then one
consonant foliowe the vowel within the seme syllable the
vowel is short, otherwise it is long. The syllabiridation
that is proposed is connected with ctres: and is basi-
cally whet may be called “finel meximelistic’ in thet es

' meny consonents 8s possible ere essigned to the ‘coda’ of
8 stressed sylleble. In particuler it ls suggested thst

some sort of rhonotectic constreint preveils thet forbids
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syllebles ending in e sequence of a /p/y /t/, /%X/ or /s/
followed by & /v/, /3/ or /v/. This, it is suggected,
accounts for the fact that forms like pnepjs [ﬁe:ﬁﬁqj ‘cold
weather', have'iong vowels in spite of the fect that two
consonants follow,

Chapter III éives short summeries of the histories of
quentity in other Germsnic languages. It is emphasized
that the quentity development in Feroese, Norwegisn and
Swedish seems to be highly similar to what took place in
Icelandic,wherees the devélopnents in Denish and the Vest=-
Germenic langusges 2re similer in many respects but diff-
erent from the others. The most important difference be-
tween Icelendic, Faroese, Norwegian and twedish on the one
side and Denish, English end Germen on the other is that
in the lstter vowel length cen (except for & few dislects,
e.ge Scots and Uprer Austrian) be said still to be dis-
tinctive in spite of the changes thet took plece and
‘aimed et’ meking it predictable. _

Chapter IV deals with the development in Icelandiec
in detail. It sterts off in Section 1 by summarising
whet cen be said about the situetion in Icelandic ebout
1200 end then moves on in Sectlon 2. to try to trece the
changes that were to affect the Cld Icelendic structure.
Much of the chapter is devoted to the evalustion of met-
rics as evidence sbout the quantity structure of the langu-
ages Farticular sttention is paid to the evidence given

by drottkvett- and rimur-poetry from the periods dealt with;

The third end finsl section of this chepter is devoted to
the problem of ‘expleining’ the changes that led to the

reorgenizetion of quantity that is ususlly termed the
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Tcelendic “quentity shift’ (Denishs kvantitetsomvel tning-
en, Icelandic: hljoddvelerbreytingin). This chenge wos
that length, having been “free’ in vowels in 0ld Icelend-
ic, came to be determined by the context in the way de-
scribed in Chapter II. It 1s suggested that stresc wes
crucislly involved in the change (or changes) and thet the
result was to produce & unit, central in the phonology of
Modern Icelandic, the “stressed syllsble . Among the
theoretical quecstions touched on is the problem of what
can be celled sn explanation in historicel linguistics
and what sort of metatheoretical demands should be made
on statements in genersl and in historical linguistics
in particulsr in order that they may be called scientific
statements or explanstions. Clcsely connected with this,
the concept of ‘cause of a linguistic change’ is discuss-
ed. ! third theoretical problem deslt with is the idesa
of “historical conspiracies’ (ef. Less 1974), and the
ides that changes may aim et a certain structure.

Chapter V, which is the finsl chapter of this study,
deals with the question of how, in general, quantity is
to be trested in phonological descriptions and how it can
function in phonologicsl systems. Connected with this is
the question of how dichotomous vowel systems like those
éplit by quantity are orgenized, one subsystem in rela-
tion to the other. 1In the light of these genersl consi-
derations the structure of 0ld Icelsndic is then reconsi-
dered, and in the finsl section a short commentery is made

on the situation in Modern Icelsndic.
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2e Thonologicel creed,

- The following study is intenced to be me:inelly free
of phonological dogmess It can perheps be desoribed ss
‘mildly generative'.' The oversll idea ie that of some
;o;f of generastive rhonology, with severe reservations
about the power it hes been given by its most orthodoX
practitioners., ’‘lthough meny of the issues concerning
rhonologicel theory, like the questions of sbstrectness,
extrinsic rule ordering snd distinctive fertures, ore
lergely evoided,my ‘genersl tendency is to believe that
underlying representetions should be &s conorete s: posci-
ble even though it may lead to'conylioations in morrhology
(enc syntex). In genersl I believe that meny of the
morphorhonemic regulsrities thet have been incorporeted
into the 'phonolosy"in works like Chomsky snd Helle
(19€8) snd/?ﬁﬁeradn (1974) don’t belong in phonology at
all, but should be deslt with in e sepesrate morphophon-
emic component. iy creed is probebly similer in meny ways
to the iders set forth 1nIL1n011 (1974) end Derwing (1973),
elthough the motivation for my creed may be slightly dif- .
ferent from the force behind Linell’s and Derwing’s critic-
isms of generstive phonology. Their m2in argument 1é the
psychological implausibility of ebstrect morpheme inveri-
ents like /re=duke/ for the comuon core in redyce snd re-
duectione ~lthough I sgree with this, it seems to me (es
both Derwing and Linell sdmit) thst a csse cen be made for
some sort of comron denominstor for the[rodju*s]of reduce
and the [redAk] of reduction, The thing is thet the moti-
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vetion for it 1s'by no meens phonological, but something
else, éither semantic, porphologicél, or bothe That is,
somewhere in their gremmer (their ‘competence’) most speske
ers probsbly heve some ‘device’ thet rqpreaoﬁts the fact
thet the forms reduce end reduyction ere related, but thet
device i1s, I think, not phonologicsl. The most important
r‘anoh-ror their being seen as heving something in comson
is the fact that they sre sementically and morphologicelly
releted. |
Let s have & look st & few pairs in Icelencic which
can be said to show & morphophonemic slternstion between
[ou] (orﬁhographic $) end [e1], (crthogrephic g / number
of forms show inflectional slternationss
(2) £8z - fzri - Lzrum °“went’ (indicative sg.vs sub-
i:x.tcgi:'o SgeVs subjunct—
48k - tmkd - Lskium ook’ - " -

- gkéx - m sterstur ‘vie’ (positive V& oomparae
tive ves superle 1ve)

Other forms seem to show derivationsl reguleritys

M) &p ‘e ery’ - gpe “to ory’
bél ‘preise, complement’ hzle “to preise’
Rlo8 “blooad’ : blzde ‘to bleed’

Lestly we heve the following forms:

(¢) gkér ‘s shoe’ skexi ‘seiscors’
gﬁl *sun’ B2ls 'hap}:.in'ess'
ads ‘a tin’ dege “tc sigh’

Let us now ask ourselves whether we should, in the
spirit of ‘orthodox’ generstive phonology (of the Chomsky-
Halle (19¢8) type), set up underlying forme that both the
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elternents with [ou] end [ei) cen be derived from. First
of ell: why would we want to do this? The answer would
be, in the cese of the inflecting forms, thet formes with
the seme ‘lexicel meaning' show reguler slternations be-
tween _[ou] and [ei] eceording to morphological environ-
ment. In the second set of exsmples, there is & similer
slternstion besed on derivetion, [ou] in the nouns, but
[e4] in the verbs. I think it is feir to sey thet if thie
date were to have been handled by Chomsky eand Helle (19¢8),
they would heve ot least seriously considered the posci~
bility of deriving the slternating forms in question from
underlying inverient morphemes. But notice thet from the
point of view of this deta, the motivation for this is not
phonologicel st sll, but sementic and morphologicel. The
only plsce where phonologicasl considerations (i.e. things
to do with phonic subeteonce snd linguistic structure di~ -
rectly releted to it) cen conceivebly be brought fortkh is in
the forms, Lzrl, Lzki ernd gterri, where the (si]-vowel is
followed by e front vowel in the ending. [ei] is more
*frontish’ then [ou] (4f thet can mean anything). But
this does nmot work for fzrum, end gtezrstur (1t might for
i=kiug, since it hes & pelatal; [é’aiac"!m] following the
vowel), nor for gps, hele =nd pl@le. If we now look ot
the lest set of exemples, we heve the ssme sort of alter-
netions in the stem vowels, but m semantic similerity
between the forms., What is to be done here? I am sure
thet no generetive ‘phonologist’ would suzgest that these
pairs be derived from & common underlying ‘phonological’
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form. Vhy? Because they esre not semantically releted. So,
the less gementigc motivation there is for setting up morph-
eme invariants, the less likely the generative 'pgggglgg

Zist® is to went to set up abstract ‘systematic phonamio'
forms,

I reslize thet in this battle sgainst my generative
phonologist ‘straw-men’ I am teking something for granted
that many linguists would not subscribe to, nemely that it
is entirely clear what is phonological and whet is not.
“here does the Horder lie between phonology &nd morphology/
morphophonemics? I can only say that it seems to me that
there 1s a genuine difference between purely phonological
processes like the palatalization of all velars preceding
front vowels and a morphorhonemic slternation like the one
in £0r - fzrum. The former can be related fairly directly
to a phonetic process of coarticulation, whereas the alt-
ernation between [ou] 2nd [ei] in the forms sbove can
only be explained phonetically by going back, at least to
Old Icel~ndic, and probsbly sll the way beck to Froto-
Nordic. I don’t heve a definite -:swer (yet) to the
question of what processes should be celled genuinely
phonological snd which ones not, and where phonology ends
end moriyhophonemics begins, but I em in no doubt that
many of the things proposed by Chomsky and Helle =nd
their followers as underlying morrhemes and the rules
ellegedly connecting them with surface phonetic forms ere
such thst celling them phonologicel and still mainteining
thet phonology should ss such desl with the phonic struc -

ture of language is absurd.
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As to the question of extrinsic rule oriering, I must
admit thet my beliefs are a2s ill-founded here 2s in the
.case of the 2b:otractness problem, but I will state them
anyway. I believe that phonologicel processes are not
ordered by specisl ad ho¢c devices stating the relation
between two (or more) specific ruies, rather that when-
ever rules sre 'ordered’, they are so simply beGeuse the
order in which they will apply is the only order in which
they can apply, granted that é rule apprlies whenever its
inrut-conditions sre satisfieds In other words, I believe
in intrinsic ordering, based‘on principles like Kiparsky's
bleeding / feeding relation. I have 2 feeling that in
arguments for the existerice of some extrinsic ordering,

be it “locel” (f. Anderson 1974) or “global’ (Cethey end
Demers 197¢ and Vago‘19?7) the, to my mind, venisl sin of
confusing phonology 2nd morphorhonemice is responsible.

As to the third major iscsue in phonology, the status,
‘nurber and nature of distinctive features, I mention my
beliefs on pp. 31¢=17 (Chepter V). I am very scerticel of
the idee of universal phonological feastures of the tyre pre-
sented in Chomsky and Helle (19¢5) end Ledefoged (1971),
end eerlier in Jakobson, Fent and Halle (1952) and Jakob-
gson end Halle (195C). I em perticulerly pessimirtic e 0

their ctotus 2¢ o 12rt of an innste foculté de leoneore, I

think distinctive features zre lzngurge srecific ana thet

their appsrent universality derives from the fzct thet 211
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humen languages ﬁork with the seme type of phonetic mesans,
i.e. sound waves and humen speech organs, and the limits
on the number of distinctions that anj perticuler langu-
age can mseke, as for exesmple in vowel height, simply de-
rive on the one hand from the fact thet there is & limit

to the different configurations of formants the human ear
can in practicediistingwish es different in every day
speech, and on the other from the limits to the sounds
that humen articulatory orgens can produce. As is the
case with my other creeds in phonology outlined above,
this one is basically a2 matter of faith, but there sre
erguments that can be put forth in support of it, although
I won't atf;mpt to rresent them here. (For some arguments

see Sempson 1974 and pe317 below.).

-

3¢ A preview of Icelandic phonology

A consldersble amount of work hes been done on Modern
Ic®landic Fhonologys. Generel handbooks of Icelendic sare
e.g+ Einarsson (1945) and Kelly 2nd Kress (1972). Geﬁaral
treatments of the phonology are to be found .n Malone
(1952), Haugen (1958) &nd the vowel phonology in particul-
er is trested e.g. in Benediktsson (1959:301-302) and
Steblin-Kamenskij (19€¢0). Generstive treatment of aspects
of Icelandic phonology is to be found in S. Anderson
(19¢9, 19728 &nd 1974). Works deeling specificelly with
quantity are: Malone (1953) Benediktsson (19¢3), frnason
(L1e75) Gernes (1973) and Kjartesnsson (1974). ‘mong phone-
tic studies of Icelendic may be mentioneds Ofeigsson
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(1920-24), Einsrsson (1927), Bergsveinsson (1941), Gud-
finnsson (1946 snd 19¢4) and Petursson (1974)e

An 1npo¥tant phonefico-phonological study of quantity
in Modern Icelendic is to be found in Garnes (19748),
where results from various experiments sre reported end
commented on.

I will not write commentaries on any of these worksy
they will be referred to in whet foilows as occasioned by
my discussion. Instead, I will try to give & ressonsbly
clear and unbissed sccount of the most importent festures
of Modern Icelandic phonology for the convenience of those
who are not familier with the deta, Evidently some preju -
dices of mine will affect the following sccount, since I
don’t pay ettention to ell enelyses proposed by all =chol=-
ars, butI hope thése rrejudices are shered by the majority
of people, in other words, I hopre I am not presenting a
minority view of Icelandie¢ phonologye

Jowelsgs
Modern Icelendic has the following thirteen vowel

phonemes, represented in & ‘phonemicized’ broed IFA trems-—

eription:
Monophthongs. Diphthongs.
/1/ /u/ /ei/ [eey/ [eu/ [ow/
/7 11/ /81/
/€/ [ee/ /3/
/8/

There is no distributionsl differerce between the diph-

thongs #nd the monophthongs, botk csu occur short or long
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(according to the rule rresented in Chspter II), so they
can be s=id to form an integrested system of sterdy state
spd moving, “dynsmie’. (Steblin-Kemenskij 19€0:42) vowels,
The quelity of the vowels vsries & bit asccording to whether
they are long or short (cf., Che V, Section 5 and Garnes

1574b)« VWhen the nonhigh monophthongs /I/y /Y/y /e/,
/oa/y /2/ end /e/ combine with = following [1], (which cen
in most of these cases be anelysed ss deriving from a
veler fricative by pelatelizetion), they form in most dis-
lects diphthongel sllophones ( “combinstorisl diphthongs’)s
[11] [¥4i] [e4] [eet] [>i] end [ei)e These dirhthongs sre en-
tirely predictsble from the environment 2nd sre therefore
not to be considered as phonemes, and few people do in=-
deed consider them &s such. <This phonemic snalysis is
isomorrhic with the snelysis underlying the orthography,
eaech of the phonemes has a separate sympol or digrsphs
/i/ s L /1/ 2 4 /e/ v /Y v /o2, /u/ s i
/3/ v, /o/ v, /eA/ v gh Jfey/vew /e v By fou/

t 8, /8i/ t &e

Congsonantss

A phonologicsl snslysic of the Icelandic consonents
poses much more comrliceated problems than the analysis
of the vowels, end no attempt will be made here to solve

them elle I will only give & brief summery of the meain
factse.
s, Stops:

There can be s2id to be two groups of stors in Modern

Icelendic, dictinguished in trediticnesl Icelsndic gremmer
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by the terms “hard” (Rordé lokhl:idd) end “soft’ (lin lok-
h1i08)e I will follow this tredition end use the ortho-
grephic symbols in their phonemic representetion. Here
we meet the first unclear point: it is disputable whether
palgtalss fdﬂ.[§] should be represented as sepsrate phon-
emes or just allophones of velsrs., 1 choose here, more
or iess arbitrsrily, to look on them &s sllophones of vel-
erss Ignoring the problem of the pesletsls, then, the stop
-phonemes can be ssid to be the following?

Herd: /p/ /t/ /k/

cofts // /4/ /&/
The hard/soft distinction is very importasnt in Modern Ice=-
lsndic phonologye In initiel position, the hsrd stors are
| aspireted in allhdielects, end the soft ones unaspirated.
Both sre voiceless in all enviromments (end in that respect
the notetion used sbove is perheps slightly misleeding).
In mediel position between vowels, &nd between 8 vowel and
/3yvyr/, there is e dielect differences In the North only
the hsrd consonents occur, but in the fouth only soft
ones. Thus geke “teke’ is [tPa:kfe] in the North, but
[t‘ha:ka] or [thazéa] in the South. In accordance with this
the southern veriety is called “soft speech’ (linm=l1),
end the northern veriety is oelléd “herd speech’ (harg-
Bzli). In Traguesn terms the hardness’ opposition is
neutrelized in this position, in the North in fevof of the
hard phoneme, but in the fouth in favor of the soft one.
Following sn initiel /s/, the hard ctops lose their aspir-

etion (or only soft onmes occur)s gpars [spasrs] “seve’.
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Thie is true of sll dislects. in other mediel rositions
the hsrd/soft distinction can be sasid to prevsil in ell
dislects, If herd stors follow 1liquids or nesels, the
letter ere devoiceds heilt [heitt]) “whole’ (neuter) (cf.
heil [heisl], ibid. feminine), feptur [fapt¥r] etc.

There ere exceptions to this in some northern dirlects.
When the herd stops ere geminated seccording to the spell=-
ing, or they rrecede /l,n,m/ they ere presspirated (cf,
Chepter II, section 2.)s yakks [vehke] ‘welk to esnd fro®
(es oprosed to yegga [vegie], [vekie]“s cradle’) m[vabkna] .
‘weke up’ (intransitive) (es oprosed to ysgna [vegne]
'dart' 8cc. plur.) Here (s 8 matter of prejudice sas

far as thie presentstion is ebnnornod) I choose to follow
the srelling in my phonologicel snelysis, but there ere
verious srguments thet csn be put forth in support of

this (for some, see below end ﬁrnaeon, forthcoming)e I
would thus snalyse yskis, ysgge yekns and ysgna phonologle
celly es /vekka/, /vagga/ /vekna/ =2nd /vegna/ end

set up © prtaépiretion rule to derive the epproprinte
phonetic forms (see 1e 37 e

b. Fricetivess
The rhonologicel anslysis of fricatives 1s no less

problemetic thaen thet of the stors. The rhonetic forms
that occur ares

£ = ¢ x s

v 6 J ¥
Of these /£/y /v/, /3/y /8/ are undéieprutebly rhonemic.
[@] and (8] sre in complementery distribution, so there
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is good reason to ascign them to the seme phoneme, cell it
/6/ (or, sccording to the Icelandic spelling, /b/)e 1In
the veler and palatal region, there is considerable cone
fusion, It is ergueble thet [g] is e separate phoneme
from [j], since it is in e minimel oprosition with it in
peirs 1like pidn [cousn] “a merried couple’ vs. Jon
[Jousn] “John®, but some might suggest that [g] should be
anelyzed phonologically =8 /h3/ (see below).

The phonologicel stetus of [x] snd [y] is not immedi-
atelylclear. They alternate with each other morphophonem-
icelly, end [y] elternstes with [g], and [x ] elternates
with [k}, end to meke things still more compliceted,[y]
sometimes slternates with [j]e. (8ee Chapter II, Section

3« for some discussion of this.)

Ce Nesals &and liquidss

The following nssal and liquid sounds are to be
found in Icelandic:t g, 1, Ay g A end L. Of these there
are both voiced .end voiceless varieties, and it seems most
natural to derive the voiceless ones from underlying
‘voiced phonemes. The voiceless verieties are usuelly pre-
dictable from the surroundings, ss in the exsmples menti-
oned sboves voiceless in front of hard stops. (heil
[heisl] - heilt [heitt] °whole’, wympn [veiin] - yeng
[veint] °nice’ (fem. vs. neuter)). The only place where
there is doubt as to whether voicelessness of a nssal or =a
liquid is pmiictable is in initial position in forms like
hnote [goatha] “nut” where there is on the surface & mini-
mal oprosition with [n] es in pote [nostPa] “use’, but
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here it can be suggested that the volcelescnes: derives
from an underlying /h/, which can only occur initislly.
This would, then, be in sgreement with the snalysis of [¢]
as underlying /hj/e I will not commit myself on this
iszue, but éinpl;r ignore it and spesk es if it had been
decided that the voiceless slternsnts ere merely allo-
rhones but not seperste phonemes. Thic does not af“ect
the vaiidit;y of other comments mede here on Modern Ice~
landic phonologye

In connection with the nesels, there is still e
comment to be made on pelatsls and velers. In genersl, [nl]
is confined to paletal enviromments lemgi [1cinji] “for
long”, and )] to veler enviromment Lepzur [leungvy ] “long’
(adj.)y wherers [n) sppeers in other environnents, This
sould be taken ss evidence that veler snd peletsl nessls
are ellophones of the dentel one, However, there are to

be found minin~1l pelrs distinguished by 2 velsr vs, dentsl
neselt Jlen:? [1e4nd] “length’® ve Leynd [1cing] ‘secreecy”,

but 2 cesc ean be mede, admittedly on morrhologicsl groundsy . '

for an underlying /g/ between the nesel end the dentsl in
lenede of. lapgur [lsungyr] “leng’,

de A fins) note on [n]s

As/jﬁ:st other Germsnic dislects [h] (largely e de~
voicing element) occurs in initiel position, =s in pota
[hastPa] or [gmtha] ‘hate’s It secms rersonsble to csll
this & sepesrste rhoneme (with 2 very defective dictribute
ion)s If imitiel [g), [+7,[z]s (0] sre considered to be
derived from /hj/, /hl/ etcey/h/ occurs initielly in front
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of vowels, liquids, nasals and /j/, but if these segments
ére separate rhonemes, the distribution of /h/ is limited
to prevocalic initisl position. (See below pe.33 on the
relation between /h/ and preaspiretion.)
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apter II. N A

l. The length rule

£11 Icelesndic non-compound words are stressed on the
first syllable, end & secondery stress is placed on every
second syllable, counting from the first one. Examples
1llustreting this ara eke “take’, Ztla “be going to’ for
discyllabics and é;gangk 'calenﬂar', éiganegenng (geneple
defs) for polysyllebics. (The acute indicetes primery
end the greve secondary stresse.) I will not formslize
here & rule to account for this, but it seems to be guite
clear thet there is & feirly-simple eand genersl one at
workl). My mein concern will be the relation of stress
to segmentel length, Long vowels and consonsnts only
apreer in primery stressed syllebles.

It is quite generelly egreed, I think, thet (pri=-
marily) stresced syllebles ere all of the seame length.
(cfe Benediktsson 19€3 &nd references). Whether they are
called structurelly long or short is probesbly of limited
consequence, since there is no distinction between short
eand long syllables in the sesme enviromment. They are,
however, undoubtedly rhonetically longer than unstressed
syllsbles: tels [ta11d “speek’, gslar [tParled]
“spesks’, mepninn [msnsIn] “the man®., Neither long vowels

nor long consonants eprear in completely unstrescsed
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syllebles (thougk they cean be made long under emphatic
stress, see Section 4.) The stressed syllebles can be
sald roughly to be of three typest

(1) (a) VOO.... (poscibly more than two Cs)

(b) WViC

(6) V1%
(I am not meking eny as.smtions st this stege as to
whether Vs should be anslysed et some (or ell) level(s)
e8 & vowel cluster or whether some CC sequences should
be interpreted ss Ct,) Exsmples illustrating this ares

(2)  (a) hestur [heedTy] “horee”

yinns [vInsa] “work’
(b) gepa [Pasp®e] “loose”
gale [Pasle] “telk”
() ¥ [nts] “new’ (fem.)
to [tUer] “ves®
bia [bus (g] *11ve’

The phonologicel enslyeis of this dastas hes been 2
metter of dispute for some time (see e.ge Bergsveinasdn
1941, Malone 1952, 1953, Heugen 1958, Benediktsson 1963,
Kjertensson 1974, Gernes 1973, 1974a and frnsson 1975).
Feople have looked ot peirs like mep [ma:n]| “sleve”,
*remember’ (l.p. sg. pres.) end menp [mens] “men” (ace.)
end made the observetion thet the sequences [men] end
[mesns] ere imposeible in Modern Icelendic. The fact
that there a2re no stresced VO or ViC: sequences has of
course led to the conclusion thet length cennot be distine-

tive in both. Bonsonents end vowels, because then we would



expect . a four way distinction ViC, V:C:, VC and VC: .
This cen be taken to be generslly agreed upon. (Mslone
1952 held the view thast length wes distinctive both in
consonants end vowels, but he later ebandoned it:1953).
“het has been 2 matter of dispute is whether length _
should be assigned to vowelé or consonsnts on the phono-
logicel level or indeed whether length is governed by
an underlyinc festure or festures., Benediktsson (19¢3)
sums up the four types of solutions proposed so for for
the peir men/megn, s followss

(3) (e) /mesn/ vs. /mens/ (Meslone 1952)

(b) /me’n/ vs. /men’/ (Malone 1953
Heaugen 195 5

(¢) /mesn/ vs. /man/ (Bergsveinsson 1941
Gernes 1973, 19748}

(d) /men/ vs. /men:/ (?:ggdéitfgg§319€3,
8

I have aslreedy mentioned the arguments agsinst solu~-
tion (8), es its being uneconomicel, since no syllables
of the form VC or ViCs exist and,=2s fer as I know, no
one holds this view any more,

Solution (b), proposed by Malone (1953) and elsbora-
ted by Haugen (1958), sbstrscts quentity from the indi-
viduel phonemes and mekes it & festure of the syllsble,
the phonetic durstion (presumebly) being governed by
vhonologicel rules operating on the accent markers /ma’n/
- [mesn], /men’/ — [meni]. This solution tskes cere of
the ebove mentioned gap in the distribution of quantity,
end connects it with stresaa). But epert from cetting up



an ebstract distinction between placement of stress on
the vowel or on the consonant, +hich is not (or et least
not proved to be) directly evidenced by the phonetic data,
it runs into difficulty in forms like hegtur [hasdatr]
‘horse® end g& [seus] “sew’ or te [(Pes] » If there is an
underlying distinction mede by the placement of “accent’,
we would expect it to appeer in hestur and g tooe. The
fact is thet the placement of “accent’ is only “free’ in
‘peirs like men/msnn. In forms of the type te, ( (C)V#)
there is no distinction in placement of ‘accent’. This
difficulty is perheps not so seriousjy 4t could be seid to
be merely an instance of defective distribution of & phone-
mic distinction. and, furthermore, this defective distri-
bution 1s easily explained by the fact that in these forms
there is no consonsnt to place the zccent on, so it can
only fall on the vowel, '

The diffisulty is perhaps more serious in forms like
hestur. Here, the vowel is elweys short, so that it cean-
not be analysed as tsking the =zccent, Maybe this can be
explgiemd.away as sn lnstence of defective distribution,
but/real problem is thet the eccent has to fall somewhere,
end it never falls on the vowel, so it will have to fall
on one of the consonants, sey on the /s/« This would give
us underlying /hes’tur/. This is, however, not very con-
vincing, since then we would expect the phonological rule
mentioned sbove to give & phonetically long [sc]. But this
is not wheat 1s generelly believed to be the right phonetic
form. The g in hestur is rhoneticelly short, or at least
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shorter than the g in viss [vIet], which would be correctly
rredicted by Heugen’s analysis /vise’/. I can think of two
ways out of this difficulty for proponents of the “accent
enalysi=". One is to set up e speciel rule, which would
(et least pertiallj) undo the effect of the lengthaning rule
in this enviromment, probsbly defined as the fbllowing con-
sonant. The seme result would be obtained by meking thic
environment an exception to the lengthening rule, which
would leave a phonologic2l accent with no phonetic conse~'
quencesy and that 1s not very convincing. There is perhaps
come suprort for the former escape route in the fact thet
some people believe that the g in hestur is slightly longer
than e.g. the g in ¥ysa [13sa] “haddock’, but this is not
accerted by everyone, and we would s#111 have two rules
oper=zting in sequence, one lengthening and the other short-
ening the same segment. The rhonetic data are still less
compatible with putting the sccent on the dental stop in
hestur: /hest'ur/, since, as far ags I know, no ane has

ever suggested that it has phonetic length.

The arguments proposed in favour of the (¢) solution
are based on phonetic evidence in some sense. Sveinn Berg-
sveinsson (1941, and in 8 discus:ion in Benediktsson 19¢3)
resorts to something, which he cells “Dehnbarkeit’ of the
segments: "Der Unterschied der zweil Normen (i.e. long:
shoxt) bei den Konsonenten ... ist nicht so suspeprégt wie
bei den Vokeslen". (1941:84) By ‘Dehnbarkeit’ I imagine

Bergsveinscon means the ability to be lengthenedj &nd as a

consequence of the vowels having more ‘Dehnberkeit’ than
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the consonants, their length vs. shortnes: is more *promi-
nent’ (aysgeprégt) than that of the consonants, It is not
imnediately clear whet beering observations of this kind
should heve on the phonoloéical enalysis. I will deel
with this guestion after having described briefly an

~ experiment mede by Gernes (1974e), which led her to the
acceptance of solution (¢)e The experiment tected the
responses of netive Icelandic speskers to synthetic to-
kens made out of e.g. the sounds corresponding to Icelendic
{ [1] end g [s]+ The length of the segments was veried
systematicelly, and the subjects were told to identify
the sound sequences as either Ig “ice’ (nmom,) or Isg
(gene)e The result of this experiment was thet the judge~
ments of the speskers was elmost solely based on the
length of the vowel (Garnes 197483224-269, see also frna-
son 1975), The argument is, then, that since speckers use
.ﬁhe duretion of vowels to distinguiah between the stimulil,
vowel length must be distinctivg and peirs like iﬂ t fess
Bensmenn ere to be snalysed phomologicsally es /ii1s/ @

/is/ t /mesn/ ¢ /men/ respectively. This would then en-
t2il a phonologlcal rule, lengthening consonants ofter
short vowels, &nd the length of the consonants would then
be predicteble znd not digtinctive. Notice that the term
distinctive ic used in this (somewhet hypothetical) ergu-
ment for phonemic vowel length in Icelendic in two dif-
ferent senses. In its first occurrence it means roughly:
‘used by the hearer to distinguish, or rether try to find
out, to what form @&f his languege the noise he hears best



corresponds’s In the heerer’s performense of this task,
there sre quite & few things involved, which are too
complicated to go into in detail herej but I shall give a
brief description of whet I think ie going ons The speask=-
er heers a8 certein noise 9nd he exrects this noise to
correspond to some forms of his language; in this cacze

the forms {g or {gc. The moise comsists of a complex of
sound waves, which is picked up by his auditory organss
The noise is very complex. c°nd he hes to plok out certain
features of this noise, which mey help him to decide what
to meke of it., Whet would be the best strategy in thib
situation? Of course to look for the most ‘prominent’
fertures of this noise, which would give him clues 2s to
which form 4t is most likely to represent. (The term
‘prominent’ is used here in a very vegue sense, of course,
similer to Bergeveinsson’s term ‘susgepragt ) I would
tend to think thet =11 that the exreriment shows is that
the heerer uses the vowel sound, which is most “prominent’,
to give him clues &8s to whet n;aning to sssign to the
noise he heecrcse, "“hen he hesrs s long [1:], followed by 2
certein intervel of sn gesound, he judges the noise ss
being {s, since he knows thet Lg ehould heve @ long vowels
The fact thet thies judgement is not invelideted by a2 follow=-
ing long g mey lesd people, as it did Garnes, to the con~
clusion thet the function of the long g in the leanguege
system is secondery to thet of the long vowel. I would
think thet thie is not neces:arily the cese. It is quite

poscible thet the hesrer mesters & languege system (com-



vretence), which usec the consonants to predict rhonologically
(or cy temsticelly) the length of the preceding vowel, even
though, when faced with some noise which he is told Lo fit
with his syctem end ihterpret according to the rules of thet
syctem, he usec the vowel length as a clue to what the noise
most likely rerrecents. VWhat I sm maintaining is, in fact,

e dirtinction between & language system or gcompetence and
ite use or the :pesker s performance with it. The term dis-

tinctive, in its two instances in the argument above, refers

in one case to something’s being used in the act of inter-
preting o noise, and in the other cese it is used in the struc-
tursl sense as a8 linguisctic terminus technicug something likes
“not predictable from other phonological features.. This is
why the srgument is invalid end does not force one to take
vowel length to be structurally dictinctive.

This discuscion of the validity of Garnes’ experiment
acs evidence of phonological structure touches on a very
¢entral problem in linguistics., This is that it is not
always clesr what conclusions can be drawn ebout “linguistic
structare', whatever its ontologicz2l status in fact is,
from experimental date involving linguistic behaviour of
speekers, This is so, in general, beczuse there sre always
more things than “linguistic structure’ involved when
speakers perform tasks like the one involved in Garnes’
experiunent. A speaker’ s knowledge of the structure of
his lengur~e ie not the szme as the strateglies he uces

when making judgements like the ones messured by Garnes,
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The frct thet 1t seems to be poscible to shunt eXxperi-
mental evidence like this, mey lead one to become sceptie
cal of their velidity in linguistic srgumentation, or
verheps conversely lead one to become sceptical sbout
linguistic srguments, since it would seem to be very diffie
cult to test them with experiments, In fect, I think be=-
havioural experiments end linguistic srgumentation sre by
no mesns incompatible, but it is very difficult to formu=
late & linguicstic ergument snd on experiment which could
be used to test its velidity so thet 4t is clesr that the
verisbles of the experiment o2n be unembiguously relsted
to 2 unique phenomenon in e proposed underlying blingup
istic structure’s

As must be evident from the preceding disoussion, I
believe that the best solution is solution (d), which
makes vowel length (etructurslly) dependent on the followe
ing consonentism. The srguments in favour of thie snoe
lysies rre presented in Benediktsson 19¢3 and in somewhat
nore deteil in frnason 1975, The mein srgument is morpho=
vhonemic in the old sense of the term, snd it shows that
the morphology becomes hopelessly complicated if eny of
the rbove mentioned enslyses except for (d) is adopted.
Icelendic shows morrhophonemic aslternstion between long
and chort vowelr; we cen teke the two strong neuter nouns
ke “houce’ and yor “spring” ss exsmplest

(4) nom. sg. hdg [hute] yor [voir]

gen. sg. LUgs [hum] vors [vogs_]

The genitivel ending is =g, snd when it is ndded to 2 stem
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ending in a single consonant, the vowel automatically be=-
comes shorts If the phonological anslysis for the psir
hus/hilsg were /huss/s/hus/, as it would be if slternative
(¢) is asdopted, the morphologicsl esnslysis would work
something like this:
(5) 1 Length is ; phonemic¢ in vouwels and
ﬁredictable in consonants
ii The length of the vowel distinguishes
between the nom. end gen. of the word hug
111  The genitival marker for hug is vowel
shortness as opposed to the length in
the nominstive
But the conclusion iii is intolersble, because, then, if
¥or and hig are to belong to the seme declensional class,
the séﬁifive merker for yor would be the shortness of the
vowel &nd the =g in yorg would have to be predicted for
this form by some strange morphophonemic rule.
Notice thet this ergument contradicts solution (b)
Just as strongly as solution (¢)s In that snslysis hug
end huss would be phonoloéically /hu’s/ ard /hus’/, end
the genitive would be marked by the place of éhe accent,
and the s=me strenge morphophonemic rule would have to
predict the =g in yorg. I think anyone would feel a bit
unconforteble sbout the following derivaetion of vorst

(¢) Thonologicsl form /vor’/
after case has been merke ) g
Morphophonemic s~sddition /vor s/
Fhonologicel lengthening vor:s

Fhonetic shortening, etc. [vor-s]
[+]
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If one believes that phonologicel sclutions should
not have intolereble consequences for the morphology, and
if one thinks that phonology and morphology ere interre-
loted and should be deelt with with at least intertrans-
1étable theoreticsl apperatus, one has to accept solution
(d)e If one does mot sccept this sobution, one will have
to deal with length in Ioelénﬁie in such 2 way that the
morphological description of e.ge ¥org will have little or
no relation to its phonological deseription, and this
should lead proponents of solution (b) or (¢) to believe
thet morphology and phonology are two ra;rly unrelated
levels of langusge (oxr the doscriptibn of languege), This
is certeinly egcinst the spirit of the sge. ~nd I think
most linguists would £ind this herd to swallow.

It should be pointed out hﬁre, thet the solution (d)
seems to have a theoreticel consequence which goﬁe people
might not like, remely that & clear distinction is to be
made betwoeﬁ competence and performence. If solution (d)
is edopted, one hasito sllow for the possibility, in the
face of Garnes®’ experiment, that people use other festures
than the structurslly distinetive/umpredictable ones to
distinguiéh between utterances, when they hear them. (See
Jakobson, Fent & Halle (1952:8) for en anecdote concerning
the use of the redundsnt beckness of the vowel[&] in
Rus:-isn to distinguish between two word® structurally kept
apert by psletal/non-palstsl consonants,) I interpret this
as evidence in favour of the distinction between competence

and performancee.



The conclusion of this discussion’ 1s, then, that
vowel length is context-determined, the context being the
following consonantism and, of course, the stress of the
syllables The rule can be steted tentetively like thiss

B Lesilany), = Eml/ "'@

There ere some very importent escultptions behind this form
of the rule, which are unjustified et this stage, e.g.
thet length is the marked vszlue (& lengthening rule in-
steed of a chortening rule), and thet stress end length are
feetures of the seme kind as e.gs dentsl, consonantal etc,
These assumptions involve very importent theoretical
issues, which I will desl with at . different places in
this study (Section 4 of this chepter and Chapter V), but
for the present purposes the formuletion in (7) will do,
even though some aspects of it mey be questionsble. (See
Elissson and La Pelle 1973 for e similar rule for Swed-
ish,)

There is an exception to the length rule, which I
should mention nowe This is that before sequences, in which
the first consonant is @ member of the set /p,t,k,s/ and
the second of the set /V,Jyr/, vowels sre longs

(8) nepja [ne.lphda] *cold weather’

vitje [vIit"ja] ‘attend to®

sekje [aaiwha] *feten’

Esja [E.:s:]a] neme of a mountasin

(upp)gstve [Be 1t0ve]([geestral ) “aiscover”
skrékva [aéroe tkhva] ([sEree 1kfa]) “tell o 1ie”



-.29-

depra [de.aphra] *ssdnesc’
titre [tPIstPre] ‘shiver’
sykrs [sI:khra] put sugar on’
Esra Ef.l sra] 2 m=n’s neme
tvisver [tﬂa sver] “twice’
The sequence /pv/ does not occur, probably prevented by a
phonotectic constreints I will come loter to the problem
of how to deal with this exceptiun,
Excert for the ones just mentioned, then, every clus-
ter in Icelandic hes & short vowel in front of it., It is
herdly o coincidence, but probsbly an sspect of the some
rule, that gives short vowels in front of long consonantse
This fact clearly suggests an analysis of the long conson-
ents as underlying clusters of two identical consonants.
This . seems to be very pleusible. OConsider for exszmple
the sbove mentioned psir husthiss es compared with yors
Yyorse The genitive merker is evidently -g, and the dif-
ference between the nominative and genitive of hils is best
described as the ebsense vs. presence of & second /s/ &t /hus/
/huss/. A low level phonetic rule is perhsps needed to
eliminate the boundary between the firet end second element
of the cluster, if one is conceiveble (see Lehiste 1970:
44), There are of course examplec where there is no
morphological support for the anslysis of long consonants
as clusters of two idemticsl ones, for exemrle koss ~&. kiss’
kunna “know how’, but it seems to be reessonsble, in the
absence of any evidence to the contrery, to snslyse these

exemples in the seme menner: /koss/,/kunns/, It may be
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mentioned in pessing that this is exsctly what Icelandic
orthography does, as can be seen from the exemples, but

the erguments put forth in favor of the present anelysis
are independent of thst,

I can think of one fact which could possibly be con-
eldered to contradict the rnelysis of long consonents as
clusterss In words with long consonents in thelr stems,
for exemple ¥erbs like kyssa kiss® snd kemne “tesch’or
adjectives like viss 'certain', when 8 consonental inflec-

~tionsl ending is sdded to the stem, the consonant loses
its length or, in our terms, one of the consonants of the
cluster is deleted: [ysstl [chlsgI] (past, l.sy2s Do 88s)
yisst [}Istﬁ] (neuter)s This cannot be dealt with simply
by & rhonological constreint, prohibiting clusters of
three consonants in these surroundings, aince there are
stems, having clusters of non-identicsl conadnants, which
keep their clusters intsct: pQerms - hermdi [hermgI], not
ﬁ[hargi] or#[hangI]. There aré. however, stems with con-
sonsnt clusters which show behaviour which might be con=
sidered to.be en espect of the seme phenomenon as appears
in kysca - kysgti end kenns - kenndi. In verbs like yerps
“ley egegs’ end sdjectives like gkerpur “sherp’, the eddi-
tion of the inflectional morrheme -t csuses & considerable
weekening of the /p/, or rather i¥s morphophonemic vsriant
[f]. so thet there is hardly eny sign of it, mo be only &
slight rounding of the [r]. The following are variant
phonetic reelisations of yerps in the past tense, yerpti

end gkerpyr in the neuter, gkarpt: [vezgfgl] ’ [vegicgﬂ.
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[vEEWQI]g Eéagfth], Eéaf?fh], Eéagth]. The first in-
stances of each show the effects of a genersl rule, which
turns clusters of two unvoiced stops into clusters of a
fricative + a stop, but the other forms show et lesst s
tendency to get rid of the clusters of three consonants
by deleting the one in the middle., There is a difference
of style between the three forms, the first being the most
cereful speech, and the othersless 80, A similar pheno-
menon is shown by verbs with stems in /-ng/, e.g. hengja
[ha{p?é] 'hang' (transitive), pests [;siqgi], where there
is in most dislects of lodern Icelandic no sign of the
stem finel /g/, except for the velsarisation or pelataeli=-
zation of the nassle A number of exasmples of this kind
cen be cited. If there ie & rule eliminating some (but
certainly not all) clusters of three consonasnts, the /sst/
and /nnt/ etc. can easily be included among those.

My conclusion is, then, that Benediktsson’s snslysis
(19¢3) 4s the best one so far and that s rule similer to
(7)(meybe its inverse, shortening vowels in front of cone

sonant clusters) is operative in Icelandic.

2« PFPresspiration
The conclusion of the preceding section wee that
short vowels sre (with the sbove mentioned excepticns)
conditioned by following (underlying) comsonsnt clucterses
I would now 1ike to look at some forms which relate to
this snd may make things more complicated then they cseem at

firet glence, even though I think they cen 1n no way be
teken to contredict the anelysis proposed here,
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I heve in nind the so~celled preaczpiration in forms
like hnekkur ‘saddle’, teppi ‘cork’, detts °‘fsll’, epld
‘epple’, kuk] witchcraft’, yopn ‘weaspon’, ysknps “weke up’,
There hes been some dispute on the phonetic and phonologi-
¢sl nasture of the sequences represented by the spellings
kk, £%, ooy D1y kl» 2By kBe There have been meinly two
metters of disputes the nature of the preespirstion and
(in the case of pp, Lt, kk) the length of the closure.

Gudfinnsson (1946) would trenscribe the forms in
question phonetically like this: [gah'kl!g], E:hahpzl:l.
[ee.htsa], [ghpdl] ’ Eraht-n]. He considers the preesspire-
tion to be, so to spesk, the inverse of (post) aspiration
of stope in initisl position ([thalla]). and tekes the
closures of the double-written forme to be long end the
stop members of the clusters pl, kn, etc. to be “hslf-long’,
GuSfinnsson does not enslyse these forms phonolo(gically,
but e phonetic enaslysis of this sort might lead to s
phonologicel anelysis with ‘the p_r'easpiration es a8 feature
belonging to the stop segments in question, (whether it be
distinctive or mot)s Others,e.g. Bfeigsson (1920-1924),
lielone (1952) end Einsrsson (1927) have transcribed these
forms differently, taking the preaspiration to be & sepa-
rate segment of some sort: [gahta] eto.

Recent phonetic investigstions of this phenomenon,
FPetursson (197431188-89) and Garnes (1973), heve confirmed
thet the stop segments in hnskkur ete. ere short (i.e.
shorter for example than the segments in forms like 10gga
[1e 18] “police’) end that the preespirstion tekes up s
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considerszble pert of the time of the syllsble (word) as &
whole. They seem, in other words, to support s phonetic
trensoription of the type |nehkYg], [dehte] ete., and simi-
lerly [¢hplI], [vehkns]. These fects lead Fétursson (1974s
18¢) to the conclusion thet the preespirstion is merely an
instence of the phoneme /h/, also apprearing in initisl po-
sition in forms like .h!‘ll.o hestur etcs The main reeson for
Piturason‘s enslysis is that the phonetic properties of
the preaspirstion sre slmost exactly the same es those of
/h/ (a2 devoicing of the adjescent voiced (devoicesble)
segments hestur [gasg'rg] » hnskkup [ga%k!;;]). Péetursson’s
phonologi¢al analysis of the forms in question would then
presumebly be /hnahkYr/, /tehpl/, /déhta/, /ehpll/ and
/vehkna/e (It should be noted here that even though the
preaspiration behaves phoneticelly like the phoneme /h/,
it does not, within generestive phonology, necesssrily
follow that it is en sllophone of /h/.) This kind of
phonologicel snelysis does not pe:ohéps heve eny serious
consequences for the rule of vowel length proposed zbowe,
since /hp/y /ht/, /hk/ ere still clusters in some sense of
the terms But J being msinly s devoicing element, =ffect-
ing en ‘edjecent’ segment, is e peculisr consonent, and it
nay not seer. very convincing to heve it as 8 pert of a
vowel shortening (or non-lengthening) cluster., A conceive
able solution would be to have the vowel in these forms
undergo lengthening and let the preaspiretion devoice thel
second half of the vowvel, giving the forms [hnahk?fg] =
[Jgaegk'fg], [gehta] = [c%aéta] etcs and derivetions like:
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/onahkYr/ — hnachkYr = [peakur |, This could, however,
not work for the forme yskns end gpli, since there the
vowel lengthening rule 1s not suprosed to operste.

tn elternstive to this 1s to snelyce the preespir-
eted forme 2s underlying clusters of two eonsonents, 8s
in fact 1s done in the spelling, 8s 2 consequence of the
fact thnt the forms had long consonants ot some ecrlier
hictoricasl stege. There sre some problems with this
solution, for exsmple 2 rule is needed to convert under=-
lying /Vpp/s /Vt:/, /Vkk/ into phonetie [vhp], [Wht],
[vnk] o= [?‘ip], [V‘Tc{t], [vik]e I don"t see ot the moment
how this rule cen be stated neturelly within the nota-
tional framework of .genorative phonology, but that in
- 1tself of course does not count ss evidence sgeainct’ this
onelysise There is some evidense supirorting thie kind of
enelyeise It is, 28 in gsection 1, morphological, Con=-
sider the persdigms Qvit ‘white’ (fem.) [k:fia-th] Ve
hvitt (neuter). [kfintP] snd yie “certein’ (fem.) [viss]
vE. ﬂﬂi (neuter) [vist‘b]. Thece two prirs demonctrete
the morrhologicsl formation of the neuter gender in ad-
Jectives, which tekes plece by the addition of the morpheme
{=t] to the stem. It ic certsinly very plesusible %o
distinguish the neuter form of Ryt phonologically by =n
additionsl rhonologicel segment =§ as in the csse of yias
vist, giving the phomological forms /kvit/1/kvitt/, /vis/:
/vist/. If we sre not allowed to analyse phonetic [ht] a8
/tt/, we have to look for some other neuter merker in

‘hvit:nvitt, the only alternetive being the presspiration,



however we choose to represent it phonologicallye. This -
leaves us in the same .upa'sso as with the genitive marker
in Seetion 1, since we ere clearly missing a generslizstion
in the morphology by setting up @ specisl cless of adjec~
tives, which tske the neuter form by an infixestion of
preaspiretion. In this snslysis it would, further, be 2
coincidence thet this seme f::lnd of infixstion apreers in
some weak verbs in the pest tense and past participles
Yeite ‘otfer’ [veistPa] - yeityd [veintd] - yeitt [vetnd],
whereas other verbs take a suffix sterting with & § (lzga -
destl - l@st)s There is still more evidensce to indicete
that the preaspiration is not sn independent phoneme, but
predicted by the following stop. OConsider forms like genie
tive ghokks of gtekkiur e kind of cost’. The genitive
cen be promounced in two different ways: [sdahks| or

[sgm] o The former is more careful pronmiatioh than
the latter, The $aristion is determined by the deletion
or mon-deletion of @ morpheme boundary, the deletion sllow=
ing & phonologicel rule eliminating clusters of stops + §
to operate. Notice that if this fricativizetion rule is
ellowed to. operete on the stop, the preespiretion disapy
pears tooj es far as I know, the form [agahxs] does not
exist., If the fricetivization rule were to operate on o
form like /stahks/ there should be no resson for the rre-
aspirat!_.on to be wiped out. 'I'hel preespiration could per-
heps be gotten rid of by some specisl mechsnism, but if

the preaspiration is a2 phonetic consequence of an under-
lying cluster sterting with s stop, no specisl equipment of
that sort is needed. '
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Before turning to the phonological rule needed to
turn /tt/ etc. into [ht] etc.,we will have to look at the
forms of the type yatp 2nd gplle As far as I know there
ere no exact phonetic meassurements availeble for these
forms, as there are for the hpskkur-~type forms, but it
sounds to me that they should be transcribed phonetically
es [ehplI], [vehtn], [vehkns] etc. One could possibly sns-
lyse them phonologi:celly like this: /vettn/, /eprlI/
etcs Then the preaspirabion in these forms could be given
by the same rule ss in the hnskkur-type words. But this
solution leads to some uncomfortable consequences in the
diachronic and morphologicel description. There is ample
diachronic evidence to show that these words (those of
them thet sren’t recemt loan words) have a historicslly
short consonant, e.g. yatn, cf. Engl. water, Goth. yato
etcey o2nd thereis little reasson to‘ believe thet they had a
long stop in 014 Icelandic.,  This would force us to try to
look for a2 historicel change, lengthening the stops in
these circumstsnces. Note thet this would seem to be the
only place in Icelandic where a consonant lengthening took
rlace and in a rether strange enviromnment for thet matter.
More difficult then this is synchronic evidence of morpho-
logical elternstions. Meny “wesk® nouns (old p-stems)
teke gen. plur. with the ending -na: gete-gatnas, [éa:tha] -
[fahtna] » Similer slternations occur in the inflection of
nouns ending in »n’elideable "“Yowel + 1 (¢f. Oresnik 1971):

nom. ketill (<ketil+r), acc. ketil, [che.thIll nom. Pie
katler [khahtla.gl ‘xettle’, These forms show alternations
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between [°] ond[ht], and to keep the preaspiration rule
unchanged 8s /tt/ - [ht] we would have to set up a syn-
chronio rule lengthening the consonant, only to make the
preaspiration rule spplicable. It seems better to extend
the enviromment of the rule to include the clusters pn,
ko, kg end pl, ., kKl.

It now remsins to find & naturel way of accounting
for the process in question. I will not stete the rule in
full here, but onl& try to deseribe roughly what I think
is involved, It seems to me likely thet we sre dealing
with enticipsted voicing offset of the preceding vowel,
and it looks as though this voiceless périod tekes up
some of the time ‘sllotted’ to the consonesnt, With the
(unsatisfactory) notetional conventions of generstive
phonology, the effects of the rule can be described in-
foimally in the following weys 3)

®  foond —n poond [T fricee.]

This would chenge Ytt into Vhtt and Ytn into Vhtn. But
this is not enough, since an additional phonetic rule
would have to be posited to shorten the stops in Jjtt etec,
This mey not look very elegant, but if the rule éhortoning
the stops is considered to be a low level phonetic sdjust-
ment rule of some sort, this doesn’t have to be so bads

We then resch the preliminary conclusion that the
forms hnskkur, teppi, detts, spld, xgkns and others of the
same sort are to be analysed phonologically like this:

/hnakkur/, /teppi/, /detts/, /eydi/,/vakna/ etec. The
length of the preceding vowel is then determined by the



rule (7) 2nd these forms pose no problem for the analysis
of vowel length. Notice that we are forced to order the
vowel length rule (7) before the preaspiration rule (9)
.and its secondery shortening of it etc., if we want to keep
the former as simple as it is in (7). The problem of rule
ordering will be touched on in Section 4 of this chapter
and I will not go into this herej but notice that the order
(9) ==> (7) is a bleeding order 4in the sense of Kiparsky
(19688), and should then be garked by Kiparsky's principle,
whereas the order (7) —» (9) is ummarked by the same
principle end should then be the natural order of appli-

ca'bionf)

3+ Exceptions to the length rule, syllebification,

34l

In this section I would like to have a look at the
exceptions to the length rule listed under (8) in Section l.
Ls steted there, vowels are long before sequences of two con-
sonants of which the first is from the set /p,t,k,s/ and the
second from the set /vy,3,r/+ This mskes rule (7) inadequete
in that it does not account for the length of the vowels in
this enviromment, One has to ask whether there 1s & nsturel
explenation for this exception, or, to put the question
slightly differently, whether it is an excoptioﬁ at all,
that is, ‘hether the enviromment /p,t,k,s/ + /v,Ji,r/ has
something in common with the one elready stated in rule (7).
If we cean find a oommbn denominstor of some sort, the rules

should be reformulasted in terms of that.



It hac been suggested by Vennemenn (1972:37) and Carnes
(1975a81=3) thet this apparent excertion to the length rule
can be expleined in terms of sylleble structures They pro=-
pose 8 syllabificetion which treets the forms pgpis, yitls,
szikla, Zsis. (upplgdtve, skedkve, decrs, titrs, gyikra,

Lspa and Lyigyer differently from other forms heving inter-
vocalic sequences of more then one consonent. Gernes calls
upon 8 “sono ity hierarchy, proposed by Zwicky (1972), to
help to define the enviromments of & syllabificetion rule.
which gives the desired results. che proposes that tho
forms with a short vowel be syllabified so that a sylleble
boundary falls between the two consonents, leeving & con-
sonant following the vowel within the seme syllsblej the
forms with & long vowel she proposes to syllebify so that
the syllsble boundary fells immediately ofter the vowel.
This would give @ syllebificetion like yek-ka ‘welk to end
fro®, yak-po ‘weke up (intr.)’ hes-tur “horse’ for the short
vowel forms as opposed to yg-kie ‘weke up (trems.)’ ya-kre
‘good for riding' (aco. masce pl,) E=gig etc, for the long
vowel forms. Vennemsnn usee & strength hierarchy with
/Vydsx/ o2 the ‘weakest’of Modern Icelondic consonmants end
/pytykys/ ose the strongest to get the same results.

Before looking more closely at the dete et hand and
these proposals;, I would like to meke & smell digresc-ion
concerning the 'syllablo' in general. It has recently been
erpued thet the syllable should be an eccentiosl notion 4in
rhonology (see e.g, Pudge 1969,J.Anderson 19€9, Fulprem 1970,
Vennemenn 1972, Hooper 1972, /nderson and Jones 1974,
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Basbgll 1974, J.’nderson 1975 end Kehn 197¢). I% hzs been
shown, e+g. by Hooper, thet phonologicel rules can in a
number of céses be stated more naturslly if syllable bound-
eries can be used then if they e=n’t. There seems to be,
then,_géod evidence to the effect that the lelable should
be set up 2s s theoreti¢al construct applicable in the de-
scription of lengusges. It is further cleimed by e.g. Ful=
gram thet it is universal and every lengusge uses the sylle~
ble 2s & significant unit in its phonology. In =ccordance
with the claim that the sylleble should be incorporated
into generel phonologicel theory, sttempts have been made
to devise rules or principles of syllabificetion which are
~ (explicitly or implicitly) cleimed to heve universal
application, i.,e. every human languege is o bb'syllabified
by 2 universal rules It should be noted, however, thet
even thoﬁgh_the sylleble is 2 linguistic universsl, it does
not necessarily follow that there exists & universel rule
of syllebification, which can be applied to 211 humsn langu-
ages to insert sylleble boundaries st the right pleces. It
is quite possible that syllsbificetion rules »re langusge
specific even though the sylleble is 2 universsl unit, Just
as at least some rules for the expansion of NP sre languege
specific, even though the noun phrzse itself is probsably
universal. _

Although it is possible not to beliewe in a universal
syllebification procedure snd still believe in the sylla-
ble, there is a gquestion connected with syllabification
rules, which I think should be deelt with in terms of
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gniversality. 'mhe proposels for universal syllebifi-
cation rules thet I kmow of) sre of two kinds. Hooper’s
syllebificaetion rules (1972) asre, typicelly for Chomsky=-
Hellean generative phonology, mostly bssed on the distino«
tive feature structure of the sognnﬁts. A typical rule
of Hooper's is one which seys thet & syllsble boundery
automaticelly falls between two * nonesonorent® (1see cOn-
taining the feature [~sonorent]) segments (Hooper 1972t
535). The other spproach td syllabificetion rules is one
which basses the rules on the phonotactic struoturﬁ of the
langusge in quesfion. Pulgrem (1970), Anderson and Jones
- (1974), snd J.Anderson (1975) seem to me to represent
this point of viaw.. Pulgrem’s beeic principle, for ine
stence, is that all syllebles ere open, provided this is
not prohibited by the phonotactic constraints of the
languaga..

| For the moment, I will not try to evaluate the rela-
tive merits of these approaches to syllsbificetion; we
cen cell the former the *segmentel epproach’ (e.g. Hooper’s)
and the lotter (e.g. Puigram's) tho-'phonotaotic approach'.
(A pert of the eveluation will of course be defining the
differences between the two, and the difference may, in
the final analysis, turn out to be insignificant, lore
on this later.)

Returning to Modern Iqelandic,'it is evident thet
Gernes’ proposal (as well as thet of Vennemann 1972) is
based on the segmentel approach, i.e. sccording to her
principle, if 2 volceless obstruent is followed by a ség-
ment which hes sonority (in Zwicky's sense) which is
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greater than or equel to that of /r/, then the syllable
boundary falls in front of the obstruent, but if the
segment following the obstruent has less sonority, the

' syllesble boundsry falls between the tﬁo segments: yo-ka,
va-kra, gk-le ‘lsck, ysk-na, yak=ks. The leteral /1/
has lesssonority then /r/ in Zwicky s hierarchy, 2nd

the breeking point lies, according to Garnes, between
these two, as far as Icelandic syllabificestion is con-
gerned, There are specific problems with thics snslysis
for Icelandices Apart from the fact thst this principle,
ag 1t stonds, does not teke care of forms like bidjs
“ask’ [pI8ja] , gelde “count” [tPeljs], blasre “balloon’
[bledre] end gulrs “yellow” (genm.pls), [g¥lre] which
have short vowels and should then be syllebified pid-js,
331513 .iiaiﬂil etc., Gernes is forced to set up under-
1ying forms for ] and y, which ere otherwise ummotivated.
che proposes to anslyse them 8s underlying glides /y/

and /w/ in order to put them in the right place in the
sonority spectrum, wheress they are usuelly realized as
friestives, which are less sonorsnt than 1, B &nd g,
according to Zwicky. Even though we grant that Zwicky s
sonority hiererchy is valid on & very abstract systematic
rhonemic level, 2s Garnes must ascume, but which seems to
me very dublous, Garnes’ proposal has the gross disad- |
vantage of setting up underlying segmenﬁs which invarisbly

turn up &8s something else on the surfacej since,if we
ellow this, it will become very hard to find » reaconeble

way of restricting the form of abstresct phonological
representations (cf. Kiparsky 19¢8b).
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I will return to Vennemann’s propossl lster in this
section, but firet I will consider the problem from the
phonoteoctic point of view. But before I look et the pro-
blﬁm in deteil I would like to mrke 2 few remarks sbout
elternative hypotheses within thet genersl frqmework.

Je« Anderson (1975110) distinguishes between whet he oails
the ‘meximelist’ vs. ‘mimipelist’ views. Fulgrem’s
principle mentioned sbove is whet ‘nderson would cell
‘finel minimslistic’, sccording to which ss few segments
as are sllowed to strend word-finelly sfter the vowel of
the syllable =re acelgned to the code of eech syllable,
this would mesn, for exsmple, thet & form like gider will
be s&llabified gi-der, since the vowel of the first sylle=-
ble cean stand word-finslly without any following consone
ent. The “initiel minimelistie’ view would be to escign
es Tew segments es sllowed by the phonoteetic rulec of the
langusge to the onset of the syllsble. “nderscn (and
fiplicitly inderson and Jones 1974) proposes whet he calls
the ‘meximelist view’, sccording to which es meny cegments
as possible (according to the phonoﬁiatic principle) are
essigned both to the onset and cods of esch syllable, end
overlep is sllowed for. Aecording to this, the form
debif would be syllabified like thiss ’[_degb;litl , where the
brackets numbered 1 end 2 merk the limits of the first and
the cecond syllsble respectivelye. In this cecse the cege
ment /b/ belongs both to the first end the second syllia-
ble at the seme time. I find the terme “meximelicstic’ znd

‘minimelistic’se 'nderson uses them somewhet confusini,
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since it seems to me thet e.g.  initisl minimelistic’
¢an wean exactly the same &8s ‘final meximelistic’. That
is, if you assign as few segments &s possible to the on-
set of the following syllable and there is no overlar and
aothing left over, you sutometicelly assign 2s many seg-
ments a2s possible to the 3ode of the preceding syllable.
Perheps ‘nderson’s principle cen be called the ‘overlep
principle’ to avoid confusion.

It is now interesting to see whether we can use the
phonotactic method to give us the syllabificstion we went
for simplifying the length rule in Icelsandic, If we
stert by looking st the exemples hestur |[hest¥r] ‘horse’
(short vowel) end dygie l'_dIls:]a] “to bury" (long vowel)
we mey 2sk whether e.g. the “finel minimelistic principle’
prorosed by Tulgram can help use. According to this, as
few segments as possible ere assigned to the first sylle-
ble. Ve see immedistely that this does not work, since
/et/ and /sj/ ere i)oth permissible word-initislly in
Icelandics gtsnde “stend. * end gjé “see and [€] ana [I]
ean stand finallyg [E] in te [thél] ‘tea’ and[I] in the
neme of the letter J, and then hestur end dygjs should
both be syllebified in the ssme weys he-stur end dy=gja.
If, on the other hend, we essume thet modern Icelandic
should be syllebified ‘finel-meximsily’, we seem to be
getting somewhere. /‘ccording to this principle, we should
assign as many segments acs possible to the coda of the
first syllable. Then we notice thet /st/ is & permissible
word-finel cluster: Qegt horse’ (ecc.), 2gt love’, etc,
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whereas /sj/ is note This is shown particulerly clearly
by the inflection of the word dys (£.) “grave’ [gI:s],
which is derivationslly related to the verb dysja “to bury.
the genitive singuler is formed by adding the ending -ar
to the :tem, end then /J/ eppeerss dysis [gIlsjaf]. The
/3/ of the stem /dIsj/ is evidently prevented from appreer-
ing in the endmnrless nominstive by & phonotsctic constreint
forbidding the sequence /sj#/. Acecording to 2 finsl mexi-
melistic principle, then, we get hest-ur vs. dys-je (the
/s/ is escigned to the first eyllsble in dysjs, since /s/
cen apresr word finslly sfter & vowel)., If we look ot the
other exceptions to the length rule, we see that they will
2ll be syllebified in the same way &s dysis by the finsl
maximelistic principle: pep-js, vit-je, smk-js, Ls-jia,
(upp)gdt-va, gkrik-va, dep-ps, fit-re, gyk-re, Ls-ra,
tyig=var.

But our troubles are not over yet. Ic! uc look at
the forms bisis [bISjs] “esk’, gefie [tPeviel ‘deley’
and gtsdys [stoedve] “stop’, which have short first vowelse
If we were to syllebify these forms according to the finel
meximalistic view, we would get bid-je, tef-js ~nd gtid-va,
since [o.ﬂ, [v;]], end [dv] are not permissible word-finasl
clusters in Icelandics, 0 we see that these forms, having
& chort vowel, get the same syllabification es dysia with
& long vowel. ‘1hic indicetes that the finel me.imslistic
prineiple cannot help us to get & syllebificsation in
terms of wvhich we cen simplify the length rule.
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We heve still one slternstive within the phcnotactic
fremework, namely Anderson’s and Jones’ overlsp principle.
‘‘his could perheaps help us to differentiste between dyglis
etec. on the one hand and bidje, tefijs and gtidve on the
other. We then notice that [6j] , end [ov] sre impermissi-
ble wnrd-initiallye) According to the overlap prirnciple
dysja would be syllebified [dy s]dé]. since /sj/ is per-
miscible word-initislly, but h;gjg end 8tédva would be
syllebified [bid) [4e] and [st58] [ve] , eince [63] and [6v]
are neither per£1;é£;1e word-riggifs nor word-initieslly,
and must then belong to different syllesbles without eny
overlap. The fact that /s/ in dysjs constitutes an over-
lap ¢ould then perhaps be utilized in the length rule,
since evidently single intervocslic consonants will =1so
constitute an overlap between two syllebles as in mona
[masna] “egg on’s ﬁna£nge; But this does not solve our
problem either. Forms like yenia [venjal, ‘hsbit’,
tenis [Pemja) “to domesticete; yelds [velja] ‘choose”
berije [berjs) “hit® with short vowels have intervocslic
sequences, which are impermissible word-finelly, but per-
missible word-initisllys pnidte “enjoy’, Lidtur “uelys
ziomi “cresm”, and they should then fall in the s°me cate-
gory as /sj/ sc:ording to the phonotectic overlep prine
ciple, i.e. be syllaobified Evez[n;;]a; etc. with the /n/

etc. forming an overlar exactly like the /s/ in dysice
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It scems, then, thet syllebificstion asccording to
the phonotectic ;rinﬁiple does not help us te find s
eirple explenetion for the exceptionsl behaviour of the
sequences /pi/y /ki/y /fyr/y /kr/ etc., with respect to
vowel length., This cen elither mean thet the length
rule is not to be defined in terms of syllnble bounda-

riee or thet the phonotectic principle does not work
for the sylliabificstion of Icelzndic.

't this stepge 1t seems to be edvatt . eoue to con=
sider three things, Firstly, 1t must be kept in mnind
thet 11 the syllsbles thest we heve seen to have length
verietion in vowels ere stressed and it is more then
likely thet stress end syllsble structure rre interre-
let:1 i -ome wasye. If, for example, we assume that
“tress lg essigned before the syllable boundaries thet
define the domein of the length rule sre put in, we
could rerhaps wesken the claims made by the phonotactic
principle, thet syllsbles must not end or sgtert with

consonont seguences thet don’t occar word-finslly

Q
H

word-initially, sc as to allow cstres:=ed syllsbles to
nbezorb more consonsnts than would be predicted by the
rhonotactic princirple.

“egondly, i1t must be borne in mind th-t there is 2an
agsunption thet lies behind the phonotesctic ;rincirle sos
asprlied here, which is perheps illegitimate. This nassump-
tion is that the rhonotactic constraints of eny longusge

chould be defined independently of the cyllrble =nd thet



the syllable should be delimited in terms of phonotactie
constraints, which have in turn been defined independ-
ently of the sylleble in terms of the featuhe composi~
tion of the segments, We see then that the difference
between the segment structure principle and the phono-
tactic principle is perhaps insignificant, since the
phonotectic principle is only one (perheps illegiti-
mate) step away from the segment structure.

There is a third essumption that lies behind the
discussion 2bove, nemely that the sylleble should be
defined derivstively in terms of phonotectics or seg-
ment structure. This point of view probebly derives
from the assumption in generetive phonology ‘that the
vhonological rules epply to syntactic surface structures
ahd that phonology is interpretive. If one believes in
generative phonology, one elmost has to take this point
of view. It is, however, theoretically poscible that
this view is wrong and that the phonology leads @ iife
independent of the syntex and morphology. This view is
represented e.gs by Fudge (1969) and Sampson (1970),
who set up @& kind of rewrite grsmmer; for phonology with
the sylleble es the initial symbol or exioms
‘ In viev. of these considerstions, we will heve enother
look a8t our problem. Let us assume that we could 2pply
the phonotactic principle successfully to give us some
syllebification which can help us to simplify the length
rule, and perhaps some other rules, If we then ask oure

selves what we have done, the answer will be something
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like this: We have used the rules defermining rermissi-
ble ~nd impermissible word-final end word-initisl clus-
ters s e heuristic device to show us vhere sylleble
boundaries fell. But, evidently, we gre then presuming
that the phonotactic constreints gap somehow be describ-
ed, snd if we esk how, the snswer will be that the phono-
tactics 1s defined in terms of the phonologicsl segments
or phonological festures of the lengusge. If we say,

for example, that Egjs 1s to be syllabified Es-js and
hestyr is to be syllebified Rest-ur 2nd we do so becsuse
the sequences /8j/ end /st/ show different behsviour with
respect to phonotactic constreints in thet /st/ can occur
word-finslly, but /sj/ cen not, we ere merely pushing the
probiem ewey without solving it, becsuse we have not ex-
rlained why thege sequences behave differently in phono-
tecetic rules. It seems, then, thet the syllebificotion
problem boils down to the problem of explaining why seg-
ments beheve diffarentiy with respect to phonotactic
rulesy in our cese the problem boils down to expleining '
the deviant beheaviour of /pytyk,8/ + /VydsT/, énd the
only wey that cen be done seems to be in terms of their
phonological properties as segments, - This, of course,
Gauses no new problems for us concerning the length

rule, since we have slready seen that the phonotactic
principle does not worke But this may show more gene.—

rally thal the phonotactic principle has little theoreti-
cal Vslue, but can only be used ess & heuristic device,



I'urthermore, the phonotactic principle cen only be used
es 8 heuri:tic cevice to hely us to find pleusible pleces
. for sylleble bounderies, if it is genereclly true
thot the seme phonotactic constreints sre velld in none
finel/non-initiel syllebles es in finel =nd initinsl
ONesSe
Generstive rhonotectics of the sort sug:ested by

fudge end fempson seems to be in the srme boet ec ~n
interpretive syllebificetion theory, as far ss the re-
lation of rhonotectics and cegmental structure is cone
cerned, 1In generstive phonotecties the protlem becomes
one of exrleining why only some combinetions of cserments
(or fenturee) =2re to be genersted in perticuler lensu=
sgee end more generslly why there seem to be conetrrints
on the types of syllsbles thet occur in humen lenpucgese
In our esruple, we would heve to aécount naturslly for
the fact thet forms like /dlsj/ ere not derived from
the initiel symbol Jgelendic Syllrble, 8nd I c¢en see no
way of doing so but by referring to phonological fertures

thet nust somehow be related to phonetic properties
of uttermnces, where the thonologicsal constructs /d/,

/1/y /c/ end /3/ ere represented.

53

Throughout this discus.ion 1t hss been more or
less sscumed (without justificetion) that the length
rule in Icelandic ic in some wey connected with syllable

structure, 2nd we heve been trylng to find waye of de-
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scribing the syllsble in Icelandic in such & way ss to
be able to simplify the length rule. It is reasonable
to ask at this stage whether this essumption is justi-
fied.

We cah give at least two reasons for ascuming that
length hes something to do with syllable structure in
Icelandic, One is that if the syllaeble ¢an not be util-
ized in the description of the length rule, we seem to
have to stete the exceptions in the rule itself, -
whereas if we can find 2 syllebificetion thet distinguishes
between the cases where long vowels occur and those where
short vowels occur, without making the length rule more
complicated, we sre evidently geining something. The
question now becomes important, whether there are some
other phenomena that we can describe more economically if
we adopt some syllesbification which we can use in order
to make the length rule simples This reason has to do
with our descriptive model, thet is, we would like to
account for the facts as economically as we can., I will
return to this point shortly and try to show thet there
are other facts which have to be accounted for in the
synchronic phonology of Modern Icelandic and which seem to
require a syllabification of the same sort as the one we
can use to simplify the length rule.

The other reason is more closely related to the data
itself and becomes more compelling if we put the metter
in historicel perspective. #As is shown in Chapter IV,
01ld Icelandic hed distinctive vowel length. In connec-

tion with this, reference is often made to the rhythmic
/9
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structure of the lenguerge, 8nd in thet ccutext the
nution of syllable inevitsbly forces itself into the
discussions 1t ie often escerted thst stressed sylla-
bles in Old Ieelnniic were of three lengthe,  chort’,
“long“end “overlong’s (In Charter IV it i:s sugie:ted
thet thie veriation in length of syllsbles was the basis
for the rhythmic structure of the drdttkvet-o-nd zimur-
metres, 2nd perhsps some other (0ld Icelsncic metres.)
ut thids chenged in the history of Icelandic in thet
*short ayllables‘ were eliminected by lengthening the
vowel snd the “overlong’ type wes elimineted by r vowel-
shorteninge This brought eabout & drestic chenge in the
prbsodic structure of the lengucge. It can be-snidw
thet 21l stressed ‘syllables’ in Modern Icelsniic ~re
lor, b. '7use if the vowel 1es short, it is slueys followe
ed by 2 long consonant or two or more consonants, It
seens to me thet & description both of the historical
chenges e#nd the synchronic fadts of 0ld and Kodern Ice=-
l2ndic thrt makes no mention of thece factc is defective,
and 2 description of these facts without the notion of
£ylleble will elways be 8t lesst very clumcy, if not
factuslly end theoreticslly wrong.

If we don”t went to or sre not sllowed to use the
cylleble, we could for exrmple describe the 2bove men-
tioned focts something like thiss In Old Iceloncic =
ctressed vowel was elther short or longe In the history
of Icelsndic, & short, stressed vowel beceme long if 4t

wes followed by one or no consonent (end /r,t,k,8/ +
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/VyJsr/)e Among other historicsl chenges that hit
Icelrndicwas & shortening of long, stressed vowels, if
two or more.conaonants(except for /pytyky8/ + /Vydyx/)
followeds This resulted in the length of stressed
vowels becoming completely determined by context. If

we are not allowed to use the sylleble, this is as far
és we cen goes In the description given here, apart

from staving thet, perheps esccidentelly, thece changes
resulted in the loss of length as & distinctive fea-
ture in the Icelandic vowel aystem, no ttempt is made
to relate one change to the other. It seems in thece
terms to be & mere coincidence that both of thece
chenges .ccurreds, 'But it is hsrdly e doinoidence, and
this hag always been a@ssumed by lumping the two changes
together and calllng them the ‘quantity shift’, But
whet is the justificavion for lumping these changes
together? The enswer is that they éeem to have = common
eim, nemely to make 8ll stressed syllables of the scme
length. (This is true at lesst for forme which have no
more than two consonants followling the vowel. The cleim
is not &s convincing when forms with more than two con-
sonants following-the vowel, like figksg, the genitive of
figkur “fish’, are tsken into account, but there is e
strong tendency to simplify many of these cluatere'of
three consbnants, cf, e.g. brjaata fgrjousil thé geni-

tive of brjost ‘breast’ end yolgt [%3%t], the neuter of
volgur ‘warm®.) It seems, then, thet the sylleble

rlayed a major role in the development of length in
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Icelandic, end to svoid thig concept in dealing with
quentity in Modern Icelsndic seems to me to be wrong.

In accordence with the belief Just stated, thet
the syllsble 1s closely connected with the length rule,
it is natursel to hypothecsize that the domesin of the
length rule 1s the sylleble. This is not necesssrily
true, but it seems 2t leest & quite plausible working
hypothesis, 2nd in whet follows I will assume thst
this is s0.

But ss we have discovered, it is no simple teogk
to discover whet this “domein’ of the length rule ise
W7e have elresdy seen that there sre meny theoreticelly
vossible waye of syllebifying bicyllebic forms with
intervocelic seguences of more then one consonant. In
forms like hestur, Esjs eand pj8js there esre, mathemsoti-
celly, three options sveilable for each form: he-ct.
Z=gla, bi-0j2y hes=tur, Is=is, bid-ja; hest-ur, Lsi-s,
bidj-a, not to mention the slternatives thzt becone

for
aveilsble when we ~llow/overlep. Our tesk is to celect

]

one of these ortions for each form and to justify our
selection with some dsts or theoretical srgumentse. One
of the things we can use, ﬁéuristically at least, to
try to decide which optlion to choose is, of cource, the
length rule itself. We will evidently went to 2ck
which option for syllsbification can best help us to
simplify the length rule. <comeone might object To this
and ss; thet the argument is circuler:t You sre loockire

for the unknown thing 2 (the length rule) #nd the un-
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known thing B (the sylleble), but you are using B to
look for A and A to look for B, but you know neither
what 4 nor B is, so how cen you use them? Dbut this
poeitivistic objection is not so serious, since =
search like the one we are undertsking does not have
to adhere to the rules of logicsl proofj one is allowed
to set forth hypotheses sbout things that one does not
knov and then see whether they‘fit the things we cen
obser 'zs But it must of course be borne in mind thet
even though 2 hypothesis fits 2 certein bit of det-,
it is not necessarily the only right one, =nd there may
be more than one hypothesis that fitsperticular pieces
of dete, and the fact that & hypothesis fits does not
prove énything about its correctness.

"ith respect to the simplicity of the length
rule, 2 syllabification like hegt-ur, bidi-z 2nd Ls=js
seems to be optimsi. If the length rule were to oper-
ate on fofms like these, it could be steted siuply ss
lengthening vowels in stressed syllasbles thet end in no
more then one consonent and/or shortening vowels in
gyllables thet end in two or more consonants. e con
gtete 1t like this:

(10) vV —V / —oclg

and/or V w== V [/ 02$
(4 = syllable boundery)

Let us then tentatively suggest that the forms

rre to be syllebified in the way described 2bove. The

princirle would be thet two consonants following s
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ctressed vowel ere assigned to thé preceding sylleble,
excert when the two consonents in guestion =sre /p,tykes/
+ /Vydsr/y in vwhich casze only the first member of the
cluster is agcigned to the preceding syllrsble. If

only one consonent follows, it is by the some token
eresigned to the preceding sylleblees This syllebifli-
cztion ‘cen perhaﬁs be celled finel-maximalistic in some
sense, since s meny consonents e rllowed by some con=-
streint sre sscigned to the codes of the sylicble,

The mzin sdventsge of this syllebificstion (if it
cén be eelled syllebification at ell) ie thet the en-
virorment of the length rule, if defined 1n this wey,
wlll be exectly the séme in monosyllebles #nd poly-
gyllebles, wherees if we were to edopt the syllabifi- -
¢ tion ¢ ozested by Garnes L1975B) end Vennemsnn (1U72),
ihere the gylisble boundsry fells before ore intervo-
colic consonent | as well as/pytykys,/ + /v,J,7/) the
length rule ceu not be stoted o= simplye In the lotter
cecze the rule will heve to be in two prrtees C(ne prrt
would secount for monosylleblic forms like Ject, zez
‘core’, where the vowel 1is short if followed by two or
more consoncnts, but long if !oliowed by one or no con=-
gonant within the some sylleble. /nother pert of the
length rule will heve to account for the length in
rolysyllebic forms, where the vowel 1is short if ore (or
more) co-gyllebic consonant(s) follow(B), but long 1L
the gylleble is open, l.e. if no consonsnt follows

within the csme sylleble,
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The most cbvious disadvantege of the syllebification
csuggzested here is thet it does not follow the ‘lew of
finels” (cf. e.ge. Vennemenn 1972 and J. Anderson 1575),
gince the syllsbification of grenje snd bidjs (bidj-2,
grenj-a) gives syllebles that end in cluster:z that are
impermissible word-finelly in the lengusge. And if
this law (2s well as the lew of initials) is = universsl
constraint, this syllebificsation should of course be
viewed with scepticism.7)

A weaker claim would be that what we ere sugresting
is not syllebificetion, but merely & delimitsation of
the domein of the length rules But then, of cource, we
will heave to esk ourselves what exactly this unit is.

If it is not 8 sylleble, then what is it7? The quéstion
in elistely turns into the one, whether this unit cen
have some other function in the phonology of lModern Ice=-
landic, whether, for example, some other rulec seem to
be defined in terms of it. If this turns out o be the
cace, We may feel Justified in giving this unit 2 msjor
stotus in the phonology of Icelandic. We will bthere-
fore investigete whether. there are other things in the
phonology of Modern Icelandic which ﬁould become more
easily expleinable in terms of 2 syllsbificetion of the
sort suggestved aboves

In forms like jpegtur, grenis, bidjs etc. The cone
conont following the (chort) vowel is often =eid to De
helf-long (cP. Gudfinnsson 194¢:1¢8-€9 and {feigsson
1920-2433VIII-XIX)s [hes-t¥r] [gren-je], [bI&-je].
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I'here seems to be some justification for this. i have,
foi exemple, mede spectrogrems of my own‘speech in the
utterence hessi hegtur, which show thet the [s] in
Lectur is considersbly longer then e.rs the [0] in
leg 1y or for thet mestter longer then sny other con-
sonant segment in the utterance except the long [e)
in Peggi, which is sgain notice bly longer then the one
in Restur. “lthough the.term helf-long seems to be
wuite apiropriete for this phenomenon on the evidence
nentioned sbove, I am not sure thet there sre not other.
features 2s well that charscterize consonants in these
environments; one chould perhaps use some more merninpe=
lee: tern, ~tense’ for exemple. If we now Lruc » look
at the distribution of this phenomenon, we see th-t it
nust be rredicted by things similer to those thet
n{fect the length rulees The consonznts ere h=lf-long
or “tense’, if they follow a short vowel and preccde @
consonant, The distribution of this “tenseness’ is
inderendent of whether the word is monosyllebic or
*olysyllabic, that is, we heve Qhest [_he:a 1:] /fv%fs]
"nd/féf_ﬁ s] with “tense’ consonents just ss in hestur,
glebls and grenjse. It seems vePy tempting to try to
eéx;lain the distribution of these tense consonsnts in
terms of their place in the gyllable (ef. Hosrd 1971)
but in thot ca:e we meet egein the fect thot this “tens-
ing' tokes place regerdless of whether the consonznt
..... resrs in & monosyllable or in 2 polysyllebic word,

this mekee it impossible to caspture this phenomenon in
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a simple way with & syllebification like the one propos-
ed by Vennemann and Garnes., Not only are the consonsnts
tense before another consonant, regardless of whether
that other consonant is word-finsl or not, which would
meke the enviromment for a conceiveble ' tensing’rule de-
fined in terms of Garnes/Vennemann syllebification very
agcording to whether the forms were monosyllebic or poly-
syllsbic, but slso the [8] in forms like nes [ne:s] would
be in the seme syllesbic environment as the [s] in hestur
(both closing a syllsble), but with a difference in tense-
ness. This shows us thast if the tenseness of consonants
has something to do with syllable structure, this sylla-
ble structure cannot be the one proposed by Vennemann and
Garnes. But if we adopt the syllebificetion proposed here,
the environment will slways be the seame, namely, when 8
prost-vocalic consonant is followed by another consonant
within the seme syllable, the former is “tensed’.

But sgein we have no guarantee that this “tenseness’
of consonents heas enything to do with syllesbification.
Furthermofe,even though we grsnt that it hss something
to do with syllsbification, the esrgument is rather wezk
as independent evidence for the syllsbificetion we sare
proposing, exadtly because the distribution of tense con-
sonsnts seems to be relsted to the distribution of short
vowels. It is quite conceiveble thet the “tenseness’
of the consonant is governed by the same genersl rule
8s sscigns length and shortness to vowels. We have

to admit, then, thet the “tenseness’ of consonants
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is not s very strong inderendent srgument for the
sylizbification sugzested above.

"nother feature could perheps be teken as evidence
for the sylisbificetion proposed here, with ss meny cone
sonants 28 possible balonéing to the first syllable,
This argument is herdly very strong either, but I will
nention it anyweye. s is shown in Section 2 of this
chapter, the *herd’ stops /petyk/ sre presspirsted when
cemineted or in front of 1, B 8snd 3« Here, the rreced=-
ing vowel is elweye shorts gpli [ehrlI], yetn [veitn],
Zxtmd EthtmI] ‘rhythm’ ete. If we look et the environ~
ment where presspiretion occurs, we see thet it occurs
independ.ntly of whether the c¢lusters sre word-fin-l or
intervocslice In this respect the preaspirmtionlehows
the s-~me behoviour es the lenmgth rule and “tensing’of
consgonente, end 1t evidently cen’t be sensitive to -
cylisbificotion like the one suggested by Vennemsann and
Gernes, esince then,in monosyllebles the presspirstion
sould occur on py ke k if followed by =nother cosylis=-
bic p, %, ky Ly By By but in polysylisbics it would be
trigpered by 2 heterosyllabic consonent following.

In this case, 2s in the others, it ic of cour:e
rossible thret the preesspirstion rule iz not sencitive to
eyllebificrtion et ell, but if sylisbificeotion hos :omee
thing to do with the preaspirstion, it must ve one that
treats /vetn-/ in yatnld “the weter’ snd yotn ‘wotc:r”
in the zame wey in both ceses, 2nd our ‘meximelirtic’

cyllebificstion 4is such 7 syllsbificetion, 's = wer}

r
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argument for the cese that the preespirestion hes got
something to do with syllebification I can cite coum
rounds like litlsusg [}I:tla%na] ‘colourless” (from litur
“colour’ end lous “free (of), without’) end gzknenur
[setkneism¥r] ‘reccable’ (from gok (gen. gaker) ‘guilt’
end pemur “susceptible (to) ). In these forms, even
though the /t/ end /k/ precede /1/ end /n/ respectively, .
the preespiretion does not occure This is evidently
beccuce there is an internsl word-boundary between the
two prerte of the compoundse This internel boundary
nust imply 8 syllrble boundafy, and if we state the pre-
acpiretion rule so that it eesn’t epply across ¢ syllable
boundary, these exceptions sre automaticelly accounted
fores But the trouble is thst there are other ways of
expleining why the presspiretion does not occur. .e
notice thet the morphs lit~ and gsk-, &and 2lso the second
parts of the compounds, have long vowels. This can be
token to show thet the constituents sre semi-incevendent
words that hase gone through all phonological procecses,
including the length rule end the preaspirstion rule
(which does not have any effect on the forms lit- =nd
£8k~), before being ameslgemated into compound words by
some specilel weekening of the word~boundary. In that
cnse the forms lit- =snd gek~ become just repul~r mono-
¢yllrcbles. (I will return to compounds shortly.)

If we try to sum up whst we have said in this
cection sbout syllabificetion, we cen say thet there 1is

come evidence thet the length rule ics connected with
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sylinbificretion. Ve heve 8lso seen some frcte thet seem
to favour the hypothesis that this syllesbificetion irc
“finsl meximslistic” in e speciel sense rother thar,for
example, of the sort proposed by Gernes and Vennemcnn,
The syliebificetion we have proposed ¢=n be described

in the following way:

(11) If 2 stressed vowel is followed by cne
consonant, assign the consonant to the
rreceding sylleble, end if the vowel is
followed by two consonents, assign both
to the preceding syllasble, except if the
first consonent is one of the set /p,t,
ky8/ 2nd the second of the set /v,i,2/e
In the latter case the syllsble boundery
is to be set between the two cdnsonﬁntsos)

The grounds for edopting this syllebification =re,
ndﬁittedly, week, but there seem to be no strong intern-
el erguments esgeinst it either, snd if this syllsbifi-
cetion is adopted, the length rule will be &8s simple as

can be.

Sebk

I have suggested & syllabificetion which makes the
length rule very simple. Apart from the guestion ~hether
this syllebificetion should be preferred to s:me cther
syllebification, for example the one proposed by Gcines
ond Vennemann, there is another question left unanswer-

ed. This is the gquestion why the sequences /D,t,k,s/
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+ /v,3,7/ beheve differently from other intervocalic
seuences of twe eonsonants. Thig cen be derlt with
independently of which of the slternstive weys of sylle-
bifying is adopted, since in any cease /p,t,k,s/ 4+
/vyisr/ will be exceptional,

rc mentioned sbove, Garnes proraas en explenstion
in terms of 2 sonority hierarchy. Je saw thet thic
explenation is problemetic, since it enteils underlying
forms fof /v/ and /3j/ thet seem otherwise unmotiv-ted,
Vennemann proposes a8 hierarchy of & slightly different
sort, which he defines in terms of whet he c2lls the
strength of lodern Icelandic consonents. He rroroses
e tentative scele of consonant strength ss follows

(Vennemsnn 19723€):

1 2 3 4 5 & 97 8
T WO TS U STUUR WS TR (W -, 1+ 1:” 1) + O
vy » ¥ a2 £ @& p %
d n b k
d
(2

(This sceale is evidently incomplete, since it does not
nention the fricstives (8], [_6] and [‘a o)

~ Ag cen be seen fron the diasgrem, Vennemsnn con-
siders /v/, /3/ end /r/ to be the ‘weskest of Modern
Icelcndic consonantse.e It 1s not self-evident what can
be meant by wesknesc or strength of conssonantse Venne=
menn wents to explein what he mesns on phonologicel

grounds asnd for exemple cites as evidence for tThe wesk-
ness of /r/ that it seems to be more susceptible to

cecimilation to or reduction by follo'ing conscnants,
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He mentions that /r/ is 8lweys (i.e. in 2ll ﬂi5lects)
devoiced in front of /p/, /t/ end /x/, but /1/, /n/
and /m/ only sometimes (i.e. in some dislects). Fe
o180 mentions that only /r/ is weakened or lost before
/8/ and some other consonants or consonent sequences
(but eeg. /n/y /1/, /m/ remein)., Vennemaenn is probsbly
referring to pronuncietions like [vasthskYg] of ortho=-
gravhic vestfirskur “from the Western fjords’, more
formal.[vesthgskng. It is not true thet only /r/
disaprecrs or weskens in this environment, becruse pro=-
nunciations * like FESkYr] for orthographic enskur
“English®, more formal [fhskYE] are quite frequent,
(I erheps someone would meintein that the nesalizetion
left on the vowel is & sign of the grester strenrth of
/n/ then /r/, but of course therec sre no signs of 3
“rhotizetion” csused by /r/ enywhere else in the rhono-
logy, wherees nasellzstion is & very npptural yrczess in
Icelendie, snd probably in any langusge. So the /r/
does not heve as good & chence of leeving eny trroce sfter
it when it dissppears as /n/ does.) |
rs o eign of the weekness of /Jj/ end /v/, Ven emenn
mentions thet they tend mot to occur in front of [i]
and [u] respectively. But this could just 2= well be
cruced by 2 pkonotasctic restriction that forbide =
sequence of two segments that are too much ~like, A re-
striction of the seme type probsbly forbids sequences of
e stor rlus & homorgenic nasal in initiel position: /rm/,
/tn/, /ky/ ere not sllowed word-initislly in Icelondic,
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and similarly e stop plus 2 homorgenic fricetive does
nos occur word initielly. In general, the idea of =

strength hieresrchy in consonants, though interesting,
seens to be very difficult to substentiste.

One. wey of trylng to substentieste 2 cleinm of =
strength hierarchy is probsbly to investigate the rhono-
tectic behaviour of the segments (ef. cigurd 1955). It
is, for exemple, interesting to nute thet initiel clus-

re of /3i/ + /1/y /n/ or /m/ dqn't exist 6&&1/, 7jn/,
3ﬁm/), wherers /j/ following /1/, /n/, /m/ is natursl:
Lidtur, ‘uely’, nidts “enjoy”, pidlk ‘milx”. This
could rerheps be interpreted &s showing thet /Jj/ hos @
tendency to stend neerer the vowel then /l,n,m/, when
cooccurring with them. <Similerly, finel clusters like
/lr/. /vnr/y /mr/ herdly occur (/mr/ occurs word-finally
- in forms like Xumr, ﬁhioh ere derived seccndesrily from
verbs like kgm:g,forming en action name of the sanme
mesning), wheress /rl/, /rn/, /rm/ ere regculer: horn,
“sorrow’ (scc.), Kerl, ‘Cherles’, berm, “child’. (It
nust be edmitted thet in most dislects of Icelendic the
clusters /rn/ end /rl/ heve become [rdr] and [rgi] or
[gn] end [@i] respectively, but ther - still come.
dielects which retein the older pron. cistion [rﬁ] e
[rl]). It seems then, thet /r/ tc - to st-nd closer

to the vowel than /1/, /n/ or /m/. .
In the light of this, one could perhars make tlLe

‘generalizstion that /r/ end /3J/ heve 8 greater tend-

ehcy than /1/, /n/ ond /m/ to stsnd neer the vowel
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nucleus, end if this holds, one cen call thet ¢ weekness
(or more sonority, cf. Hooper 197¢) of /r,Jj/ compered to
/1/, /n/y /m/e 1 have not been sble to find simil->
srguments for the “weskness® of /v/.

If one could esteblish s hiersrchy omong the cone
sonente elther »long the lines sugrzested Lere or slong
the lines sug ested by Vennemenn, or both, the fact that
/Tybykeys/ + / Vyiyr/ show exceptionel beheviour 7. =n
intervocalic sequence. could perhaps be explsined os
some sort of 8 conseguence of their being on orpogite
ends of 2 strength scale. This cén perheps be mede
more plsusible if we say thet the tendency of /j/, /r/
(ond hopefully /v/ too) to stend next to the vowel in s
syll ule forblds forms like yekjs end Egjs being sylla-
bified in 2 wsy thet would leeve é segment of the strong-
est” type between it and the vowel nucleus, =0 onliy one
consonant is essigned to the first sylleble. [he rlion-
emes /1/, /n/, /m/ show more independence and sllow
/Dytykys/ to csteond between them snd the vowel nucleus,
"ond the forms yakne, gkle etc. sre syllebified yekn-a,
ekl-2 etc, and this is why they hove preespirstion =nd
o ghort vowel. The fact that yenja end bidjs, stidva,
yidre etc. have short vowels can be expleined es @
consequence of the fsct thet /n/ =nd [8] (2nd presumably
/n/y /v/y /1/ etc. to0) do not have so much strength

eg to forbid e gyllsbification yenj-a, bidjese, gtidv=-3,

thet is /i/y /v/ ond /r/ cen tolerste them betuween

themeelves end the nuclesir vowele
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If this besrs some relation to the frcts, we con
recstete the syllebification principle (11) 2nd m=ke it
look more natural. If we say that /pyt,k,s/ hrove o
strength equsl to or grester than the index j ~nd
/Vyis,r/ have strength less then or equsl to the index
i, we cen restete the principle in the following woys

(12) If e vowel beering primery stress is followed

by one consonant, 2ssign the consonsant to the
preceding-syllable, and if the vowel is
followed by two consonants, sssign both to
the preceding sylleble, if it does not re-
sult in 2 code where 2 eonsonant of strength
greater than or equel to the index J inter-
veneg tetween the nuclesr vowel 2nd # con=-
sonant of strength lecs thon or equrl to the’
index }.

Another poséible way to explein the ercerti nol be-
heviour of /pyt,k,8/ + /v,3,v/ is to look for segmentel
festures in these segments, which could be used in =
eyllebificstion rule. In order to do this prorerly, one
woulé, of course, have to set up 2 distinctive fecture
syctem for the Icelandic consonsnt system as o whole,
ond it would go beyond the scope of this study to do s0.
I would, however, like to mention very briefly sone
focts thrt mey indicnte that s solution rlonc these
lines is slco possible. ‘“The centrel question is vhether

e osn mrke /pyt,kys/ end /v,j,r/ form natursl clrcces

of some sorte If we c¢2p, or exqmrle, justify csome common
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festure or feetures for /v,J,r/ on independent grounds
we will feel confident thet they form 2 neturel cl-ss.
‘As mentioned ebove, /j/ ond /v/ 2re phoneticslly mocst
like voiced fricetives, Admittedly, they sometinmes

con be scid to be reslized szs aprroximente with oren
sprroximation), but they do so no more than the otier
voiced fricetives [6] end [gﬂ. They =re, however, un-
lixe [6] and [§] in that they occur initielly, wherens
[6Jend [y] don’t. <the initisl counterpert of [6] is
voiceless [e], =nd no velsr fricetive occurs initislly
in most vorieties of Icelsndice In initisl position,
voiced and voiceless labiodentel fricsatives, /f/ and /v/,
ere in oprositfons yzra [veire] “lest’ ve. fors [fa:irs)
“¢0”, ond similerly initisl (3] 2ni [¢] distincuish be-
tween minimel pairs: Jon [Jousn] “John” vs. Lidn
[gou:n] “merried couple”s In the letter case it is
poszible to anslyse [g]as underlying /hj/ so that 1t

is not certein whether the voiced and voiceless ralatel
fricstives should be teken as two underlying vhonenes
(efs Chepter I, Section 3). However that may be, the
fect remains that /j/ end /v/ ere the only voiced frice-
tives thet are 1in oprosition to other phonemes in initiel
rosition. Thic may perhaps be teken 2s evider~e thot
/v/ end /3j/ 2re the only underlying voiced fricrtives,
[3)can be ceid to be a voiced allophone of the thoncne
/0/ (orthoegrarhic }), since [6] and [&] =sre in com le-
mentary distribution. It is not clesr how [?ﬂ, orthio=-
grevhicelly gy should be snslysed phonologically.
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It ~lterncstes morvhonologicelly both with & voiceless
fricative &8s in uogyr [gazng] ‘dey’ dags [gexs] (idem ,
gens) rnd with a stop [€] as in gaga [sasye] “story” 3
gocna [se@na] (4dem gen. ple)e It is not obvioue what
anderlying form is to be Ghosen if one systematic phoneme
is to represent ell three variants, but obviously one
csndidste will be a voiced fricative. In thet cose,
/Vydyy/ would form a cless of volced fricatives. But l¥/
would behave differently from the others since it would
not have 2 voiced fricative ellophone initislly. ~o
there seems to be et lesst some reason to keepl[y]epart
from /v/ end /3/. _

To S5ouch briefly on the guestion of wh=at to do
- with /r/, it seers obvious that it cen be celled continu-
ant in Chomsky and Helle's terms (Ghomskyland Halle
19(8:318)s The fricatives /Jj/ and /Vv/ must obviously
have this festure tooe /r/ hes two sllorhones, -
voiced one and & volceless one, and if we cen ssy thsat
voiced is the unmarked velue of the festure of voice,
when epreering in /r/, it will heve in its fully sreci-
fied underlying representetion the features [+continuent,
+ voiced]. The sonorants other then /r/, namely /l,m,n/
will presumably be [-continuant]. It seems fairly
clesr, then, if we lgnore the unsettled gquestion cf[yﬂ ’
that /J,ver/ could be distinguished from other Icel=ndie
- eonsonencs 8s ced con ents, and on the besis of
that clas ' fic~tion and some feeture (or features)

soking /retek,8/ 8 nstural clesz, which should not be
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difficult to find, it should be possible to define the
restriction on the syllebication rule. I will not
investigate this elternstive further here, since so

many questions concerning the whole phonology of llodern
Icelendic immediately erise, and sn account aslong thecse
lines will probably only be possible within & more or

- lesc complete model of the phonology of Modern Icelandic.

4o Btress

In our discussion up to now, & very important
question has been dodgeds This is the question of how
stress reletes to the whole business of length and
syllsbificrtion. In deeling with syllsbificrtion and
stresc, however, it hes been ascumed, sometimes U=citly,
thet syllsbification end length are dependent on stress
in Icelandice. In terms of ordering thié meens thet
stress is distributed before the syllebification (12)
takes place 2nd the length rule operates. In thie
section I would like to try to justify this assumption,-
in part at least.

£s Lriefly mentioned at the beginning of this
Chapter, ;he m2in rule of word stress is thatv noncom-
pound words have primary stress on the first syllcble.
There was 2lso said o be & secondery stress on the
third syllsble 2nd every gecond sylléble after thete
hese rules rre manifested in the following way (the
number 1 sbove a syllable r'epresents rrimery stress and

the number 2 represents secondery stres:, and if no
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number epresrs gbove & syllable it mesns that thet

1 . R |
gyileble is completely unstressed)s faks take , ztls
i o & 2 i ;s & 2 2

be going to , glmensk calender , glmenakonps (idem

gen. ple definite). This simple stress pattern is uis-
rurted in compound wordse. The structure of comround
words in Icelandic 1s rsther complicated, 2nd there is no
room to investigate that matter in eny deteil here, butb
e few superficisl remsrks are needed. It seems toc me
thet there ere many typee or degrees of compounds in
Icelencice, There sre cases where there is doubt

hether the forms in question ere to be conslidered com-
rounds or not from the phonologicel point of view. 's
ex~mrles of this type we cen cite forms like yiltleusg

‘T olish’ (Literslly °“wit-less”) [vIhtleey:~] =nd tor-
fors 'obstncle'[thogfai:ré] (derived from tor-, 2 pre-
fix, signifying difficulty end fzr: & root related to

the verb fars ‘go’)e As 8 sign of the non-compound
nature of these forms we can refer to the fect thatv they
hove short first vowels even though their first con-
stituents end in single consonants: yit- and tor-. The
finsl consonsnts of these first perts slso undergo
vhonologicel rules thet operete within simrle wordssy Tle
finel /%/ of yit- 1is preaspirated in front of the /1/ and
the /r/ of Lor- is devoiced by the following voiceless
/£/« Tven though the form torfzrs shows non-comrcund=-
like beheviour in the shortn. :o :0f the wvowel 2nd the
voiceles:nes: of the /r/, it is in =t least one rcsrecti

compound-like ~s frr ss csegmentel thonoleogy ic concernede
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This is thst it has s voiceless [f] medislly, which
pnzmally occurs only initielly, its voiced counterpart,
[v], occurrine medielly. Both of the forms show signs
of being compounds rather thsn non-compounds in thot the
second components bear secondsry stres: snd have long
vowels. Forms, cimiler to the ones mentlioned sbove,but
7ith e looser connection between the two parts, sre Jit-
loys “colourless’ [1Istley:s] snd gorleystur ‘difficult
to Shlve'[fgbarleisthl. The form litlsuc hac e long
vovel in the first component and no prerspirstion on the
/t/y 2nd the form torleystuyr has 2 long vowel in the
first component. (The letter word can elso be rronounced
with 2 short first vowel, in which case it shows similar
behaviour to torfazre except for the fsct that the
cequence /rl/ does mot become [rdl] =s it ususlly does
in noncompound words.) The forms litleus »nd torlevstur
are definitely rhomologicel compounds, since there cre
rules thet ere blocked by the existence of come kind of
boundary between the two perts (See Ore¥nik 1971 for
sn enumerstion of such rules). Whet this boundsry sctu=-
ally is. I will leave open for the m ment, but it cecens
not unlikely that we sre desling with some kind of =
werkened word boundary. The examples given sbove seen
40 indicate that there is a “clirs of closeness”’ of
connection between constituente of compound worde in

1 - - . 1 ;
Icelnndic. The “closest’ compounds mentioned her: -re,

- - L4 e .
then, yitlsus end Yorfzre and the 1loosest eare litlay:
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end torleyctur pronounced with o long first vowel, =nd
in between 1s torleystur promounced with s chort vowel.

The problem of compound words is related to the
rroblem of stress in the wsy thet, at lesst for the
“looser compounds’, the rule for the distribution of
secondery stress mentiored ebove is broken. Forms like
;;Elggﬁ have e stress on the second syllsble, since
thoat is the first (end in this cese the only) sylloble
of the second part of the compounds SCimilerly, xé;g-
Qiggg; ‘guerd dog’ (veré- is » stem meening “gueri’,
cf. yordur ‘e guerd”y hundur mesns “dog”) hec o cecon-
dary stress on the first syllable of hundur rether than
on the third sylleble of the word 2s e whole,

There is probebebly more than one wey of accounting
for thece facts. One could for example ssy thet Icelandic
hes one stress rule something like this:

(13) Trimery stress fealls on the first syllsble

of every word and a secondery stress f-lls
on every second syllable, counting fronm
there, excert when the word is # compounds
If the word is a compound, then & csecondary
stress falls on the first sylleble of cvery
new conctituent of the compound.
This would be en incomplete formvlation of the rule. It
would for exsmple have to be expanded in order to trke
cere of forms like rskersmelsiari ‘a qualifiec b-rber’,
this ie a compound consisting of two trisyllebic forms,

which take 2 secondery stress on the third sylleble
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1 2 1 2
when stending ac independent wordss paskers snd reictari,.

In reksrsmeisteri the strongest stress is on the firct

sylleble, and on the first syllsble of the second port
of the compound is another fairly strong stress pesk,
and on the third snd the sixth sylleble there are wesk
stresses, which are roflexes of the secondary stres:
which aprears on the component forms : when they cst~nd
independently. If we use the numbers 1,7,3 to indi-
cate relative strength of stress, the stress pattern of

1 32
the compound can be indicated like this: rekarsneist-

gﬁi. Althouch seemingly compliceted, an account slong
these lines seems a8t least conceivable,

"n alternstive wesy of accounting for the stress
pattern of Icelendic is to meke use of the trensforma-
tionel cycle 2c Chomsky and Helle do in desling with
strese in Tnglislk (Chomsky snd Hslle 19¢8), 2nd I rro=-
pose thet this is & better wey of desling with the
rhenomens, In this case, stres: would be ascsigned at
two levels, the noncompound level end the %gmpound
levels In order for this to work, I have/set up -
mechonism of some sort for genereting comrounds. I
propose thst this mechenism czn be described as = rule
weekening the boundsry between the two (or more) lexicel
items to be bound together as s compound word. IThis
would mean thet in their most ebstract forms comrcand
words ere such thst they have between their con:stituents
full word bounderies. The components sre cccirred stress

in the reguler wasy as if they were inderendent woris,
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And if the boundsry betwecn two words has be:un wesken-

ed by the compoundforming rule, the stress pattern is
reedjusted, mszking the first part of the compound tihe
ctrongest and st the ssme time meking s8ll other stress
recks comperstively weskere I will not commit myself

vyet as to whet this second stress rule will 1ook like;

it may be that it will just be the mein stress rule
reaprlied on & leter cycle, the unite now being comronents

of the compounds rether then syllrblecs. (This con ver-

“bloody~fucking~blooming fosl”,

vhere t e sequence preseding the noun zsni “fool” is »
comrlex of three sweerwords, In my speech anywey bthe
third yart of this compound swesrword he: more sitres:s
then the second and the first hss the strongect stresc,
Terhrre this reflects the ssme rhythm #s spresrs in non-
compround words, that is, &n elternstion betreen  ctress=
ed and £n unétres:ed unit,) Within thies frrmework the
derivrtion of regkesrsmeigtsr] could be something lile the
following. (##here denotes » full word-boundery SRr

s

2 werkened word boundesry, e&nd the numbersg indic~te re-

1-tive strength of etres: )}

1 2 1 2

Yein stress rules rokareffneictori
Jeckening of word- L Rk 2
boundorys rekarsHueictrri

L 3 2 3

serdjastmert of | rekaroffneictrri

stress?
(It mev be unfortunnte to use the seme tyre of notL-tion

for the reconirry ctresc essigned by the m~in ctro



-7 -

rule 2nd the one deriving from weekening of the rrimery
‘stress, since they are definitely not the same rhenoc-
menon, but in en informel presemtetion like this one, I
hope it does not matter.)

I need hardly point out that there =zre many locse
ends and unenswered quesc¢ions still to be deslt with,
end this mey not ewen work in principle. It is not
clesr to me, for exemple, whet governs the =pplicetion
of the rule weakening the word-boundary., It seeng doubt-
ful thet 211 compounde c¢an be listed in the lexicon,
since the proces: of forming compound nouns znd adject-
ives of the sort described sbove seems to be very pro-
ductivey one c¢an mske them up on the spot, so to sresk,
vhen the need arises. I cean easily form new comrounds
like Lgrﬁkagtrigggggja ‘¢od wer hero’ 2nd Edinborgor-
gtﬁdgng 'Edinburgh student’ etc., "here secm to be more
~restrictions on forming new verbs by such & processe.
"nother yroblem is mentioned sbove, namely that different
degrecs of cloceness of the compocunds seem to be sllowed
fory in our terms, the weskening ¢f the word-boundary
seems to be allowed to be of different degrees. Iorms
like witlsug 2nd torfzrs seem to have s very wenk ilnlernal
boun’-ry, end the form torleystur with the alterncstive
presunciations with 2 long or & chort vowel in the first
compunent seems to have varying degrees of closeness of
connection bet.een the two ci..ronentcs. Tvidently, the
whole problem of compounds in modern Icelendic is teco

complicated to be solved here, but I think that whaot we
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hove secn so far is enough for us to basse on it =2n
csrgument for stress being distributed independently of
length and for the length rule referring to stresc.
‘he srgument is edmittedly rather tenuous ~nd compli-
ceted, but in the sbecence of eny evidence to the
contrery it should, I think, be considered,

Let us teke as exsmples two compound werds which
show ‘considersble closeness of connection’ (or werk=-
nesg of the internel boundery) between the two consti-
tuents: Piodviss ‘folk song’ [ejoudviise] and leik-
voilyr “rleyground’ [leitkvoedlYr]. The former has the
constituents pjoé~ “people’ and yisa, ‘s verse, 2 song’,
and the Letter has the constituents leik~ “gsone, play’
and yollur ‘a field®, From these forms we cen observe
Two thinge ~bout the length rule.

Firstly we see that the first component of pioovisa
hes 2 short vowel in a8 stem which ends in 2 single con-
sonante This meens thet the following /v/ is incluced
in the enviromnment of the length rule when it operstes
on the comround. This must be teken to mesn that the
length rule is epplied after the compound is formed by
reduction of the word-boundary. And if we essume, s
cbove, thet the msin stress rule apylies before thie
reduction, it follows that it eleso precedes the length
~ules (I must stress thet it is by no means necec: ~ry
thiet tnle order be ertiinsice The length rule will have
to be defined so thet it only eprlies to strecced gylla=-

bles leee it is not eppliceble unless stress hag =2lready
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been sgsigned, snd it ¢2n be mede a recurrent rule, which
automatically sprlies whenever its structurel conition
ic met)e In the fora leikvdlluyr, the vowel of the firct
conronent is lonz, and thie it becsuse the consonont
cequence following is /kv/, a8 long vowel environmente.

‘econdly we see that the second constituents of
:he'éompounds also behave according to the length ules
we hove o lons vowel in —yfge ard 2 short vowel in
-51lyr. Thst the sctusl durstion of the vowel in yisn
in the comround is the srme &8 in every instonce wien it
occure & a seperste word, is not true, =’ fHre r~versge
lurstion of the vowel in ylge ac & second vert of come
rounds is probably less than the sversre dursticn len
yicn 15 » separrte word, but we ere not telkine ~Loas
ﬂbf}lute duretion, but structurel length. /e ¢rn cee
thnt there is & phonologicel difference between » long
“nd = ghort vowel in the second pert of comyounds like
Li0ovigr, by comparing the nominstive singulsr with the
cenitive riursl Ljiooviena, where two consonents fullow;
In the cenitive rlurel the [1] is Géfinitely chorte:
thrn in the nomipnative, It seems, then, thet the 1. :th
nlternrtion in vowels £lso preveils in perte of ccurounds
whicl have & secondary stresf which 1s derived fror e
ull ctrecs by the etress resdjustment rule,

The rhenomene cdescribed sbove c¢2n be sccountec for
lons the following lines.

Tet us roctulete the following rulest

(14) ¢ ! ctress rule esslignine vrimsry %

w
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to the first sylleble of every simple
word end & secondary stress to every
second syllsble from there.

A rule forming compounds by reducing
the strength of the boundary between
two or more words to be combined.

A compound stress rule atrehgthening
the stress of the first constituent

of a compound and reducing the strength
of other stress peaks. (This is possi-
bly rule A. aprlied recursively.)

The syllabificstion principle {12)
applying to all stressed syllebles,
wherever it can. |

A length rule, epprlying to stressed

syllables wherever it can, the domein

- being strings defined by the principle

12).

This mechanism would give the following derivetion for
the forms pjo8vise end leikvéllur. (There sre a number

of more or less unjustified asssumptions mede here about

the underlying representetions of the forms in question,

but they asre irrelevent to the problems discussed here.):

Underlying formss
MHbjousdbvisasy  fHleikéfve AAYr#
The streas rule ﬁ. is apxlied to these forms, giving:
Aé’bdoudi,fvisa # ﬁleikﬁéé‘vce a1Yr #/
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The length rule is aprlicable to both components of both
forms, lengthening the vowcl in the appropriaste environ-
ments:

#bﬁou:bﬁ‘ﬁvi:sa#/ #lzéi:k,#‘v&edl‘rrﬁ
(I assume that the syllabificetion principle applies
sutometicelly before the length rule to define its
envirommentss,)
These forms are then made subject to the compound-form-
ing rule. Dhis wiuld give: .

A?’p:jou:é#vi:sa,ﬁ{/ Ai’leiahé’voedltr#
The compoufd atress rule then applies, givings

/,;Epaouw#viasa.t,‘é’ #leiskéﬁroadﬂr#/
Since we now have & new stress pattern, we can mzke the
syllabification epply once more, pushing the syllsable
boundary &s far back as possible from the vowel of the
sylleble bearing the heaviest stress. We can represent
the output like this, ‘disregerding the weeskened word
boundary, {hich mgy still belthere:2

Hpousdviissas/ /[#leitkgvoedlYrry
But the form for pjodvisa does not now follow the rules
of length distribution, so the length rule is zprlied
once mores In the case of leikvdllur we can mske it
apply vacuously, since the form slready has the right
distribution of vowel length. The output will then bes

/b:jloudvgs sa/ Aéiskvi dlYr/

Here agein, there is herdly sny need to stress the

fact thet this is fer from being 2 permanent solution to

the problems, but it does seem to me & plausible way of
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spproasching them. If such & fremework is sdopted, it
becomes necessery to define ihﬁllongth rule more pre-
oisely than has_bien done so far, :

In the derivation ouﬁlinad ebove, the length rule
funotions ss & sort of en “everywhere rule’ which is
ro#ppliod. whenever its struntqraijaahlyais'is net, IV
furthermore bdth lengthens nnﬁ'ahértqnn vowels scoordins
%o the enviromment, This cen probsbly be represented
most ¢leerly by formulating the length rule 8s 8 two-
sided transformation. It hes been suggested by Lass
(19743322-323, see also references) that historicel
chenges mey be represented ss & :4ind of twé-nided rule ,
steting both whet does hepren and what'doea‘ani happen
at the seme times The rules can be seid to hove both &
‘positive’ and e negative’ part. What I em sugresting
42 comething similar, except that 1n this csse both
parte can be seid to be ‘positive’ 4in that they imply
chenges, but these changes are in oﬁﬁéqit& directions
end complementery, so to spesk, one meking vowels long
end the other making them short. The length rule would
then be steted in two parts, ona'pért says that a vowel
will be long if it is followed by ona/QSQQJ%%L: within
the ssme stressed syllable,.and the othor'part B8ys
that & vowel will be short if it is followed by two or
more consonants within the ssme stressed syllsble. Ve
‘oan represent this rule as followsit

(6) A. sDt § 91 $

SC8 1 == [+long]
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B. Dt V C,$
1 2 3

SC: 1 === [~long] Condition: the sylle-
ble is stressed.

Part A. sprlies to 8ll stressed vowels that are not mark-
ed [+long] before & single or no cosyllsbic consonant,
and part B, applies whenever a vowel is met that is not
short before two or more cosyllebic consonsnts. As the
rule is used in the derivation above,it sprlies both to
vowels which have been marked with respect to the feature
[+long] and vowels which are ummerked. This means that
the rule in some instances adds a feature which is not
in the input and in other cases it changes the value of

a feature that slready is in the input. This gives the
length rule a charscter of an output condition, thet is,
whatever,the input, the output conforms to the rules for
distribution of length.

The sttempt made egbove to describe the relationship
of stress 2nd length in compound words cannot be consid -
ered & strong argument for the assumption thet stress is
assigned to syllables before the length rule operates.
What has been said ebove only supprorts that assumption
in so far as it proves in the end to be the best wsy to
account for the phenomena, The only thing we cen say
at this stsge 1s thet 2 model, which assumes that stress
is assigned before the length rule operstes, séems worth
considering. |

There is another argumenf thet can be put forward

to support the claim that stress precedes the length
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rules. This hes to do with what I will cell contrastive
stress. We have, so far, telked sbout stress as if it
were & simple matter to state what it is. Not only is
it difficult to find out what the phonetic correlates
of stress are (¢f. Lehiste 1970:106-142), but it is
also & very complicated matter to determine what its
linguistic function is in.mahy cases and how to
incorporate it into the description of the phonological
or gremmetical systems of languages. 2 distinction is
often made between on the one hand what we may call a
normal Bfress pattern, which is used when & word or a
sentence is uttered in its most normel form without any
emotive or stylistic overtones, and on the other hend,
speclal uses of stress to emphasize or distinguish some
parts of the utterance from other parts of it. Uhat

we heve been discussing sbove c¢an be described as the
normel pattern of word stress in Icelandice. Bubt use is
frequently mede of what Benediktsson (1963:148) calls
‘morphological stress’. This is what has by some others
(¢f+ Lehiste 19701150-51 and references) been celled
contrastive or emphatic stress. We are dealing with such
exemples 8st BOkin er & bordimy, (ekki & stdlnum). ‘The
Dvok is on the table, (not the cheir)’., Here the word
bordiny bears heevier stress then other words in the

utterance, and this is done in order to contrast it with

the other alternative, nsmely that the book is on the
chaeir. This is a very cleer exsmple of the use of con-

trestive stress as I understend it. But, as Benediktsson
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poinﬁs out (loc. cit.), contrastive stress can also be
used in Icelandic to contrast different inflectional
forms of the seme words ss in f£g segdi “gedtinum’,

ekki 'ﬁestggun' ‘I said “(to) the guest, (sg.)’ not
“(to) the guests (pl.)% Here, contrastive stress is

put on the endings -inum snd -ynum to empheasize the
difference beiween them. The interesting thing is that
when the endings ore stressed in this wey, the vowels
automat%galﬁy lengthen, so that gestipum is soggthi?g
like [iestI:ﬁIn] and gggggﬂgg seméthing like [SastY:n!m].
where the numbers once agsin represent relative strength
of stress. Surely, it is the gtregs (whatever it is)
that is used to contrast the endings, and briesg them

out of their context, but not the length of the vowelj
end in that case the stress must be the conditioning
factor for the length. By the ssme token, when endings,
which have two consonsnts following the vowel bear such
a contrastive stress, the vowel is not lengthened.

This, I thihk, shows without any doubt that the length
rule must be defined in terms of stress end stress be

distributed before the length rule eprlies.

5. Come problemstic forms

One fact concerning syllabificastion and length is
still to be mentioned. According to the principle
abovey, ¥y Jdy & following p, &£, kK, 8 are assigned to a
following syllsbles gkrdkfva, set@js, pukgra “to be

secretive’s This presupposes that there is slways a
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following sylleble to which the ¥y £ or J cen be sscigned,
This is indeed generally the cssej csequences like v, Ll,
tr etc. don’t normslly occur word-finelly. There 4is, how-
ever,s set of excertions to this, These are a limited
number of nouns, generslly derived from intransitive
verbs of section. For example, corresponding to the

sbove mention(3d verb pykra, there exists 2 deverbrtive
noun pukr ' secrecy, the act of being secretive’.
cimilerly there are psirs like gdtras “to sip’ - gdtr

“the eot of eipping”, kidkrs “to weil® - kidkr “the sct
of weiling’, glfra “to lement’, glfr “the sct of lsment-
ing’s In these forms where we have & word-fimsl tr or
kr, there is no following vowel to conuect the I w}th,

so one would expect 8 syllesbificstion like pukr§, and
thus & short vowel. accorcing to the length rule. This
is not the nese, however; pukr, gdtr, end kjidkr ell

heve long vowels.

It may seem that this is serious counterevidence to
the snalysis suggested sbove. I &m not sure that it 1is,
however, It seems thet the forms in question are marginel
in the langusge s5nd their status in the system very
specisl; eand it cen even be g2id of some of them that
their wellformedness is doubtful. I sm, for exsmrle,
not st s11 sure that I cen accept @2 form like 13tr from
18tre ‘welk slowly’., In & wey, these forms heve & similar
gtetus to derived forms in English like the verb %o
gomrade, 4in sentences like “don’t you dsre comrsde mel

(= “don’t you dare csll me comrade'). The derivetional
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relationship is purely from one surface form to snother,
.that is, the noun pukr is derived from the verb pukrs,
just es the verb fo comrade is derived from the(speech
act of uttering) the noun gomrade. Of course, it can
be saild that this does not help the phonology, since
the peculiarity Just mentioned is morphologicel, and
why should that asffect the phonology? But the fact
that these forms are morphologicelly (derivationelly)
specisl may act as an ‘excuse’ for them to go contrary
to otherwise valid phonological generslizations,
€imilar phenomena zre mentioned by Kashn (19763
121-124) from English. There are two generslizations
that cen be made sbout the distribution of low vowels
preceding /r/ end nssals in Americen Englisht
(2) Instead of [=], orthogrephic 2 appears as
[a] in front of s cosyllébic /r/s: car, (with
[a]) but cerrisge (with [#]). (In the letter
form, the /r/ begins the second syllsble.)
(b) [=], orthogresphic 2, is raised to something
similer to [we] in front of a cosyllebie n or
m: can with [1e] (or something similar) §s.
genon with [e]. .
~hese generslizaetions could conceivably be set up 8s
phonologicel rules for the dislects in question. But
Kehn points out thet in forms like Lar’ deri§ed form
Lerry end Jen®, derived from Janice, these rules don't
epply. Ler‘hes [=] instesd of [a] and Jan” hes[@] in-

stead of the raised verient. Thece rhenomenes seem to

1
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be of +the seme sort a: those we have seen from Icelandic:
secondery derivetionel rrocesse: ere ellowed to lead to
breaches of otherwise valid phonolOgical generslizations.
I will therefore cdnclude, tentetively, that these facts
are not to be taken as direct evidence agesinst the rules
they breek, but thet they have to be dealt with in some
special way. It may perhaps be said that they show that
phenomena like the length rule in Icelandic and the
'syllabification principlo: and the stress sssignment
rule connected with it, as well as the rules governing
the distribution of [@],[a] end[1¢] 4in American English
operate at a relatively abstract level in the phonology,
since they are not absolutely exceptionless. But thens
are there eny phonologicel regulerities csbsolutely without
exceptions?

Concerming the Icelandic exemples, it @an be added
that the length rule (and the processes related to it)
is not the only rule broken by forms of this sort. The
forms pukr, sbtr, kiokr and gifr (the last of which does
not bresk the length rule) breask another genersl rule,
namely that g;{ﬁj(c: eny Icelandic consonant) does not
occur in Icelendic. It has been proposed (Oresnik 1972)
that there is actiwve in Icelendic an epenthesis rule
which inserts an /Y/ (orthogrephic w) in the aprropriate
enviromments. This would account for my (and meny other
people's) tendency to pronounce the forms in question
with an “epenthetic’ /Y¥/: pukur [gV:ikYr], kiskur
[coekPYr] ete. Still another rule is broken by forms of
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the some type. From the verbs grenjs “to cry, to howl”
and hggggig “to neigh”, mnouns like gremj “crying’
[érend] end hpeged 'ns;ghing‘[gac:] can be derived.

The first of these forms bresks the rule that Cj is
géderally not sllowed word-finslly in Icelendic, and
depending on the way the palatsl in hnegg;ja [necia] is
analysed, the form either.breaks the same principle or
one forbidding a palatal in word-final position.

It is worth noting that all these rules broken by
the deverbative nouns look very much like syllable struc-
ture constraints, end this may be the character of the
length rule ss well. Indeed,my last formulaetion of the
rule (pﬁ. 81-2) suggests this in a way, since it is basi-
cally an output condition, & well-formedness congtraint
on phonologicel forms. But it seems that this con-
streint mey not hold on the most concrete of phonological

levels.



- 89 -

l, Feroese

Faroese can be Seid to be the closest to Icelandiec
of the Scandinsvien sister tongues. Many perts of the
morphology and syntax ere similsr although, of cource,
there are notsble differences. Iu the phonology, whi&h
is our congern hera; there are elso similarities, slthough
here agein the difforuncoa_nrq eubstahtial. Assuming
that Icelendic and Farcese derive from a common veriety
of Nordic, it ¢an be seid thet Farocese hes shown & still
grester tendency to diphthongize long vowele then Ice-
lendic has, It is elso noteble that there is grester
phonologicel dielect veriastion here then in Icelendic, -

Modern Fercese phonology shows & (for us) important
similerity to Icelsndic in that vowel ‘length’ is pre-
dictable - in stressed syllsbles on the baais of the
following consonantism. (I will explein the guotetion
marks around the word “length’ in a moment.) The mein
rule is the ssme &8s in Icelendic, nemely thst vowels
are short when followed by two or more consonents, but
long otherwises This indicstes thst Fsroese has under-
gone 8 quentity shift like the Iselendic one.

Ae in Icelendic, there are exceptions to this rule
of length distribution in that in most dislects there
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are sequences of two postvocalic consonants that have
long vowels preceding fhem. These ere p, t, k, 8y +
d, 2 end p, ky + 1 (Zacharissen 19€8:4& and Lockwood
195538). An interesting difference, compared to Ice-
landic, is the fact that Rl end xl sre preceded by
long vowels (and have no preaspiration) whereas in
Icelandic these are preceded . by short vowels (and
have preaspiration). It is slso interesting that tl
behaves differently from pl and kl in Faroese. It is
probably no coincidence that k1l and pl are permissible
word-initisl clusters whereass tl is not. It will mske
an interesting study to attempt an enalysis of the
length rule in Faroese in terms of syllabification snd
-compere the results with Icelsndic.

The above mentioned exception to the length rule
is, however, not vslid for ell Feroese diaslects. In
the dislect spoken on the southermmost island of Suduroy,
vowels are short in front of all sequences of two or
more consonants, including those that sre exceptionel
in the other dislects (Zscharissen 19¢8:47). Thus, forms
like yitie “to visit’ end yetrer “winter’ (nom.pl.) heave
short stressed vowels in the dislect of Suduroy. There
is, in this dielect &s well as the others, a2 difference
between the p, Xy Xy 8 + 4, * and p, X + 1 sequences
gnd other postvocalic sequences like tl, tn and kn in
thet preasspiration aprears on the stop only in the latter,
i.e. yetrar has & pronuncistion something like [ﬁstrar],
but yatn ‘water’ something 1ike [vehtn]. This fact,
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Zacherlesen suggests, could perhaps be tsken as indicstion
that the shortness of the vowels in front of tj, kr etc.
in the Suluroy dislect is of rather recent origin, since
it may seem that preaspiration arose historically on the
stops py %y kK when preceded by short vowels. This, as
well as the other particulars concerning the length rule
in Fasroese, provide interesting materisl for study, for
which there is no room here. Anyway, it can be seid that
roughly the same situation preveils ;n Faroese 8s in Ice-
landic as far as the distribution of quantity is con-
cerned. y

To give a simple and relisble pigtdre of the history
of the Faroese vocslism 1s difficult, partly becausé of the
lack of evidence and partly because the development seems .
to have been so complicated. To make things still more
complicated, there are considersble dielectzl differences,
end I know of no comprehensive study of Faroese diaslects.
(cee, though, Jakob Jakobsen 8 overview in Hemmershaimb
1801:LVII-LIX.)e Attempts a8t synchronic snalyses are to be
found e.g. in Bjerrum (19¢4), O Neil (19¢4), S. Anderson
(1972b), Taylor (1973) and frnsson (197¢), and phonetic
studies are to be found in Rischel (19¢4) and Hammershaimb
(18913LVII-LXIV). vhat I have to say sbout Modern Faroese
is largely based on dats from TOrshavn-speech, cf. frnason
(197¢) and Lockwood (1955).

The most striking feature of Faroese, compared to
Icelandic, is that the difference between “long’ and
“short” vowels as distributed by the length rule, is
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much more qualitative here than in Icelendic. In par-
ticuler there ezre five vowels, the reflexes of 0ld
Yest-Scendinavian Jus/, /eu/, fot/, /oi/end /a/ s /es/
end /e:/ (cf. below Chapter. IV, Section 1.l1l), which
show glternations between.diphthongs in the long environ-
ments end monophthongs in the short environments. There
sre morphophonemic slternstions between [wu:] and [Y],
(historicel /us/),[ei3s] and [e] (historical /au/), [>ui
end [oe] (bistorical /fot/), [cai] end [a] (historicel /a/,
/es/ end /=3/), end [>as] end [o] (hiétorical /az/)e It
geems thet these 8slternstions reflect three historical
chenges. (For work on the history of the Faroese vowel
system, see e.g+, Amundcen 1964, Chapman 1962:131-134
and Rischel 19¢8). Firstly, this shows thst the old
long monophthongs /us/, /ot/ and /a:/ have become diph-
thaps (in long environments st leest). Secondly, it
shows thet the diphthong /su/ (Modern Icelandic [ce¥)Dhas
become front and unround end lost its second component
when short. Thirdly, it shows that the old short /a/
has become & diphthong in long environments. I suggest
that these chsanges reflect, slong with the quantity
shift, three very besic processes that have affected
Faroese stressed vowelst (1) A widespread diphthongi-
zation of 0ld long monophthongs, (2) 2 monopthongi~
zetion (loss of the second component) of diphthongs in
the short environment of the length rule created by the
guantity shift, and (3) a diphthongization of old short
/8/ in the long enviromments of the length rule. In
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addition to these, what I would cell the major changes
in Feroese vocelism, & number of mergers occurred, for
exemple o0ld short /¢/ merged with /o/ in front of nasals,
and /¢/ elsewhere, »nd old long /es/ merged with /=3/,
which in turn merged with old /a/, giving[ces] / [ 4 in
the northern and centrel dialects, but [e:] /Te] in
the southern dielect'area. Also, there are some gquali-
tative chenges (2part from the ones slreedy mentioned)
which don”t concern us here. To give & rough ides of
the changes involved, I present here a corresrondence
table between (reconstructed) (Old Faroese (basicelly
'the seme s 01d Icelandic) 2nd Modern Faroese vowels

(cf. #ischel 19681109 end frnsson 1976:59)3

0ld Modern Dislect
Long short
/is/ 1 oys oy
/38/ J
RAAN ' is 1
/y/
Jes/ 1 " eas 8 Central
/=3/ Y a North
/8/ - _ ; I. €2 € South
/e/ €3 £
/8/ 'I |
/e/ 083 e
/83/ .l
/a/ us
Jjus/ & Y
[' ous ' e Central
/os/ gus e North

sus au South
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o1d Modern Dieglect

Long fhert
/o/ ot 5
/as/ 7 - oag 2
/:8/ | o1 © North
/eil/ ai: el
/ey/ oit od
/eu/ eds 3

As can be seen from the table, diphthongizetion hes
taken plece in the following old long vowelss /i:/

end /y:/y /03/y /a:/ and /@3/, end /us/. Thet is,
these vowels have diphthong2l vasrients in long position
in most dialectss [oy3] s [out], [o04) ond [wus] respec-
tively. The old /et/ =nd /®t/ have a diphthongal long
reflex in the centrsl dislect, which might mesn that
they have undergone the same type of process (giy, gt >
gt —» [g2], or sométhing similar), but having merged
with an old short vowel (/8/), their stzius is somewhat
specicl, (I will come to this later.) There are two
poasible.ways of accounting for the short reflexes of
these vowels. One is to assume that /ut/, /o1/ and
Jot/ ~ /q1/ (snd perheps /es/) did mot diphbhongise
in the shortening enviromments, but there were direct
chenges a3, @8 —> [>] (or whatever), ot —> [oe] 2nd
ut —> [Y] in the eppropriste surroundings. Another
passibility is that these vowels diphthongized both in
the shortening and lengthening environments, but 24, 2a
and gy were lster monophthongized in the shortening

enviromments. In that case, 1t would be most natursl to
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ascume thet the long vowecls in guestion were diph-
thongized before the shorteming part of the quantity
shift (the one meking vowels short in front of two or
more consonants, ¢f. Chapter IV below) became opera-
tive. In that cese, the first vow:l of husfolk
[hxasfoe}k] ‘people of the house’, which derives from
old /u:/, will have developed something like this:

4t —> #u by diphthongization, and then by shortening/
monophthongization wu -4{1}. Similsrly the long /oas/
would have developed elong the following lines in the

shortening enviromments: &g 3a [@] For the

old /is/ end /y:/, however, the shortening did not lead
to & monophthongizetion, since the modern short reflex
is diphthongel ((@y])s 1In this cese there is a further
complication in that there is a merger of a&n originslly
rounded and an unrounded vowel. It has been suggested
that the roundness of the Modern Faroese diphthong stems
from the /y3/, thet is,that the result of the merger of
/it/ end /ys/ was & rounded vowel, which lster diph -
thongized . (cf. /mundsen 19€4:57-8 end Rischel 19¢8:
101-102)« It is, incidentelly,worth noting fhat,what—
ever else, the merger and comwon diphthongizetion seem.
fo have preceded the quantityshift, since otherwise it
would be difficult to expla n the fact thet both show
the sazme (diphthongel) quality in shortening and
lengthening environments. If the merger of /i:/ =nd
/y3/ can be dsted on the grounds of menuscript spellings,
we thus have a possible terminus post guem for the
quantity chenges.
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The hypothesis that:the o0ld long vowels that show
diphthong-monophthong elternstion first diphthongized
in 8ll environments and were leter monophthongized in
shortening enviromments derives some plausibility from
the fact that the originel diphthong /su/, which hasg
‘the modern long reflex [ei:] hes lost its second com-
‘ponent in the shortening enviroﬁments. Thus, it is
necessary anyway to assume that a (post-quentity shift)
monophthongization took place, and then it would be
netural to assume that it affected the new diphthongs
®u, 21 and 2a (and perhapé'gg) as well es gi+ The
exceptionality of [®yt] / [oy] in having a diphthongsl
short ellophone would be explained in & wey similer to
[ait] / [81] (old /ei/) end [oi:] / [54] (old /ey/).

The case of old short /s/, which elong with ord /e:/
end /=3/ shows & diphthongal long reflex, is specisl,
Here we have &n o0ld short vowel that has diphthongized
and merged with old long vowelss This is unususl within
the Faroese system, both since the genersl tendemcy is
to keep o0ld long end short vowels apart and since the
other old short vowels have remeined basicelly monorh-
thohgs (although some movement ¢an often be detected in
the long varisnts)s. A conceivable background for this
situation is that old /e:/ 2nd /=3/, having merged,
diphthongized tosxﬁething like _8 which.came later to

appesr s & monophthong in the short enviromments =nd,
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efter the quantity shift, old /a/ diphthongized when
long and merged with the reflex of old /e:/ &nd /=:/.
This is very hypotheticel and will need further justifi-
cation before being accepted es & velid explenation.

One fact thet may be tzken &s indicetion that the modern
peir [ees] / [e] has & specisl historicel background, is
that it éeems thet (in certsin dielects et lesst) it ies
the second psrt (mors) of the diphthong thet “remsins®
in the short environment, wheress in the others, it
seems to be the first component thet remains (Twusl/ (Y}
[oas] /[5] o [ets] /[e] )

Rischel (19€¢8:196) suggests thet the ‘quantity shift”
took plece in two steps in Faroese, by (1) a lengthening
of short vowels before single consonsnts snd (2) & short-
ening of long vowels in front of two or more consonents
end that the shortening took place somewhet later than
the lengthening. He does not, however, present any
positive arguments for this relative chronology of the
quantity changes. £As will be suggested below for Ice-
lendic (end Norwegien end Swedish) it seems nstursl to
assume that the lengthening and shortening did not tske
prlace simulteneously, but I know of no evidence that csn
be put forth in suprort of one or the other of the rela-
tive chronologies. The fect that the short slternants
of meny diphthongal vowels sprear &s monorhthongs caennot
be used &s &n argument in this cese, e.g. meinteining
thet the shortening manifests itself as 2 monophthongi-

zation in some cases, and is therefore likely to have
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occurred later than the lengthening of old short vowels.
There is no reeson, even if the “shortening’ wes reslly
a monophthongization (loss of a finsl mors), to escsume
thet it took place later than the lengthenihg and, any-
wey, there is slways the possibility thet the monoph-
thongization was secondary, as is suggested asbove.

' It seems to me, then; to be en open gquestion what
was the relative or abéolute timing of the Faroese
quantity changes, but it 1s clear that what hgppened
must have been very similar to what took place in Ice-
landic.

2. Norwegisan

As is well known, Modern Norwegisn shows a grest
deal of dislect varietion with respéct to phonology.:
‘The dislect differences show that the phonologicel
development froﬁ opLd Nbfwegian, which must heve been
very close to 0ld Icelesndic, has varied grestly.
Quentity seems to have been no exceptiony as opposed to.
a uniform situstion in Modern Icelendic, there is con-
sidersble difference between Norweglzn disleets as far
as the quentity situstion is concerﬁed. The situstion
in the modern dislects can give us extremely valusble
indirect evidence of how quantity developed in Norweglan,
and it is therefore useful to mske the present stete of
affeirs our sterting point.

In most Norwegien ﬂiﬁlectsrfhe distribution of

length is besically the seme as in Icelandic, Fsroece
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end most ‘wedish dirlectes Ve hrve long vowels oc.ourring
in strec:ed sylleobles in front of single conson~nte, in
front of histus 2nd in word-finsl position. ‘hort vowels
occcur under strecss in front of two or more consonnnts

snd olso in front of geminstes (lonz consonsnte)., The
typee of stresced syllebles thet occur sre thent ViCl,
Vs3, Vif end VO,, where O, stends for two or more con-
sonants or 8 long (geminste) consonant, thi: genernl
cituation shows thet 2 quentity chift hec tsken plroce,
given thrt strecsed syllsbles of the tyre VC, and Vil,
occurred in 0ld Norweglsn, ns in Old Icel=ndic.

If we siéert by looking et the 0Old Norse short
sylisbles of the type VC, we see that the Modern Nore
wegisn dislects show differring reflexes of these.

“ome dislects have (in some ceses) eliminated thic syllable
tyre by lengthening the consonsnt, wieress in other cages
the vowel hes been lengthened. As we have secn, Faroese
(and Icelandic) elimineted this syllable type by length-
ening the vowel (there seem to be some exceptions %o

this in Fsroese, cf. e.g. gumuar Common Nordic gumer
‘summer’) so alresdy in this respect Norwegisn distin-
gulshes itsélf from the other west—;oendihavian (lelectg,
‘he genersl rule for Norwegisn is thet the northern dia-
lects end to some extent the esstern . ones . show a
tendency to lengthen the consonsnt, wheress the scatherp
and western dislects favour a lengtheming of the vowel
(see Indrebg 19513221). Thus we hsve for examplé in

the dislect of Trgndeleg (neer the town Trondhei:n) y=tte
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( ON yite ‘know’) end in Tromsg in the fer North yette,
as opposed to yi°ts in éogn (neer Bergen). '(These
forms are teken from Christisnsen 1946-48:3130.) The
distribution of consonent lengthening vs. vowel length-
ening corresponds well geographically with the distri-
bution in Swedish, where consonent lengthening is
mainly e char:cteristic of the northern dislects (Svea-
mal), but vowel lengthening a cheracteristic of the
southern dislects (Gotem8l).. This slone shows that the
quantity shift was not as uniform in Norwegian €(and
Swedish) as 1t seems to have been in Icelandic and
Faroese, judging from the situation in the modern lan-
gueges. The Modern Norwegian situation shows that at
least two changes could affect the ON short syllebles
of the type V€sone lengthening the vowel and the other
lengthening the consonent. These changes avre obviously
mutually exclusive, thet is, where one occurs the
other can not, but it ¢an be seid that they aim at the
seme results, since they both lengthen previously short
syllebles. There are dislects which lengthen vowels in
some enviromments but consonants in others (cf.
Christiansen 1946-483132), but one can generally sey
thet consonent lengthening is & northern (and eastern)
feature and vowel lengthening.a southern one.

~ven though the genersl situsestion in Modern Nor-
wegian is that the 0ld Norse short syllebles have been

lengthened, there are exceptions to this. In the dia-
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lect of Tinn in Telemsrk (in the fouth, west .f Oslofjorden)
bisyllsbic forms like yiky “week’, yya, “know and gmeke
‘taste’ with & short first vowel snd even @ 'quantitativo
and expirstory overweight on the second syllablo'l)

ere rerorted to oscur (Christisnsen 1946-481132). On the
other hend the ﬁonoay;lablea seem to heve lengthened in this
dialect. Thd fect thst s léngthening in monosyllebles snd a
lengthening in polysyllabics don’t neceszarily cooccur shows
us thet the lengthening of stressed vowels that has hit
Norwegian can be split up 1ntoltwo changes, which we can
state informelly like thiss '
1) Ve Vi /<
. (2) V= Vi / =0V ‘

In most dislects which lengthen vowels both of these changes
heve been completed, but in the Tian dislect, only the first
one has oceurreds The Tinn dislect seems then to be & con-
servetive veriety of Norwegien with respect to the develop-
' ment of quentity. But there is & still more oqnaérvative
dislects This i1s the one spoken in northern Gudbrandsdelens
Here, both monosyllabics and bisyllsbics retein ON short
vowels in stressed syllsblest L¥s (ON Lleg) “reed’(rest tense)’
léss (idem pres., tence) (Indrebg 19513221). In this dia-
lect, neither of the two vowel lengthenings heve trken pleces

? phenomenon worth mentiohing in connection with the
develorment of the ON short syllables is the so-called
‘vowel balance’. This is e festure that is often used es

an isogloss distinguishing between the two mejor disleet
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areas in Norway. (The two mzin dislect sreas sre the
West on one hend and the East on the other. The

Zastern dislects show fstlexga of the vowel bslance,
whereas the western dislects don’t.) A distinetion

is made between ON bisyllabic words which were “balanced’
and those which were ‘overbalanced’. The balanced words
were the ones with & short first syllable, like fof ex~
smple yits ‘know’ and deger “deys’. Here a ‘bslence’is
seld to have prevailed between the two syllsbles, since
their length wes similasr. The overbslsnced words were
those with e long first sylleble: hgyre (OI Qgixg) “heer)
kesta “throw’ end blse ‘blow’. In the vowel bslance
aress the vowels of the second syllables developed differ-
: enﬁly according to whether the first syllsble was short
or long, i.e. whether they were baslenced or not. The
result veries agcording to dieslects,but in all vowel
balence aress the second vowels of belanced words showed
more resistence to weakén%ng.or deletion than in the
overbalanced words. For exemple in the southern part of
the eastern region we get.zg;gg (ON yits,) with e finsl
-2 reteingd es opposed.to'ggggg (ON kaste) with a finel
-a ‘weekened’to -9 Similarly, in Trdndeiag, further
north in the esstern reglon, we have wetts (ON yite)
with a reteined vowel e2s oprosed to kast ( ON xecta)
with 2pocore. Western (end 21lso northern) dlalects on
the other hend show the seme trestBent of the second
vowel'irrespective of the historiéal length of the first

sylleble. 'his we can see, for exsmple, in the fogn
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dialect. Here we have yicta and kasta both with a finsal

2 retolnedy and in the dialect of felte in northern Nor-
way we reb yvety kast with apocope in both forms. (The
dete are 2gein taken from Christiansen 1946-48:130-131.)
Christiancen (op.cit.:119) considers the retention (or
recistance to weskening) of the second vowel in the belan-
ced words to be caused by the fact that both syllebles of
the balanced words carried equel stress, or weight. As
support for this hypothesis Christisncen cites the 2bove
mentioned forms viku®, vyt8® end gmakd® with a heavier
stresﬁ and & longer vowel in the second syllable. The argu-
ment is presumably that it is easier to explain the fact
that stress is on the second syllable, if it previously was
not inferior to the first syllesble 2s far as stress or
‘weight® is concerned. _

It is hard to say just what effect the vowel balance
phenomenon can have had on the development of the quantity
in short syllasbles, but it may not be a coincidence that
both Tinn and the northern part of Gudbrandsdsl are in |
the vowel-balence areas. If it is true that the balanced
words hed a different stress pattern from overbelanced
words in some dislects, it is conceiveble that this had
some influence on the development of guantity. It ie,
for example, possible thet the conservatism of the Tinn
dislect, where bisyllabic balanced words still have rhort
vowels, cen be explained in this wey. If the first vowel
did not bear hesvier stress than the second one, there

may have been no conditioning factor for lensthening it.
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It is more difficult to explsin the situetion in north-
ern Gudbrandsdel - where monosyllables 2lso have short
vowels - in these terms, since monosyllables like lag
had only one syllsble to prlace the stresc on, if there
wag any stress to be pléced at all. Anywey, the vowel
belance did not preclude lengthening of a short first
sylleble, since the lengthening hss teken place in ell
vowel bzlance dislects except the ones I have mentioned.
T will not drew 2ny conclusions sbout the relation of
vowel bealance tTo the development of length from the
dete described sbove, since I have not hed sn oppor-
tunity to study these matters in deteil, and the de-
scription given sbove is inevitebly an oversimplifi-
cation of the facts.

Another phenomenon that may bear some relation to
the whole matter of quantity is the word to:es. These
word tones, usuelly celled ‘ceent 1 snd ‘ccent 2, 2are
different prosodic contours of words, mainly besed on
pitch verietion (cf. e.g. GArding 1973:30-46), Differ-
ent words have different tones or accents in most ‘wed-
ish and Ncrwegien dialects, and ninimal pairs have been
cited to show that they sre distinctive even though
some scholars don’t think they =re (¢f. Haugen 19(7).
The historiceal origin of these tones is probably thet
Common Nordic bisyllebic (end polysyllabic) words hed

different pitch (end perhaps stress) contours from the
monosyllables. %t the oldest stage this difference in

contours was probebly predictable from the number of
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syllables in the words; polysyllablees had the contour
thet later becsme Accent 2, but monosyllebles had the
contour thet was to become ‘ccent 1. (Cf, Oftedel 15523
219 and 7.1-222). Later, when some monosyllebles becaﬁebi-
£yllsbics by, for exemple, the affixation of the definite
erticle (deg+inn> deginn “the day’) and the development
of epenthetic vowels (before finsl liquids or nasels
(CN gkr > gker “a cornfield”), these new bisyllsbics
still retsined the same fccent 1 contour. Now some
biesyllebics had ‘ccent 2 snd others (the new ones) had
"ccent 1, end the distribution of accents was no longer
prredictable from the number of syllebles. .

It is interesting to see whether there cen have
been some connection between the develorment of guentity
eand the sccentse. The dete from the Tinn dirlect, =2s
mentioned sbove, seems to indicate thet the lengthening
of short monogyllsebles preceded the lengthening in
polysyllasbics, end, as wes the case with vowel balance,
it is conceiveble that Accent 2 had something to do with
this. The mejority of bicyllebic words had ‘ccent 2 et
the time when the‘lengthening sterted teking rlace, end
the conservatism of bisyllabics could then perhers be
ascribed to the fact that they hed ’‘ccent 2. this could
be made more plausible by observing thot it ic e genersl
cheracteristic of the modern Accent 2 that it hee o
relatively lete pitch pesk, which could give the cecond
vowel of & bisyllebic form more prominence than it would

otherwice have. (Cf. Garding 1973s44), It is slco
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possible thet the vowel bslance snd /‘ccent Z were inter-
related and that they both combined to mske polysyllsbics
resistent to the jusntity =hift,

There is one tyre of words which could help to de—
cide whether ‘ccent 2 had eny effect on the development
of guentity, nemely the bisyilsbic forms with ’ccent 1.
If 'ccent 2 tended to prevent first :zyllsble lengthening,

-the ’ccent 1 words should have followed the monosyllables.

!, thorough investigation of the dislect materisl is
needed in order to decide this, 2nd I have found no allu-
gion to this in sny of the reference books I have seen
on Nbrwegiaﬁ. There is, however, some evicdence to the
contrery in thet in some Swedish dislects in which the
quentity chift hes not been completed, the 'ccent 2
bisyllebics show s grester tendency to lengthen the first
vowel then the ones with Accent 1. cdderstrdm (19723
91=92) cites exemples from Lule? dielects in Sweden
which show this. There are pairs like bg ks, v. with
feccent 2 (greve) end s long vowel vs. be ke (definite
sgs) with 'ccent 1 (scute) and 2 short vowel. This seems,
if anythirg, to indicete thst 'ccent z mekes & favorable
rether then unfaversble environment for the lengtheﬁing
of the first vowel., Ve will return to this briefly in
section 3.

If we turn now to the 0ld Norce 'overlong' eyllnables,

i.es the type ViC we cee that this tyre has: generslly

2’
been excluded in lodern Norwegisne 7This chows thet e
historicel chenge comething like

(3) V& =¥ / Gy
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has teken place. But here sgeir +there 2re exceptions.
In the dialect of Setesdsl (in the south) forms with =
long vowel or a diphthong followed by @ long consonant.
are reported tc occur (Indrebg 1951:222): nott, ;éitga
(ON pdtt, “night,léttr, ‘light’). This shows that the
change (3), Jjuet as (1) end (2), has not yet been com-
rleted in all dialects.- |

To sum up, then, we see that in Norwegian the
following four historical rules effecting stressed (or
first) syllebles have opersteds

(4) 8¢ V == V¢ / — C#
Ce C =~ CC / ¥ o (Consonant

lengthening)
de V6 ===y ¥V / — G,

From the sketchy picture presented sbove we see
that thel'quantity shift’ in Norwegian cennot have been
a single, sudden tufnover (omveltning), but rather a
set of chsnges, which hit different dislects at'differ -
ent times, and in different ways. Cometiues consonants
are lengthened end sometimes vowels, =nd some dialects
heve to some extent reteined the old prosodic structure.
In view of this, one must ack whether the term quantity
shift is appropriste. Why would we went to group these
rules together under & common term? The resson is, of
cource, that the overall effect of these chengec is to
ch=nge the raythmic structure of the languzge so that
all strescsed (first) syllables sre of the ssme length,

i.e. either & chort vowel + two or more consonsnts
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(as-uning that long consonants can be enalysed phono=-
logically as geminestes), or & long vowel + no more than
one consonent.

When two or more ey perently separate rules behave
in this way, thet is, giving @ unified end simply
stateble result, the term gonspirscy he: been used in
synchronic phonology (cf. Kisceberth 1970). In a recent
paper, Roger Less (Less 1974) has sugrested thet similer
things apreer in historicsl developmentis He sees in the
development of quentity in English snd <cots & gresdual
tendency to mrke vowel length predictsble rather then
rhonemics This tendency manifests itself in & number
of aprerently unrelated changes, which take rlece at
different times in the history of the Lnglish dialects
in question. Less cells this linguistic orthorenesis:

If the terms conspiracy or orthogenesis are to be
aprlied in historicel linguistics,the development of
quantity in Norwegian seems to fit the terms extremely
well. We hove chenges taking plece st different times,
which aim st 2 simply stetable result. It would then
seem to be rroper to use thése terme to denote the
guentity chenges in Norwegian, rsther than using the
term quantity shift, which seems to imply thet a sudden
revolution took §1ece. But even though we adort the
terms conspirec&uor orthogenesis, it does not necessarily
meen thet we hsve given & satisfactory account or an
explenstion of the facts. Inventing & neme for things
is, of courcse, not the same thing as =t-ting what they
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aree. In the cese of Norweglien (2nd the other Scandi-
navisn langueges) the quantity conspiracy c¢sn perheps
be expleined in very down to esrth terms in the follow-
ing way. It is not an unnstursl thing thet stresced
prarts of uttersnces tend to become phonetically longer
than their underlying structure mey imply. In the cese
‘of the o0ld short stresced syllables, thie may heve re-
sulted in two, more or less accidentelly distributed
phonetic chengest 8 lengthening of the vowel or a
lengthening of the consonant. Between generations
these phonetic data get reinterpreted time snd sgain,
end the underlying grasmmars of younger generations may
be slightly different from the grammars of older gener-
etions, until at some stsge the (once perhers irregulsr)
rhonetic elternstions reach & firmer status in the
lengu-ge system. These systematizations mey occur
graduaelly. For exeample rule (4s) may become & part of
the grammar of some di=lect 2t an earller stage than
rule (4b). Vhen the stage ie reached, where both (4a)
and (4b) sare incorporafed into the system, 2 langusge
learner mey meke the generelizetion that strec:ed syl-
lables sre 2ll long. This could be a very simplictic
exrlanation for the disapresrence of old short stresced
sylleblese.

# cifferent historicel accident mey heve eliminated
the old ove:long syllebles. The phonetic reeson for
this change mey hove been that long vowels tended to be
shorter than predicted by their underlying forms when
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followed by more than one consonant., A phonetic alter-
nation like this may have been reinterpreted by younger
generations, incompletely et first, until a generali-
zation that phonemically long vowels are shortened
before two or more consonants reaches the status of
some kind of a phonological rule in the 1anéuage. .When
thece two, m¢ e or less accldental changes in the lan-
guagey the lengthening of short vowels and the short-
ening of long ones, are completed, one cen imagine a
relnterpretation of the facts by & new generation of
speekers who meke the gengraliggtions thet all stressed
syllebles sre of the ssué Length-and the length of
vowels is predicted by the following consonantism,

3 Swedish

The quentity system of quefn.sténéafd Swedish is
‘ ﬁhe seme &8s those of Standard Nbrwagian,lFarocse and
. Icelsndic as far as length in stressed syllesbles is
concernedy that is, stressed vowels are long when
followed by a single consonsnt or a ybwel;,and short
when followed by fwo or more consonents (including
geminates). Ag is the vase with Icelsndic, it has been:
a matter of dispute how to analyse this synchronic situ-
ation phonologically, that is, whether the phonemic
length belongs to the consonants (Eliasson end La Felle
1973) or to the vowels (Elert 19c43l2-4¢). We will not
be directly concerned with that problem here, but will
look briefly af the phenomena from the historicel point

of view,
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Given that cwedish derives from a common Nordic
ancestor with distinctive vowel length and strecsed
syllables of varying length, that is, short (VC), long
(ViC or VCC/VC:) and overlong (ViCC/ViC:), we see thet
e quentity shift has teken place, since no chort and
no overlong stressed syllables sre to be found in
Stenderd cwedish. As we have seen, the cquantity chift
in Norwegian was not nearly as regulsar &s the one in
Icelendic seems to have been. Vhereas the Icelandic
quentity shift, genereslly speasking, only hit vowels,
i.e. chort vowels sre lengthened end long ones shortened
according to the environment, some Noruegisn dislects
sometimes lengthen consonants in o0ld short syllables.
The s¢me is true of ‘wedishe. In meny northern cdislects
the consonant is often lengthened if the vow: 'l is non-
low and the consonant is /p,t,k, or s/. The more
general rule for Swedish, however, is to lengthen the
vowels. The different development of old short syllsbles
as far ez lengthening of vowels or consonents is con-
cerned often shows up in Standard ‘wedish. Thus, in
ctenderd ‘wedish we get gata [goitta] ‘street’ with a
lengthened vowel (e¢f. 0ld Icelandic gates "roed”) es
oprozed to vecks[veksa] ‘week” with a2 lengthened con-
sonant (cf. OI yika ‘week’). Geogrophically the main
rule for twedish, as for Norwegisn, is that the southern
dielects tend to lengthen the vowel, wheress the northern
dialects have a tendency to lengthen the consonant

according to the rules mentioned sbove (Jeccén 19453:€0-62)
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Apert from thie varistion concernlng the lengthening
of consgonent:s ve. the lengthening of vowels, therec is
in ‘wedish dielects & further irregularity with respect
to the development of quentity in that, &s in Norwegian
dislects, the quentlty shift has not everywhere reached
its final stoge.

coderctrom (1972) deseribes ‘wedish dislects which
have, toc 8 varying extent, reteined old short gyllables,
" sbriking feature concerning the retention of old short
syllebles is thet a concidereble difference chows up,
eccording To whether the 0ld chort sylleble ic in a
monosylleble or & dicylleble. Monosyllebles chow @
greater tendency to lengthen their only syllsble then
do the disyllebles their first sylleble (s8derstrim
1972888)+ The eress that cdderstrim’s study sovers
are the following: 1) Overkslix snd Nederkaslix in the
fep northeastern yert of ‘wedeny 2) The sree around
Fited, further south on the Eset coect (both of these
ere in the Norrbotten region)j 3) ﬁbrdmeling, still
further south on the coest, a bit south of Umeé in the
northern jert of Engormanland; end &) Ragunda‘in Jémt-
lande /11 of thece dislectes sre within the lerger
erea of Norrlende The first three of thece dislects
have still 1lsrrely retsined old chort first syllsbles
in bisyllsbice, while mostly having lenzthened mono-
sylirbless This can give inflectionsl persdigmc where
there is 2 morphorhonemic slternetiorn in the seme word

between short vowels end long vowels or ciyhithong:
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according to whether 2 syllable (2n inflectionsl ending)
follows or not. Thus, the nominative =g. of Standard
rwedish y8v e cloth” hes in Overkelix, Nederkelix, Tites
and Nordmaling a2 long vowel or & diphthong /ve:Iv/, /ve:tv/,
/vesv/, whereas the plurel, with the ending /-g8/, hes a
short firet sylleble: /veva/, /veva/. (S6derstrim 19723
129). The Ragunda dislect (4) seems to be not as conser-
vative a: the other dialects mentioned, since only bisyl-
labic words with 0ld Swedish /i/ end /u/ are rerorted

from thet dieslect with short first syllables. It seems
thet the 01d fwedish low vowel /a/ shows the greatest
tendency to lengthen, whereass the high vowels show more
resistance, for example the 01d Swedish word bit “bite’
showg up in Overkelix as Qﬁﬁ with @ short vowel (Sdderstrom
1972:58), whereas Standerd Swedish mat (0ld Icelandic matr)
“fooad” shows up as med with a long vowel (S8derstrém 1972:
57)

These synchronic facts give strong evidence to the
effect that the lengthening of old short syllables took
vlace first in monosylisbic forms and leter in disyl-
lables. This agrees well with the stetement made by
Noreen (1904:123) that signes of the lengthening in
monosyllables had become genersl in Swedish meonuscripts
sfter 1350, wherers clear signs of the lensthening in
bicyllabice are not older than ce. 1500. This, further-
nmore, conforms well to what we have slready said =about
Norwegilan dielects, the Tinn dialect retoining chort
vowels only in polysyllebics, but the apparently more
conservetive dislect of North CGudhrandsdalen. retaining

a2 short vowel both in monosyllsbles 2nd disyllebles.
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One can hypothesize from thies thav it is 2 common feature
of all Norwegian and Swedish dislecte that they have
lengthened short monosyllebles before they lengthened

the first syllsbles of bi- and polysyllsbics. If this

is correcty, the northern ccandinavisn dislects, Norwegian
and Swedish show different behaviour from Denish in the
South, since, 2s we shell see (Section 4.), old short
monosyllables were never lengthened in Danish, only the
firet Eyllables of polysylliablecs

I do not cleim to be able to explain here why these

subsets of Ffcandineviean dislects, i.e. Danish on the one
hand and Norweglian and fwedish on the other, developed
differently in this respect, but only mske a few sugges-—
tions. In ‘ection 4., and €. it is sugcested that the
consonant shortening (degeminsticn) thet occurs in Danish
and disrupts the development of vowel quantity may be

the came that hit German end iInglish, and it seems not
unlikely thet & contact with cfouthern or Western Germanic
pecyrle mey be re:sponsible for this other piece of pecu-
lisr behaviour on the pert of Denish. To drew any con-
clusions 2bout this, one must of course make a cereful
study of the chronology and geogrephical distribution

of the phenomena involved.

If we (tentetively) asceribe the peculiar develop-

ment in Deni:h to WVest/South-Germenic influence, 2
natursl corollary of that would be to ssy that the
genuinely “pordic’ way of lengthening old chort syllables
is to start with monosyllsbles, i.e having the chrono-

logicel oxrders
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le. V—=>V: / — (C)¥
26 V—=>V: / — (C)V

This seems to be surported by the facts in cwedish and
Norwegien dielects. As to why the quantity shift took
this form in Norwegien end ‘wedish, & number of rels-
tively pleusible explenations can be proposed, but
they may turn out to be difficult to choose betveen,
let alone prove.

ts mentioned in connection with Norwegian, two
Continentel Sfcandinavian (as oprosed to Danish) features
look as though they may heve had some relation to the
development of quentity. These sre the .o-czlled vowel
belance and the word tones. Related to both of these
is probebly stress, its plazcement and nature. " fourth
vhenomenon thet may be (and rrobavly is) relsted to
this whole buriness is the so-called jemning (Norwegien)
or tillifmning (cwedisk). This is & vowel assimilation
betveen the first and the second vowels of bisyllebic
wordé. It cen be both progressive end regrescive, thsat
is, we cen éither get, e.gs in Norrlandic Swedish, lovo
from Old Nordic lofs “to preise’ w+ith the second vowel
escimilating to the first, or vuku from Cld Nordic wiku
‘week’ (sccusstive sg.) with the first vowel sssimilsting
to the second (Bergmsn 1973:3106). This assimilation only

ckeg place in words with old short firct syllebles and

ot

is moet prominent in northern and wesvern Norrlandic
dislects in .weden. 211 of these phenomena can be said

Go indicate 2 certsin balsnce betueen the first snd the
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second syllesbles of bisyllebic words with short first
sylleblec,

Terhspe the lescst likely of these rhencmena to be
connected with the devélopment of quantity is the tones.
Firstly, there does not seem to be any difference in the
tonslity of bisyllebic words according to whether they
bave w14 Lot Ao cHoRY PLFEY eyllabless & Miis dn iteelf,
of cource, does not prove thet it could not heve hed
gome specliel effect on the old short syllisble words, but
there is no compelling reeson to assume thst it should
have either, f‘econdly, the sbove mentioned data from
the Nederluled dielect (cection 2., cf. tdderstrom 19723
Ol1), nemely the peir ES:EE with Accent 2 8nd a2 long
vowel vs. be ke with Accent 1 and » short vowel seem to
suggest, if anything, that length goes with Accent e
(which is original on bisyllsabic forms) =nd that short-
nese goes with Accent 1 (which is originel on monosyl-
lables)s In view 6f this, it seems unlikely that ‘ccent
2 by itself cauced the bisyllebics to retein their origi-
nal short syll=bles longer thén the monosyllables.
Thirdly, it may be mentioned sc< indiceting that the
length phenomenon snd the word-tones r~re reletively unre-
lated, that there seems, as far sg is known, to be no
difference between the piteh varistion in /fccent 2 words
with chort first sylleblés and ones with long first syl-
lsbles in dislects which have retsined the length differ-

ence (fee GArding 1973:%4 end references.)



The other phenomena, nemely vowel balence, till-
JAfmnine and stresc remein cendidetes for contributing
toe the explanetion of why the bisyllebics retrined short
syllebler longer then monosyllsbles. Dut in desling
with thece, it must be borne in mind thrt they mey sll
be scpects of the seme phenomenon, £nd they sre more
than likely interrelated in some wey, slthough it may
be difficult ¢o meintein thet one is » conseguence of
the others <r one ie¢ the csuse of the otherse

Both the vowel balance end the tilljémning esre
charecctericstic of northern dislects (Bergman 19733104-
105, end Vessén 19¢0:150-52), end .e have seen that
within the ‘wedish dirlect rres, it is in the northern
dielectes thet we find retrined old short syllebles,
with the blsyllebics more conservative. e mentioned
(Section 2.) thet it hso been sugpested thet the vovel
belance in Norweglen h-=d been connected with = relsntive
equclity of stres: on the fircst snd the second syllecble
of ‘balenced’ bisyllebie words. Cne cen perheps sey
‘thet 311l iemoing rerresents 2 similer tendency, thet is,
the stresced snd the uncstressed syllebles escimileoting
to each other rnd there being no clear sisn of one
“Comin-~ting” over the other. If both of these rhernomens,
the $illiémning end the vowel balence, >:e relrteble to
a relevive bnlance of stress betwecn the fircst eni the
second sylleable in bisylleblc words with & chort first
eyllable, one night wonder whether the relative lzte-~
nes: of lengthening of o0ld firct cyllsbles in bisyllsbies
could be relsted to thies genersl siturtion.
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4, Danish

As mentioned ebove, Danish shows some unscandinavien
features with respect to quantity. It can,or exsmple,
be maintained that vowel quantity is distinctive in
Danish, whereess the other Scandinavian langusges have
lost thet feature. In this section I would like %o
give s brief survey of the development of guentity in
Denish by wsy of compesrison with the other Scandinavien
languages.

There can hardly be any doubt that the Danish
quantity system goes back to the same one as the other
Scendinavian langurgess I would like to have 8 look at
the hicstory of the Danish system and try to find out
just where the difference between Danish and her sister
tongues lies. I will try to show that Uenish underwent
a part of the genersl Scandinavian guantity chift, but
that its development was disturbed by a change of another
kind, which shortened all long consonants and thereby
destroyed an important part of the enviromment which in
the other lsnguages determines vowel quantity.

Te cen teke ss our starting point the situstion in
Common Nordic, where there are ususlly considered to be
syllables of three lengths. (I pick the examples from
0l¢ Icelendic, but that should not make any difference)s

1) shorts VC man “slsve’
Vi ‘gé “am sllowed to”
VCs nenn ‘man’(acc.)
lDDg3 At iatal

cC gest ‘ruest’ (ace.)
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overlongs ViCs spéann spoon’
VicC Ast love’

The situstion in Modern Standerd Drnish (MD) cen
be described roughly es the following (cf. Resmus:en
1972357)s

(2) 10 1ab
V¢  hot [h=tP] ‘hat’
VOC hest [hssth] ‘horce”

a
v’C pen [pPe’n] “nice’
vc’ pen FPen®]’ren”
I'ne acute sccent is here intended to rerrerent the
stgd, which cen fell either on the consonent (pen) or
the vowel (pzn) in monosyllsesblec. (On the phonetic
nture of the gtgd see e.pgs Jespercen 1922:118-19 and
Te'ndersen 19543320)e The gtgd is probsbly » surface
reelisatiocn of underlying length in the vo.els, end
rerhaps in the consonanﬁa too. (Cf cour:ce this only
spplies tov the voiced consonants, sinee the unvoiced
ones, e.zes /8/, cennot’ take gtgd (ef. e.g. Jecpersen
197 815¢).) s suprort for the anelyeic of gtgd se a
surface marker of underlying length in the vowels we
~can cite the frct thet “gtgd-less’ dielects chow long
vowels, where the 'ggﬁg-aialec%s' heve gtgd on vovels,.
Tn the ‘outh-fjmllend dislect the difference bVetween
pen &nd pen is in - vowel length, the former having e
lo g vowel, the latter & short one. /nother fact,
rerheps more important, is thet there ocour norpho~
rhonemic slternntions betveen s gtgd-vowel and » long

ones men [me’n] “conjure’ (dimperrtive) mene [me:nd)
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(infinitive)s The reason for this is that the gtgd
does not (generslly) sepresr in bisyl.sbic words, cf.
the followings:

(3) Bisvllebicst

VeV felde [fe1d) ‘fe11”
VGOV  hente [hent™3) ‘fetch’
VsCV mele [m=113] “peint’
VsCCV hogte [hotsta] “cough

This looks very mush like a system .ith rhonemie

vowel length, which is in sonme dirlects rerliced in
monosyllsbles es gﬁﬂg.' The following minimsl peirs
fit thet anelysis very wells

(4) hole [he313] “tei1’ ve. helve [hels] “(the) half’
pvile [visla] “rest” ve. vilde [vila] “(the) wild’
byil [vi“1l) ‘reet’ (imp.) vs. yild [vil”) “wild®

But thinge sre not ell thet simple, Becaqﬂe there
ore examples which show en elternation between long end
chort vowels in the same morrheme, ahﬂ in some environ-
mente » rhonemic dictinction between long 2nd short
vowels ie impossible. Exsmplec showling morphophonemic
alternetion vetieen tshort end long vovels =res

(a)  %zbe [fhm:ba] “loose” tobte [thaptaj “lost’
(This exemple represents the f2ct that long vowels dor’t
occur in front of consonant clusters, excert /st, =k,
bl, bn/.)

(b) mel [m=20] “food, feed (imp.)’ mode [w=:d9] 'tc_foed'
This cecond exemple reflects the fret thet in the environ-
ment -CV short vowels scmetirmes become long (or tske the

stgd)e Ihic ic not » gener-l rule, however, since we
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hove examples like yind [vin®) “win® (4imp.) snd yinde
[vina] “to win® with no length slternstion. It is
rerheps possible to mrke the rule more generAl by esna-
lysing the postvocslic consoneant in yinde #c underlyingly
long, but this ic & problem in the synchronic rhonology
of Modern “anish, which I sm not directly concerned with
here., (See e.g. Hjelnslev 1951/1973 nnd Basbgll 1970-
1971 on thic matter;)

What thece exemples ore meent to show is thet 1in
D there seem to be two rules thet csn be tr-ced brck
to guontity chznges of the sort that hit the other
“candinasvisn lengurgest

(3) (&) V=T / ==cCC
(B) Vo Wif  tinwen.OF

Thet is, there rules, which esre generelly velic for MD,
cen be trken to reflect e historicsl shortening in
closed sylisbles snd & lengthening in open sylleblese
'nd if we look into the history of Danish, we find
exactly these chenges teking plesce. Rasmuscen (19723
©3) describes the two followins quentity chift ruless

(6) () V ~a Vs / — CV (c2. 130)
(b) Vi ==V / — CCV (15th century)

The MD elternstions, whotever the synchronic rules may
be thrt esre needed to sccount for them, are quite
clearly reflexes of these historicrl chences.

The fact remains thet MD shows striking dissimileri-
ties from the other “¢sndinavian languegec in thet

vowel quentity/stgd seemc quite clesrly to dictinzaieh
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bet"een minimel peirc, whereac in the other ‘cesndinsvian
lengurges this is generrlly not the cose. ’'dmittedly,
erguments have becn put forth for vowel qu-ntity being
phonenic in the other Scandinevien lengusges, but there
ere no thonetic minimal psirs, where the vowel gurntity
ceeme to be thé only distinctive fsctor, since chort
voweles are/%%T$%%ed by clusters or long conscrnents in g
a ctreered sylisble, rnd therefore arguments c¢an be held
in faver of the vowel quantity bdng redundent. ‘his 1s
much more difficult, if not ilmpossible in Draniche
The rescon for thi:. difference between D z#nd the

other Modern .cesndinsvien lengurges 1s perheaps thet

Danich underwent s genersl ghortening of long (geminsted)
| conconantss The deting of this chenge reeme to be dis-
ruted, meinly becsuce there is little or no orthographicel
cvidence for 1t. rkeaatrup (1L9443254) datec it rc eardy
eg 1307, but Resmussen (197231(7) seens to:ﬁate it leter,
gs .ote 2¢ the beginning of the 1ltth centurye. It mucst
heve trken rlece lster then the chenge (¢a), since other-
wice the form vildg rhould have = long vowel.s ‘hetever
the detes of thece chenges, the consonant chortening has
neutrelired ¢ lerge pert of the envi:onment, which in

uie other c¢rniinrvien lengurces Cetermineg the length
cf the preceding vowele This c¢en be illucstrnted by the
word pair x;lg wild® (Cld Icelrniic yillr) in the de-
finite form yilde (OI yilll, Old “snish yill®) end
hvile “rest’ (OI hvils, CD hvilz). The resypective OB

forms muct heve been opproximetely [vilss] endé [(h)vitleﬂ.
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These forme were unaffected by the two chenges in (6),
but then & change took plece, which can be steted in-
formelly like thiss

(7) Gt —>C/V —
This chenge ceemc to have been generrl and affected sll
1ong-donsonants. "fter this we can hypothesice & situ-
ation, where the forms :zre (I use the WD orthogrrrhic
forms &s references)s

vilde [vile] hvile ((h)visla]

For these to be kert epsrt rhonologicslly, the nsturel
thing to hepren would be to phonemicise whetever differ-
ence there 1s between the vowel:s, end this ic of course
the @ifference in quantity. £ similer thing, but
elightly more conpliceted, heprened %o the monosyllebles.
e cen take yild (the indefinite form of the =ame |
adjective) and hvil (imperstive) e: exesmplec. ‘the
thing to hap:en with these forms ac:ording to the rule
(7) would be [vil:] — [vil] end [(h)vi:l) —>[vi:1],
and this ie actuelly the situation in the gggg-less
dislects of UDe. But other diélects use the plecement
of the gtgi, which is considered to be the historical
reflex of Accent 1 (which wes restricted to monosylla-
bles and ic still existent in Norwegisn and Swedish),
to dictinguish between these forms: vild [vil’),
hvil [vi“1]. I em not sure how to explsin this in s
neturel way, but it occurs to me thet the gtgd-dis-
lects have 2lso undergone rhonetic cshortening of the

vow-le in monosyllables, in which case there is nothing
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left to distinguish the two forme by except, perhaps,
the peak of the o0ld 2fccent 1, which mey have been in a
different place in ﬁords of different syllable struce
turey, for example on the consonant in VC: types, but on
the vowel in ViC tyres. This shortening of the vowel
in monosyllables would be the historicsl origin of the
synchronic phonologiﬁal rule s=et up by e.ge Hjelmslev
(1851/1973) and Bacsbgll (1970-1971), meking gtgd a
surface marker of uncerlying length.

If Denich hae developed in the way I tried to
indicate sbove, & quantity shift has storted to hit
senish, perheps in a slightly different wey from the
other fcandinavisn dislects. But before the gaontity
chift could be brought to ite nstursl end, . r~nich wss
hit by a chenge of an “unscendinsvian® type, which
.blocked the wey Ior further develogyment slong the came
lines. hy this heppened in Denish in ysiicular‘nnd
nol the other Scandinavien dieslects, i sm not sbsolute-
ly sure, but it is zefhaps not & coincicence thet Germen
an’ *nglish heve no 1ong consonents either. It ceems to

me to be qulite likely thst there is s connection,

e Gothic

It hes been a matter of lengthy disypute, vhether
tulfilisn Gothic Bad distinctive vowel length or note
"ome ccholsrg of the structursliset school have mrgued
thet the Gothic vowel system did not have lensth ne @&
distinctive feﬂtaret The mein argument is tha. the

cynchronic evidence, mainly the mraphemic sy:tem uced



in extant menuscripts of wulfilﬁ's Bible trenclation
does not show ﬁirectly thet the length di:tinction
rreveiled. There is, for exentle, nc dlctinction mede
in the srelling betveen IGme. /w/ and /u/ in forms like
sunas “son” snd brups “bride’ which on comparative
| grounde cen be reconstructed with historically chort
and long vowels respectively (ef. Old Icelrndic sonr/
gunr vs. bradér). There is, however, one historical
lons vee short distinction which is consistently nmede
in Gothic spelling, nemely thrt belween *Gmce /i/ ond
/I/y crelled § 2nd gl respectively: greivan ‘ceteh’
(Anfinitive) (CI grips) ve. gripum (idem psst 1. pers.
rlural) (OI gripum). This spelling difference hes
becn interrreted by those who meintain thst the length
ddccinction was loet in Gothic 2s representins & differ-
ence in qguality rather than quantity, i.e. thot the

lergth opprositicn had been rerlaced by a quelitotive
orrosition in these vowelse /e e rervresentetive of

those vho meintein that vowel length was non-vhonenic
in Gothic I would like to cite liarechend (1973). He
sete up tbhe following vowel system (1p.95):

Front Centreal Bacgk

o~ -
. Cloce i g
pen P .
Close e
I':id o
LAY ﬁ}-_en E
Low a

/i/ ic represented in the orthography by ei, /I/ by
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i, /e/ by gy /e/ by gi, /8/ by &y /u/ by 1 2nd /o/ by
gue In ad itlon to this, Gothic had the diphthong
/iu/, written ju. As can be seen, larchand ascumes
that the IGme diphthongs /au/ and /ai/ had been
monophthongized into fo/ end /e/ respectively.

If we assume thet pre-Gothic Germsnic had the
following vowel syctem (cfe €efe Frokosch 1939399-105)8

Short Long Diphthongs

i u I
e e

el au ia

S =1

8
the Gothic =ituetion cleimed by iarchand yresuprcses

the folloﬁing chancest

1) Merger of i, e>i

2) lonophthongizationt ai>g, 8au>0

%) Bresking 3 i>e yu>0 / ==hy, b, r

4) Quentity shift ’
The order in which these changes ere listed sboVWe would
probably not necesssrily reflect their chronologicsal
order, but becically these chould be the effect:s, when
Gothie is compered with FGme. The quantity shift is e
(perhsvs context free) leos:s of length ss & distinctive
festure in the vowels resulting in a mercer of =11 long-
short vowel peirs (come of which reflected- partly iGme.
monophthonr-diphthong opproeivion, e.s. Gue /o/, /au/
s /o/), except IGme /i/3/I/, which are kept sport 4n

Gothic by e difference in height.
If Msrchend, and others who ¢lsim thet vowel length

wsg non-phonemic in Gothic, sre right, then Gothic nust
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have undergone a gquantity shift similar to the Scandi-
navien one, only approximetely & thousand yeers eesrlier.
The resul ts were, howewer, much more drsstic for the
vowel 1nventory of Gothic than for the Nordic languages
in thet only in the case of /i/:/I/ was the distinction
taken over by a gqualitetive difference. Ve have, as
far as I can seey, no meancs of deciding for Gothic Just
how this chenge came about, for exemple whetner long
vowels were shortened in front of consonant clusters

and short ones lengthened i: front of 2 =ingle consonant
end a histusy in vhich case the chenge was originelly
context determined, or whether it was ccntext free,
simply & loscs of a feature, which, incidentelly, must
have had 2 considerable functionel load in the languagee.

“hen these conciderstions nre borne in mind, it
seems ressoneble to consider whether the synchronic evi-
dence can be taken to be as conclusive as Marchend takes
it to be.

Recently, Vennemenn (1971) hac mede & case for
length as being distinctive in Cothic. He points out
thet synchronic processes indicete that a distinction
wes made between the historicelly long znd short /i/:
/I/ and /u/:/Q/. He points out thet the bresking
before h, 2, &, which seems to have been an active
gllophonic rule in Gothic, only affects the reflexes of
short TGme /i/ =nd /u/. Thet the bresking only ~ffected
reflexes of historicelly short /i/, but not reflexes of

historically long /I/, is shown for excmple by alterna=-
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tions in the strong verb geteihan (1. class), with the

l. pers. pest plurel geteibum es compared to greipan,
which belongp to the seme inflecticnel class and shows
the 1. rers. pest plursl gripum. The bresking only
occurs in the 1. pers. past plural of gateihaem, where a
historicselly short /i/ precedes /h/, but gl, represent-
ing e historicsel long /I/ is left unchanged. That the
historicelly short and long u were élso kept apert with
respect to the breeking is shown by exemplecs like brukijen
'use’(inf.}’ (with = historicslly long vowel) brubga
(past) without bresking as oprosed to bugjan “buy’(inf.)
(with a historicelly short vowel) bauldta (rast) with
breeking in the :8st before 2 e The lact example
farthermore sug: ests that the aslternetion wes synchroni-
callj active in CGothic, since y and 2y elternate in
morphonologically determined envirommentse. .‘henever the
b eprears sfter a historicslly short u, it is turned into
whet 1s represented in the spelling by au , probebly
phonetically something like [@]. This, a2c Vennemenn
points out, indicotes thet the reflexed of =short and

long FGme. Y, 8c well a&s i, were phonologically differ-
ent in Cothic, but 1t does not show that the distinctive
feature in either crse was length,

That the festure that kept the vow.ls apsrt was
indeed length is, 2ccording to Vennemann, chown by the
different behavior of these phonemes with respect to
cievers’ law (Vennemann 19/1:106-109) The so-called

cievers’ law is & peculiar behavior of the inflectionel
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endings in the so-cailed Jda-stem nouns end vervs. ‘hern
e je-noun has & Jone or & polysyllsbic stem the nomi-
netive endling is -gig, but when the stem ic ghort, the
encing 1s -jist RQeirdels *sherherd; vs. horlis 'nrmy'.
4 gimilar dictribution preveils in the Ja-verbs:
wryrkeisg “you.work® vs. pagiis ‘you save”; the ending
after a2 long oot is -elgy but after = short root it
is ~-jis. Vennemenn points out thet the term “long”
in this conanection comprises roots of the form VCleee
and #2lso roots of the form ?G, vwhere V reprecente =
historically long vowels gokeis “mou look for® =and
yeneie “you hope’ have -gigt (the compsrstiveevidence
roints in both cases to 8 hiétoricslly long vowel, cf,
OI goekir ( with i-umleut §>ge) “you feteh, go after .
end v8n, £+ “hope’(with IGme €>8)«) The rcots sok-
and ven- cen only bé long. 4if they heve & lcng vowel,
end 4f the long vowels are considered to be bimoric,
the stems gok—- and yen- will heve the ssme number of
morz (3) ss the VCC stems, 1.es VWO, The high vouels
behéve in the sque wé; gee ¢ and @ in this resyects
wi.en ei precedes & single consonant the ending is -gis
end when § precedes, it is -Jlg: gesieibels “you dnuege'
veo bidiis “you eck’, and bruykeis ‘you use’ (with 8
historicslly long vowel) VS hugdis “you think” (vitn
a hiE:cricﬂlly thort vowel) show t-e s~me for u.

This evidence for the distisctive ferture being
length is, however, not as stron a:lﬁen”émrnn mnintains,

'he srgunment hinges on the sscumption that .iaversf law
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was 8 synchronicslly sctive rhonologicel process in
Gothic, but thié cennot be taken for grented. The other
Germenic die’ects, &s well as Gothic, show reflexes of
“ievers” lew. 0ld Icedandic cen be considered to have
developed two different inflectionsl clasces, the so-
celled js-stems (o0ld 16ng Jde-stems) like hirgir (gen.
Qigdig)"shepherd' end ja-stems (old short je-stemg) like
.herr (gen. hers) “srmy’. It is quite impossible to
incorvorste ievers’ lesw into OI phonology ac sn active
rhonological procestc. 1he same epplies to Uld High
Germsn and Ol¢ English; they show reflexes of [ievers’
lav in their inflectional system, but can hardly be
teken to contein it in their synchronic phonologye. The
fset that cievers® law has left marks in all the bther
Germenic dislects must be taken,.by the compearetive
-method, as evidence thet it 0peretéd in Common Germanic
or Froto Germenic, If thie i: £0y One cennot exclude
the possibility thet it was foscilised in Cothic es 1t
is in the other dielects. <o the fact thet the ending
-elg appears after historicelly long roots but -jisg
efter historicelly short ones in Gothic proves nothing
for the synchronic phonology of Gothic. Indeed, Venne-
m-nn himeelf mentions exemples from the morrhology of
Gothic, which he ceglls exceptions to & synchronically
active rievers® law in Gothic. These sre neuter js-
stem, end mesculine jan-stem nouns. These Lave the seme
ending in the genitive, regardles. of whether the stem

is long or short, wheress, ss we saw, the masculine je-
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ctems end the Jjas~-verbs show distribution sccording to

ievers’ law. Both kuni ‘kind, kin® with & chort stem
and srbl inritase' with & long stem which are je-:tem
neuter nouns heve genitvives in -jigs kunijis, srbjiis,

end sinilerly wiljse “will® end psndjs ‘ceptive’ whickh
are Jop-cstem nouns with & short anl long stem re:spectively,
both have ger.tives in -Jinge There seems to be no way
of accounting for this exception except by morphological
fertures, as Ven: cmenn (ore cit3ll0) does. But this
seens to indicszte thet the ‘ievers’ law sltern-vions in
Gothic werc morphologlcally rether then rhonologically
notiveted, &nc in thet ccsce the length cictinetion in
vewels had nothing to do with the synchronic reflexes in
Gothic of 'ievere’ law, which probebly wsc phonologicsl
only in Iroto-Cermenic or iroto-Indo-Suropesne

' The foet that “devers’ lew does not prcve anything
s t0 whether length wes phonemic in Cothic vowels does
not mesn thet it ween’t. I find it juet ac likely thsat
lensth distin-uished between gi end i =and long snd short
Be The different behaviour of bhistoricelly lon: snd
chort @ wibth respect to breskinyg chows that they vere
difrerent, whether that d¢ifference was in queantitiy oxr
qurlity (or perheps both)es It eeems, then, that the
srelling ¢id not mrke & distinction rrevelent in the
vhono.ogy of Gothic, nemely that b. sweeun historicelly
long and chort U. hat this dictinction wes, is of
course herd to sey, but it seemc¢ ot le~st se likely =g

not thet it .es lengthe It is 2 well known frct that
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length, egpecislly in vowels, weas irregulerly reprecented
in Cermsnic writing (¢f. e.g. Benediktsson 1068 and
Keller 1908) and this could well heve been the cace in
Gothice If we know for a fact thet FGme /u/ and /u/
were distinct in Cothic snd that the orthogrephy did
not reflect thstv distinetion, we can put the guestion
like thist 4= it more likely thet quﬂnfity distinctions
werc left unmarked in the orthogrephy than guelity dis-
tinctions? Thic is probably not & very essy question to
enswer, but gdven the fect that cuontity wa. not -rked
consistently in Cermanic¢ mesnuscripts and that it was
not generslly morkcd in Latin orthograrhy (e¢f. ‘llen
19653€4-c5), even though it wae distinctive, it ceens
to be wery likely thetv this wac the cate in Gothic too,
end the difference between the two y-s wa: that of length.
It seems then more likely thst the difference in ei:i
and the two u-s was length and thet g end g were 8lso
vhonologicaliy long even though their only chort counter-
perts viere conditionsl elliophones of 1 ~nd u reciectively.
'he length oprosition is also likely to have dictinguished
between & as in degs “day” and g (gn) es in fahon ‘get’,
even thourh nagelit. cennot be excludede.

To conclide this section on Gothic, let me say thiss
it seems likely that length was distinctive in Gothie
(2) on historical and conpsrative grounds, (b) because
breakine seemes to be sensitive to & dicti cvion between
two u-s, not mrrked in the orthogrerhy end (¢) the dis-

tinction most likely to be left out in the sprelling is



_ length, Howwer. thia 1is fer from .beizg proven, and cen
perhaps never bes
The main problem with Gothic 1s of course that 1t

ihaa 1eft no desoenﬂaﬂt: aexcept Crineun Gothia) among
‘the modern Goxmlnlc lsnsungos. 80 we rre mis&ing en
' impertant piece of cvidanne thet cen be uced in the ' :
GRS! of the other dtalects. ‘nanely comparrtive evidennc g
1 £rum yaunger stegee of the language. 'nd this menna
‘&150 thrt we don’t 59?& a histbry of Gothic to comprre
with the develoPments in the other Cermanic lrngx ZeBy
whieh night keve aiven 1mportant clae*-'

Gy SGBIRER <Ly

" Th would go ﬁéyoﬁd-thpﬂiim;ta-bf'thig thesis to
_eocount for the development of quentity in Germnan in
iﬁany -deteail, but 8 brief survey, by way of comp rison
. with tho Ccsnﬂinnvian phenomena, is in order. ;

uld High German and Old axon.had distinative

vownl length, andg for 01d High Gornan 8t leaﬁt, there !

were no distributtonal 1limits on combinations of 1ong
, and ahort vowels with following long (geminated) and

short (single) consonant: or uonsonant clusters, Old _
Highg@ormnn aould thus have stressed ayllables of the
“three tvres we have set up for Old Norue, namely Uhort

(nhort vowel + one oonaonant), long (long vowel +°

one eonsonsnt or short vowel + long consonant or ¢onso-.
' nent phster) jalnd overlong (long vowel + lonz consonsnt

or consonant cluster). But if we 1ook at the Bitustion
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in the modern dielects we see that there is & msrked
difference between the Scandinevisn lengueges (except
Denish) and Modern Germen, in thst in most Germen die-
lects, vowel length is undoubtedly phonemic. However,
the old, we may cell 1t Germanic, guantity syctem has
not been left intect in Germsn dieslectss. £ll German
‘dislects repocted on in Keller (19¢l) show come traces
of changes which are reminiscent of the fcendinavian
quantlty shift. Two historicel rules of a guzntity
shift type s2re parkicularly widespread, ep;lying «ith
most regulerity in the Northe. These are 2 lengthening
of vowels in open tyllables:

V=V /) — OV
and a shortening of long vowels in front of two or more
consonantss

Ve =V [/ = C,

(Cfe €egs Toul/Mitzke 19¢3377-79, Von Kienle 1960:37 -
42,) '

The oren syllsble lengthening shows traces in all
German Jdialects except-the southernmost ones (Schwyzer-
titsch (High ‘llemannic), cf. Von Kienle 19 0:37, and
Keller 19144, 93-94), It seems to have originested in
the northern pert of the Cermen cislect erez 2nd is
reported (Von Kienle 1960337) to have been active in
‘est Low Franconian elready in 0ld High Germsha ti es,
i.e. before 1050, The shortening of vowels bhefore
corsonent clusters seems to have been more irreguler,

in thet different clucteres shorten the preceding
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«owels at differnt tizes (Von Kienle 950:40-4I);’bum
1n most uodorn dielects vowels are short before two ox
more aomomnﬁs. :
; the

© The ﬂbrth Eaxon dlalect around/Lower Ilbe (near
“Hamburg) doaoribod by‘ ellerC19n1'339—581) shows very b

“cloarly refloxcs of thesa changes. Both the open syl?-
lsble 1engtnen1ng end the ahortening before consonsnt

clusters have taken placo regula ly in thie dielect, but .

(ee in oaniah end meny other Germ-- iirlects) o0ld ahorb-
vowels Temein short in monosyllablea (elosed syllia blos).
Thie,means that vowel 1augth‘qoqs not becoms completply
”prediotebls.by'thgvfollowin&“cgna?nbn;;;ﬁ, bdﬁfthors-ﬂ
;‘a:e atill regularlmorphophanniié_éltpriations 5gpween
”r-lons‘and ghort vowels within inflectionsl reredigms,
~ for oxample where thert was'rormorly en. alternntion 2
Ibetweon mono- and htawllabio tonns. Ihus, the BEs of
- 3§3 day and,glgg “blow” hats short vowels, being
historioally nonoayllabic. wheroas the plurnls, which
" sre originelly (uﬂdorlyinsly?) bisyllabio, heve long -
“yowels: Daeg’ ﬁlﬁi‘ ALeo the verbs gzg;ggg “to
geize’ end legen ‘to tell s 1ie’ hnihﬁibﬁg vowels in
their-inrinitives; but in the 5:d.'p§rs. g presay
- where the ending =t ‘is sdded, forming a'ciuéteztfnliﬁ!-
ing the Vowelé; the vowels ere short (Kellbr'1951l549)-
It ic striking how similvrlth.se pheﬁémena are to-tﬁg';'
Denich situstion desoribed mbove, end it co: es 85 mo
surprise. glven the geographical proximity and the

cultursl relstions between the prees i qustion-



- 13¢ =

As mentioned sbove, the open syllable lengthening
and the shortening of vowels before consonants heve not
resched 21l Germen dlelects, especially the southern

ones. In these there 2re, however, traces of other

o

uantity shift like chsanges. “mong these is the co-

Zy according to which vowels
are lengthened in monosyllesblec ending in “lenis”

(cf. Keller 1961:45-48) consonants. In Upper /‘ustrien
(Keller 19613203-218) the combinetion of this and the
lengthening of vowels in open syllables (here called

Leichtinnendehnung) hes led to 2 gy:tem where quantity

is predictsble according to the followlng consonantisms
"Every vowel before a lenis or e necrl plus lenis is
long, every vowel before a fortis or nesel plus fortis
ie short" (Keller 19¢1:3204), Xven though the results
in Austrien ere reminiscent of the results in Scendi-
navien as fer as the predictrbility of vowel length is
con:erned, this must nd be overemphacized, since the
historicel chsnges thet led to this similar situation
in both ceces asre different, and indeed the environments
governing the vowel length ere-different, being in
ccendinevien the length of the following cozsonantiem,
tat in fustrien the quelity of the consonents. (The
fortis/lenics dictinction, I teke it, can not sirnply be
srid to be 2 length distinction.)

Before leaving Germesn, I would like to com.ent
briefly on the development of the consonantc. ‘s

mentioned sbove (fection 4.), Denish does not heve any
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gemineted consonants, having undergone & consonant
degemination. e have 2lso mentioned that Cermen (the
northernmost dislects &t lerst) has undergone & cimilsr
change, there being no oprosition between long and short
consonentes Ve sugrested thet this degemination sffected
the development of quentity in Dsnish snd could (pertly
at leest) scccunt for the unscendinavisnness of C“enish
with respect to gquentity. There is very scrnty mention
of the Cermen degeminetion in the handbooks I hezve con-
sulted, but 2 look 2t Keller s description of the dislects
shows it clesrly. 1In Danish, fhis degemninstion has
been connected with the weskening of medi=l stop con-
(klueil sveekkelse) and other phenomens, which had
mininized the functions2l loed of the long/short distinc-

sonant

s}

tion (c¢f. Resmussen 1972367). In many central German
diglects 2 weckening of medial consonsnts, similar bo
the Denish one, hes teken place (&F. Vitzka 1954). e
see, then, thet Denish is unscandinevian in more respects
then hsving & distinctive vowel length, =nd it i:c =2n
interesting question how these things sre¢ relsted,
whether the degemin~tion cen have had some influence

on the development of vowel qusntity, esnd whether the
degeminntion (which, incidentally, seems to have tsken
place in Inglish too) is @ Lanich innovetion or whether
it spread from the West-Cermenic dislects, or perhrrs
the other way sround. But in order to be nble tc answer
thece gquestions, one would have to Toke 2 cloze look et

the chronology end geographicel distribution cf thece
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phenomena, =nd there is no room fo.r such an investigation

in this context.

7« English

The development of quantity in "nglish has been
reated es @ whole in Lass (1974), and most of what
follows will be & recepitulstion of that. O{ther works
decling with quentity in Fnglish from the historical
point of view are for exemple Vachek (1959), Dobson
(1962) a2nd Grundt (1973).

In ‘nglo-Seoxon, length was phonemic in vowels (es
well as consonsnts), and the general rule was, ac in
the other oldest Germanic dialects, theat long ond cshort
vowiels could occur in any stres:ed environment. .It
is mainteined by Vechek (1959:446) thet the length was
basicelly geminction, or 'bimoricnes:f (cfe Ch, V, Sec.l-
below). The only exception to the princiyle thet long
ana chort vowels hac & free distribution is thet in
final open ctressed éyllsbles only long vowels occurred.
This wes cauced (Less 19743320) by & lengthenins of
stressed word final vowels, which goes back to Common
Jest-Germanic (if not Common CGermanic times.

s was the cese with all the other (surviving)
Germenic dieclects, this cystem suffered e series of
blows, which led to, or aimed st (c¢f. Lsss), the dis-
ruption of the “Germenic”’ quantity structure. Ihece
chenges ore listed by Less (197483%27-33%) as the follow-

ings
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2o

By
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SLortening of long vowels in front of sequences
of three consonente (6th-7th century).

4 shortening of long entepenultimete vowels

befora two consonents. (6th-~7th centgry.)
A lengthening of vowels before clusters of

“1iquid or nasel rlus homdrganic volced =top.

(Arovad the end of the 9th century.)

In the 1lth century, generslizations were made of

the two €th~(th century shortenings mentione’ =boves

4

Se

6.

Alﬁhortening of long vowels before seguences
of two (insteed of the e=rlier three) conso-
nants. ;

t chortening of long vowels in antepenultimato

position in front of only one conson*nt (in-

~ stead of two es boforeb.

Thq last common English thing to he-ren wosg ﬁho
so-celled “open syllable lengthening’, sccording
to which vowels (perticulerly mon-high ones)

- lengthened in the firet syllsble of bisyllsbie

words with one consonent following, rlong with
or before (as a prerequisite for?) the length-

"aning, the high end mid vowels lowercd. These

changes took place in the 12th to 13th centuriea.

These chenges 8ll contributed to meking vewel length

predictable in on incressing number of environments. In

fact, the only pleces where it was free nfter thecse

changes wee in monosyllsbles ending in cingle consonents.

But this wag enough to meintein e dichotomy in the system
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betweep phonologically different vowels, which derived
from the old long (diphthongal) and short vowels re-
spectlvely. This dichotomy was reinforced by = later
neutralization in come of the environments that had
come to determine the length of vowels. These were s
shortening (degemination) of long consonanté (Jesper-
sen1909/1961:146) and the loss of the final “week g’
(ibid.:18¢=189). Thece chénges, which probably tock
place in the 1l4th snd 15th centuriecs, removed two sets
of enviromments on the besis of which vowel length was
predictable. The degeminstion removed chortening en-
vironments (long consonants) and the loss of the finsl
e removed lengthening enviromments by turning bisyl-
labics into monosyllebles and thus closing formerly
open syllables.

One need hardly emphasize the similerity of these

Engilish chenges to the development in lenish and Cerman,

| Ls & consequence of these changes the quentity situation
ic similer in sll these three langusges ~nd different
from thet of the &céndinavian ones (eapert from anishj.
There gre certain environuents where the.lcnath (ox
“tenseness’) of vowels is predictable,but others where
it is not, 2nd thus the length of the vowels is sﬁill
rhonemic.

Llthough in mcst English dieslects vow 1 1engtﬁ (oxr
“tensenes:’) is thus ‘phonemic’, or free, there is one
important exception in that Scote has developed s

system where vowel length is predictable to & great
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extent, Lrhis wes brought sbout by changes that took
Place in the 17th century, esccording to which =11 long
vowele »nd diphthongs shortened everywhere except in
front of volced continuente (Zy Xy Z» &) and o bounda-
ry, and ‘-:..beT non-high short vowels g a2 g lengthered in
the seme dnvironment (i.es where long vowels stoyed
long) (cf. Lass 19743320). This chznge, which ha: come
to be ¢illed Mtken’s law since its expoeition by /‘itken
(1902)y, Led to a situation in moet Modern fcots dislects
where vowels . except the reflexes of Liiddle Inglish J
end y) have long and short sllophones eccording to the
envirormment: long before I, 1,3.,_Q end 8 boundery end
chort elsewhere. The exceptionslity of the il high
/i w/ seems to be thet they were not zflfected by the
lengtiiening thet occurred in front of Z, ¥y %y S 8nd 8
boundery. Thue the vowels [&]and [A] that sre the
reflexes of ME 4 and g in the Fife dislect of Modera
fcote (efes Las: 1974331¢) only appesr as chort, whereas
other véwelr, re ¢ generrl rule,have both long end short
veriante, '

Lesc points out that Adtken’s lew csn be cecn &s
the ‘(nesrly) lest ster in 8 series of directed chngea..;'.
thet seem to aim abt meking vowel length predictible on
the bacis of the enviromment. (Or. Clt.3320y Ie mentions
thet she ‘cottish situetion is rem.nizcent of the (candi-
navien one since in wmost [¢andinavien dislects vowel
length con be predicted oa the bagls of the following

consonentism. Here, ther¢ erc £lco excertions, ac we
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have seen, and one might then went to say thet “cots

ics on a per with those Scandinevian dieslects that have
- *oimast: made 15540 predicteble vowel length.

I think, however, that the similarity should not

be overemphacized. lie heve seen thet in Jurer fust-
risn, vow 1 length hes becone prediétsble by the follow.
ing consonsntism. But I vointed out that both'the en-
vironments of the rule governing the length and the
historicel chences that brought sbout this situstion
in 'ustrien ere different from the corresponding
“cendinevien phenomena., ¢Similerly, it is importent, I
think, thet Aitxen’s lew, both viewed as & historicsl
change and a synéhrcnic rule of length dictribution is
quite different from the things we heve seen from the
condinevian lengusges. Perhapcs the most importent
difierence between 'itken’s law and the fcandinavien
chenges 1s that the centrel chenge in fcots i3, accord-
irz to Mitken (1962), s generel shortening of long vowels
(with the above mentioned exceptions), whereas the
ccandinavian quentity shift seems to heve aimed at’
producing 'long' syllebles, by lengthening short vowels
in front of no more then one con:onant (¢f. Loss 19748
335). Cccondinevian vowels sre only chortened if they
occur in front of a long consonsntism. Thus, wheress
‘candinavien (2part from lanish) hes now £s 2 rule only
long sylisbles, ‘cots sides with Germsn and nglich in
having both 'Ehort'.ﬂnd “long syllsbles’, cf. e.g.

[aisv] “aeefen’ ve. [aif] ‘deef(/itken 1962:2), the
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length of which ig determined by the length of the vowel.
Of course, the importance one assgigns to this difference
between tcote (and Upper ‘ustrian) end the Scandinavian
langurcges will depend on whet one sees ac the most
inportant feature of the tcendinasvien systems If one
emphesizes the predictebility of vowél length, one would
rerheps not consider the difference as far es syllsble
tyres esre concerned to be too significzsnt, but if one
sees the syllsble structure resulting from the 'candi-
navian quentity shift ss its most imgportent feature, one
would not went to escign much significznce to the simi-
lerity between Scsandirevian snd :cotse. The enalysis of
guantity in Icelendic proposed in Chapter II &ebove
emphasizes the syllabic nasture of queantity enc its
relation to stress, snd in Chepter IV it will be pro-
rosed thet rules of stress and syllsble shere were the
forces that becicelly determined the development of
gusntity in Icelandic. If these ideess sre juctified,
(and they csn also be aprlied to Norvegien snd ‘wedish),
it follows thet there is a basic difference betiecn

the development of gquantity in Icelendie, Norwerisn

and rwedish on the one side, and the rest of the CGermanic
l=2ngueges on the other, The elimination of free vocalic
quality wae, as it were, much more tentotive ond the
ctriving for unity in sylleble structure wes much wesker
in the \est-Germanic dislects and Denich than in the

northern cileslects.
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Although it seems to me that there is thus =n
“importent split in the Germenic dislect sres concerning
the development o quentity, it must of cource not be
forgotten that 211 the surviving Germenic dislccte chow
a tendency to eliminnte free length in vowels ~nd,thus,
in 2 larger context, one cen ssy that the differences
between the development in the North and in the ~outh
and Vest arec merely vseristions on s common theme.
Indeed, the “derhonologization” of quentity is not con-
fined to the Germsnic lengusgesy = similer thing happened
in Latin 2nd Greek. . -Somnmerfelt (1951/19¢2) emphesizes
thet the developrment of quantity and stress in the
l?nguﬂgcs of llegtern Turope hos a comron core: ''the
function of energy takes the form of etress,~2nd the
quantitative differences, where they subslict, =re en-
tirely subordincte to stress." (p«83.) r‘omuerfelt
sugrests that thi:c common development sterted in Greek
end greduelly spreod to the Western Turopean lenguages.
But if this ic the outline of the explenation of bthe
theme, we heve gtill t0 explain the veristions that the
different lengucges and dislects select.

Our question of whether Sfcot:s con be seid to be
“candinsvisn in its trestment of gusntity turns into the
guestion of whether the fcottish varistion wes cinmiler
to the Norcic one. #8 I have slrendy seid, I think that
£cots should be cald to heve used & different method
from theé !cendinesvisn dislects, but it muct be sdmitted

that "cots has elmost geined the srme results ac the
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0sl The progodic end segmentel ospects of the problem

When dealing with the probloa of qupntity in Jce-

”landio. it 15 1mportant to boar 1n.nind that 4t hes two
aspects, whioh ona uhould.kacp aparb 1n thoory. even
; though they are obvioualy related.' on tho one hand, ono :

can look at the problom from tho point of wiew of the

fsegmental system &nd the paredigmatic relstions of

phonemea and distinntive taaturas. zor Old Icelsndio,

fbr exanple, 8. vbwnl aystcn can be seb up with e dise

-tinctivo foaturo or length es 8 centrel one, distine

-guishing betwcen two more or lcas parnllel subsyatoml :

(see o.g. Benediktscon 1959!286-295;and_19?2!1}7-15@, @

: ; : as : -
14¢) whereas Modern Icelandic,/shown sbove, hes lost .
'  th1s eaxure g 8 distihctivo one, and the di't1ﬂct1#q- T
- function carried by 1ength hes been teken over by

'qualitv features. e can then sey that the quentity

' shift wes 8 auhatitution of the length fen*ave by

QHality festures, being brought about by 8 ceries of :
vhonologicsl chences like Ieﬂgthening of vowels in some _
enviromments end shortening in others. The trking over

of the distinctive function by quality festures was
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(s8ylisbic) vowel or 2 morphological boundery, as in
gode “to turn’, £& ‘money’ it has been sugprested by
senedikteson (1968:40) thet the length distinction was
(from the peradigmatic point of view) neutrslized, since
there wreg no oproeition between long snd chort vowels
there. 'n older theory is that vowels were long in
this environuent, eand in that csse, a phonotsctic con-
straint, preventing short vowels,%rom occurring in
fr:ntlof e hiatus or & boundary, must have preveiled in
014 Icelendic, Disregerding for the moment the ¢uestion
of the_ie:gth of stres:ec vowels 'in front of other vowels
or boundaries, we cen make the fo1lowing stevement about
the differemce in prosodic structure between 0ld Ice-
landic and llodern Icelandic. Cf the four pos:cibilities
of ‘sylleble length shown sbove for (ld Icel-ndic stressed
syllebles, only two appear in Modern Icelandic, that of
8 long vowel plus one consonent &nd that of 8 short
vowel rlus two or more consonants. This mesnc that the
tyres 1. end 4. have disappeered, and one can say,3s we
have seen, that all strecced syllebles in Modern Ice-
landic =:)¢ in come sense of tﬁe ceme lehgth. Cne ccu
then describe- the difference between (ld Icelsniic end
Modern Icelendic from the 'prosodic roint of view ~c belng
that in Q1d Icelendic stressed cyllebles voried in length,

where~s in Modern Icelrniic they =re rll of the scme

length. ¢imilarly, we can sey that the gquentit; cshift

consisted in elimineting syllebles of tyre 1. rnd 4.
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C.2 fourcas of evidence

The sources of evidence sbout the phonology of
older stages of Icelandic have been described by EZene-
diktsson (1972:116-117) es being mainly the followings

1) The drthagraphy of written texts can give
valuable information about the yrhonolggicel etructure
and sometimes even thonetic rroperties of the langusge
it revresents.,

2) The metrice of poetry from different time. in
the history of Icelandic. In the coace of gusntity, our
attention inevitsbly centers on the rhythmic structure
of the metres, bectcuse tlLe rhythmic rules of metres can
give us valuable clues sbout the prosodic nature of the
langunge on which the metre is constructed. Cf parti-
culer interest Lere is the drattngtt-metre, which, 1t
is reasonsble to believe, becsed its rhythm, in port ot
lesst, on length varietion, ‘

%) Conperative evidence, thesv is, evicence baced
on whef we know szbout steges of Icelandic, other than
eny perticular one under investigation, nd slso evidence
baced on what we know 2bsut related lengusres., I1n our
case it is, for exsmple, importe®® tO know that =211 the
other Germenic dislects seem to heve had, =t their
earliest steges 2t least, cistinctive length in vowels,
from which it csn be inferred by the compsrrtive method.
thet length #g e distinctive fesature is & Cermenic in-
herite®€e en¢ thet, &% some stoge, Old or Trehistoric

Icelr~ndic had this feature. Indeed, comyaricson with
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'10110d1ng vowal sy tem for 01d Icelendic sround or
shortly efter 1200: ' gl i
Short Lomg . Diphthongs

A 7'”'u'. -. ii_Jzi} e M i
ed o  e1 # ot " e
.0 o

The symbole ean be interpratod roughly az'thc IPA _
symbola. ﬁhe only symbol noedinf explanation is ‘g 3
which strnds for 8 vowel (historicaily derived from &
by,g-umlrut), which probpbly was [ low, back or cenrral
‘vowel,, distingulshed from /s/ by rounding. |
&s we: can elready see from the diagrama, i* is
asqumed that there wes not a cne-to—one oopres*ondenoe'? 
between the long ond the rhort aubsyatemc. It is only s
the nonl ow vowels which ean bo grid to heve e regulﬂr
ubeorresrondonoe hotween 1ong ang ahorts /i/-/i:/; /o/-
Jer/y [3/=/33/s 18/=182/y fa/=/ar/y e fo/-for/s Im

the low vowals, wu ‘have probahly en dpposition ot round- 3;f‘.

' pess in the short vcwols, /h/ ve. /9/, sheiess it the

long auhaystem the Oppoaxﬁion betwaen tho two low vowoln.
wes probebly that of rronznnsss /=3/ V8. /at/s The
main reason for assuming this dirferencé in the hior-
archy and- funntion of the featuras in the two subsystems
.'18 the subsequent development. In'the‘shbrt vowéla /9/
shortly after this morged with /8/y the result being a
front vowel, upually represented by the cymbol /6/
(phonetically in Hodern Icelendic [ce] )« The ergument
4s that if fgl_were_a primarilylback vowel, 1£ wou;d'
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have been less likely to merge with 2 front rounded

vowel rether then e back one like /o/« In the long

system, on the other hahd, a merger took place between

/=3/ (A-umleut of /ai/) and /gs/ (i-umleut of /o:/),

two front vowels, differing in roundness,the result

probebly being a front unrounded vowel. In this cese,

it cen be argued that it shows a reletive stability of

'the backness-frontness feature thzt /=:/ merged with

/¥:/, reteining its frontness, rether than merging with

/at/, which presumably was kept apart from it by the

beck-front festure. These arguments may not be con-

- ¢lusive, but‘in/gﬁgence of eny erguments invalideting

or contredicting the ones presented above we mey assume

that the relation of the features of backness-frontness

and roundness in the low vowels were not the seme in

the long and the short subsystems (¢f. Benediktsson

19591287-295)s

Excursuss
It is worth pointing out that the anelysis of the
vowel system described sbove and worked out by
Benediktsson is purely surface phonemic. There is
for example no attention paid to morphorhonemic
alternastions between vowels, which are, &t this
stage, quite reguler, for example between /u/ and
/3y/y /o/ 8nd /¢g/ end /e/ and /e/ 2s 8 result of the
historical i- (or iRumlaut, as flytie-flutti “move’
fresent vs. past), kgmr-kome ‘come’ (2. pers. sg. vs.
infinitive) telje-talds ‘count’ (present vs. past).
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’1so, reflexes of the historical g-umlout show up

as regulsr morphophonemic rlternciions between /a/
end /g/ ns in kelle-kollum ‘cell’ (inf. vs. 1.

pers. rlursl), bern-born ‘child’ (n m. sg. Ve. Nom.
rle) €imilarly, in the long vowels, regulecr nlter-
nations reculting from the f-umlrut chow up between
/as/ end /ys3/, /[o8/ snd /gs/, =2nd /m/ end /=3/4 es
in glra-g¥pr “drink’ (inf. vs. 2. e sge), L£OT-Lgri
*c0° (pezt indicrtive vs. past cubjunctive) end hir-
heri “high’ (positive vs. comperntive). This might
lend generrtive phonologlsts to sugrest thot i-
umlaut and ge-umlsut ~re active phonologicel processes
in Icelsndic of =2round 1200 s2nd thot the underlying
rhonemic cystem c¢on be simplified accordingly,
agcigning for exemple [y] end[a] to the some under-
lying systemstic phoneme /u/, end [o] end [g] %o

the srme underlying systemstic rhoneme /o/, &nd the
[e] of teljs to an underlyins vhone~s /=/ etc. for
the l-umleut, snd, 3imilsrly for the g-umleut,
deriving [QJ frec . underlying /s/ by e y-umlaut rule.
This is, of courcey & question that deserves coreful
ettention, eand I will not set out on o lengthy dis-
cuecsion on the moatter, but I would like to mcke =
few rointe, which seem t: me to spesk sgeinct such
an enclycis (see S.'ndercon 19743141-14¢ and Cathey
and Demers 197¢€ for yprorocsels of renerstive enelyses
of thic cort.)

Firetly, in many cases, the i°c and Qfe which



- 154 =

would cause the umlauts do not apresr on the surface,
es for exemple in koma-kgmr or brok-brgkr for i-
umlaut and in bsrn-born for the y-umlasut. This
would mean thet in order for the umlaut-rules to be
steteble in & simple wey, the generestive phonologist
would heve to set up ebstract systemetic phonemes
which don’t appear on the surface in the relevent
positions snd would have to be exterminated by
special rules. Furthermore, this would not go for
all the umlaut - - causing segments, since some of
them seem to appear on the surface, &8s for example
the y in kollum. The fact thet there is not an if-
and-only-if reletion between for exemrle @ &nd a
following y seems %0 me to indicate that the process
is not rhonologicel, since the enviromment for @

is not definsble in phonological terms except by
setting up abstract entitlies which have no justifi-
cation on the surface except the umlauted sound it-
self. This is still more evident in the cése of the
l-umlsut, since here there are forms which have un-
umlauted sounds in front of i as in tali “talk,
speech’ (det. sge)s This, I think, shows cleerly
that the j-umlaut is not a phonologicsl process,
definable in terms of phoneticelly motivated phono-
logicel features, but rather a morphophonemic one,
conditioned by inflectionel categories. It may
turn out that the morphology should contain some

stetements about the morphologicsl function of the
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elternations /u/~/y/ etc., but thet,I think, should
be called morphOphonamics,'not phonology, &nd in
what follows, 1t will be assumed that the surface
phonemic.systeﬁ'deacribed ebove should be preferred

to @ more sbstract one likes

i a i us
e oy ek o3
8 as

_ It mey be added that we would have to make

: éome speciel arrangements to account for the differ-
ent results of 1rhmléut in the long end the short
subsjstéma. The j,f-timlaut' of long /ai/ would have to
give & front Jow vowel [=28], whereas the j-umlaut of
short /8/ will have to give a-front mid vowel [e].
Either them will have to be two i-umlaut rules, one
for the long vowels and snother for the short ones
‘or a specisl mechanism of some sort is needed to
;réiée the outcome of the ji-umlauv rule, when-applied
'ﬁo /3/, from *[g]_tb‘[p]. An sttempt cquldibé.made
to.:ustify an automaﬁic reising of ¥[2] to [e] to
ol iiinnte 8 Low front vowsl in the short subsystem,
since there is no low back vowel either, 2nd there-
fore the festure [;back] has no plece in the short
low vowels. -lie heve slready suggested that the

- short /a/ wes prﬁbably a cehtral vowel. The long
surface phoneme /ai/ seems to have been a beack
vowel, on the other hand. - If some justification

of this sort could be found for the r-ising of *[&] ’



u156-

this latter objection to an abstract anslysis is
verheps not so strong, but notice that the moti-
vation for & raising of ’[e] to [e] is sought in
the symmetry of the system, and whet is more, thet
symmetry is the symmetry &f the surface phonemic
system. The raising rule would have the task of
eliminating *[m], which would spoil the surface
phonemic symmetry. There 1s a2 circularity in this,
as I hope is obvious. A justificetion for e
complexity in the rule mechanism of a generative
analysis 1s sought in the regulerity of a surfeace
phonemic system (systematic phonetic reprecenta-
tion, in terms of generative phonology), which,
according to the generastive theory as put forward
by Chomsky snd Halle (1968), hes no significant
status, either in the linguistic system or in the
descriptive mechanism.
(End of excursus.)
In the system described above, fhe festure of length
seems to have played a2 central role, but it is important
to note that it can not have had equal functional status
in 211 the vowels. In the nonlow vowels it seems rea-
sonable to assume that the main difference between the
corresponding long and short vowels wes indeed length,
that is, /e/ and /e:/, for exsmple, had approximately
the same phonetic quslities apart from length. The
seme cen be sald with reasonable certainty esboat the

pairs /i/~/i:/, [3/=/y8/y /u/=/u:/, 3nd /Jo/-/0%/.
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In the low vowels, however, we have no such one-to-one
correspondences, There was no long counterpert to short
/e/, 8nd there was no short counterpert to long /=i/.
It is furthermore likely, es we saw sbove, thet in sddi-
tion to differing in length, /a/ snd /at/ elso differed
phoneticelly with respect to frontness~bsckness. It is
more difficult to sny anything about the exect phonetic
relation between long /#31/ end short /g/, but in view
of their subsequent development, it is quite likely that
their phonetic properties, epart from length, were differ-
ent, since the long /it/ lost its rouniness but the short
one retained itvin most enviromments. In the csses of
/e/y /8/y /83/y /8/y /03/y 8nd /8/, then, it is quite
roesible thet the fumction of length es 2 distinctive
factor'hadlalrea¢7become less importent then in the
other vowels by sbout 1200
' In a recent pepar (Garnes 1975b) it hes been sug-
gested that quanzity hed slready been replaced in the
12th century ss & distinctive festure by differences in
quelity, the long vowels having diphthongized. This
gives us 2 good reason to evaluste the'argumonts thet
can be put forward for or egeinst voeslic guantity being
distinctive sround 1200

’s for the orthographic evidence, there sre three
0ld m=nuscripts which chow & regular marking of whot
hes usurlly been assumed to be length in the vowels.

These sre Stock. lerg. 4° No. 15, “The Book of Homilies
from sbout 1200, NR! 52.,, fregments of the oldest sege

4
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of Olafur Haraldsson, from the first helf of the 13th
century, end GkS 737 40, the Annales Regii. These
menusceripts use on acute accent mark to distinguish
historicelly long vowels from historicelly short ones.
A thorough investigation of the evidence of the Book of
Homilies wes made by Benediktsson (1968), and his con-
clusion is that the sccent mark was used mainly to merk
length, a2nd thet irregulsrity in the notation of forms
where the vowéi preceded an internel or en externesl
word-boundsry was caused by the fact that gquantity wes
neutrslized in this position at the time of writing of
the menusceript. Benediktsson’s investigation also
shows that the sgcent mark was quite frequently used
over digrsphs denoting the diphthongs /ei/, /ey/, and
/au/, its occurrence on these digraphs ranging (according
to the different hepds) from 24.8% to 75.3% in front of
consonants and from 0.0% to 30,0% in front of histus or
a boundéry. These deta lead Gernes iv propose thet the
accent mark wes used in the Book of ﬁomilies, and 8lso
in the later manuseripts, MRA 52 and GkS 2087 4°, not to
denote difference in length, but rather diphthongzl
quality. There are & number of queries one can meke
concerning this hypothesis,

It 1s true that the odd long vowels /os/, /o:/, /es/
and /=3/ (< /g3/, /23/) became dirhthongs in the history
of Icelesndic. Evidence for this is to be found for /e:/
as early as in the 13th century in sporadic spellings
like gi or le in place of the older g or ¢ spellings.
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Around 1400 the regulsr notetion for the old /e3/ was
either g or ie (porélfeson 19258 XIV-XV and 1929b1233-
234), This was interpreted by Benediktsson (1959:298)
es showing that /es3/ probably tended quite esrly to
diphthongize to [el] , but in order to avoid & merger
with the old diphthong /ei/, it subsequently turned
towards [ie] end later became [Je]. The Modern Ice-
landic reflex of this vowel is [ Je) which is best ans-
lysed as a sequence of two phonemes, /j/+/e/s Evidence
for the diphthongization of /®t/ to its Modern Icelandic
reflex [ei] is not to be found until about 1400, accord-
ing to porolfsson (1925:XVIII). It is important to note
that this is only indirect evidence and nothing but a
terminus ante gquem fo. the diphthongization. The evi-
dence 1s spellings like dmginn for older deginn. This
form hes the Modern Icelendic reflex [deijIn], the main
change thet took place being & palatelizetion of the
velar fricative represented in the spelling by ge The
fect thet the symbol g is used in denoting & sequence,
phoneticelly something like [aj], shows that it must
have, by 140@. come to represent diphthongel quality in
forms like gzkjs. This could have been going on for
quite some time before the sequence [ay] became [aj],
which accidentally caused the diphthongizetion to show
gigns in the spelling.

Indirect evidence of & different sort can be put
forth to indicate that old /as3/ had sterted to diphthon-

glze quite early. 0ld short non-high vowels in front of
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& negsl + e velsr (Rg/gk in the spelling) show diph-
thongel reflexes in most Modern Icelendic dielects,
OI lepeur, MI [leund¥r], “long”, (mesec.)s The old
high short vowels /i/ end /u/ show}%%gaﬂl reflexes [ 1]
end [u]s OI ypgur, I [ung¥r] (instead of *[qurr])
'young', OI hing, MI [eing) 'pa:lianeﬁt' instead of
*[Olqél. This has often been taken to indicate thet a
lengthening took place in these enviromments before the
quentity shift. It is just as likely, however, th-t the
change before pg/nk wes & diphthongizetion, the wvowels
developring a high glide in front of the velsrized nasal,
This is suggested by the féot that the reflex of short
/8/ (*5/9/, /8/) is usuelly represented in menuscripts
that show signs of the chenge in front of pg/nk by su
in these environments, which is the reguler symbol for
the old diphthong /au/, MI [@y] « cigns of this chenge
before pg/nk show up in the manuseripts as errly as
sround 1300 in thet the old short vowel /a/, for example,
is represented by symbols, which otherwise denote the
0ld long /os/. If the chenge in the old short /a/ be-
fore pg/pk was a diphthongizetion, then the ussge of the
symbols previously only used for the old long /as/ would
seem to indicsate thet it had begun to diphthongize ss
early as sbout 1300 (This was rointed out to me in
correspondence by Stefan Kerls:con of the ‘rnsmegn=sn
Institute in Reykjevik.) The high vowels pose no

problem for the hypothesis that the chenge before ng/nk
wes £ dirhthongizetion,since the glide thet wee edded was
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a high one agreeing in roundness with the originesl vowel,
eand if indeed the change was not a simple lengthening,
but rether a raising of the last part of the vowel, it

is only natural that the MI outcome should be fully

high vowels /i/, /u/, rether than /I/ end /Y/.

It msy be added thet it i1s usually essumed that the
diphthongization of the old long vowels must have pre-
ceded the quentity shift, both beceuse the diphthongel
quelity hed to be there, when length wes neutrelizéﬂ, to
taske over its function in the system, and because the
enviromment for diphthongization is usuelly assumed to
be length, and the phonetic diphthonglzastion, it is
assumed, must have'been completed before the old long
vowels started developing shortened allophones.

It is, then, consistent with Garnes” proposal
that there must have been a period before the quentity
shift wes completed, when the old long vowels /et/,
/es/y /ot/, 8and /at/ were diphthongized; and in that
respect it is conceiveble thet the accent merks over
these vowels denoted diphthongel quality in the'eariy
manuscriptss But there is snother fact that does not
fit her pr0poéal, namely thau the high vowels /i:/,

/ya/ and /ut/ esre still monophthongs in Modern Icelandic,
and it is highly unlikely thet they were ever enything
elses Thus, if Garnes were right in acsuming thst the
accent mark denoted diphthongel quelity, it should have
been left out over the high vowels. This ieg, however, not

the cese. It is impossible to interpret the statistics
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sddused by Bemediktsson (1968) es showing eny signifi-

cant difference between the occurrence of the sccent

“megk over the high end the non-high vowele.

Another. feot which aposké egeinst Gernes’ pro-

. posel is thet the First Gremmerisn qxpl.{oii:_ly stetes

tﬁa_t thero;._il e length correletion in the vowels. The

-paaé.age is &5 follou in B_onodiktason'a trensletions
esse But even though I do not write more vowel
symbole then the vowels that hsve been found in
our langusge - eighteen. nado:—: out of the five
Letin vowels - it is well to know that there is
yet snother distinction (grein KA) in the vowels
- both in those that were in the alphabet botoro,'
and in thoao . thet havo now been put in -
2 diSt.notion whioh changes tho discourse,
'(acoord.{ng to) whether & lptter is long or short,
just es the Gréeks write & lomg letter with one
_shape, ond & _ahort'én; with another. cthort Iy

they write this wayse , but the long one like
this letter ising short g inm this weys o, but
the long 6ne in this waylm. This distinetion,
too, I wish to show, becsuce it chénges the dis-
course just like the previous ones, snd (I --s'hell)
merk the long ones wita e ‘atroke (to distinguish
them) from the shorts fap: £8r, ramstrémr, gLt

gﬂ avee : 3
(Benedikteson 19721218-221)
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The most natural interpretstion of this is to take
it as if the First Grammarien is telking ebout & quanti-
tative.éorrelation between otherwise similar vowels, and
we would have to have very good grounds for interpreting
this in any other way. Garnes tries to cest doubt on
the validity of this evidence by arguing that the First
Gremmerisn was “hard-pressed to come up with minimsl
pairs” to show opposition between long and short vowels
(Garnes 1975bs4), che mentions that 8 number of the
examples the First Grammarian gives-are not minimal in
the strictest 2oth century sense, We must note, however,
thet most of the susbicous éxamples are not ones desling
solely with vowel length. 'Three examples pertain to a
length distinction in consonah#s, namely 4 be, the nemes
of the letters y and h as opposed to Ubbe, & man’s name,
heo do ‘a tall (women) died’ (two words) 8s opposed to
hoddo, gen. sg. of hadda “hendle’ (one word) snd gfsrer
- as opposed to giﬁg;g;. (It is difficult to say exactly
what the wo:dé in the last pair are, since the senfence
which presuﬁably followed, illustrating the meening, is
left out in the only extant manuscript of the treastise.)
(Benediktsson 1972:244-245)., These three psirs are, as
I said before, intended by the First Grammsriasn to illu-
.strate.the difference between long and short consonants
and heve nothing to do with the question whether length
wes distinctive in the vowels. Two other examples
which Garnes cites are intended tc illustrate opposition

between nasaelity and non-nasality, namely‘i ﬁé “one
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could see tarough’ (literally “in sew’) with a nssslized
long { &s opposed to m, acce ple of h ‘ice’y ©nd by
2t “you (were) et’ as oprosed to past ‘presced down’

with & naselized J (Benediktsson 19728218-219). The
exanmples which have to dc with vowel length ere the
followings gebo ves. gébo, freamer vs. f£re pér, end
Gobrgbd ve. g0b rfibde The first member of the first

peir is probebly imperstive of the verb to see, 88 plus
the 2nd pers. sg. pronoun b ‘thou’s The second member
is assumed to/ggst 3. perse rlure. of the (irreguler)

verb gyis ‘neil together’. In this case the vowel of g8,
which is historicelly long, is opposed to enother his-
torically long one. This is the only example which can
be ssid to ceuse problems, since identicel vowels seem to
be used to illustrate s difference in length. The next
reir, fremer vs. igg'mig is intended to illustrate the
oprosition betieen & short and & long naselized g.' True,
the -ger in fremer ‘forwerd, brezen’(pl. mesc.) is a
second sylleble of a bisyllsbic word, and thereore pre-
sumebly unstressed, whereas mer is cn independent word,
‘me’ (drtive), but there is no doubt tauu the two g-vowels
were dictincts Whet probably forced the Firct Grommarisn
to use such & far-fetched minimzl peir was the diffio&lty
of finding a long and/ghort pagelized vowel in minimel
oprosition. The third peir, gob rfbd vs. Lobrgbi is

even less problematic. This peir 1s intended to illu-
strete the distinction between & long /#3/ znd & chort /€/.

The first member of the pair is two words, géh. neuter
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plur. of the adjective gobr “good” plus pgpi, “oars’,
wherees the second is a compound men’s nsme. Here sgein,
there is no real problemj; -pgbl end rgbi were undoubtedly
kept spert by short vs. long vowels. There msy slso

have been some differences in stress, one being 2 second
pert of & compound but the other sn independent word,

but there is no doubt that the vowels were distinct. It
will be noticed thet there is also a distinction in
length in the first perts of the examples, that is, between
20b, 8nd Gob~- of Gobrgbi. In this sense, the pair is

not minimel, but we notice thet it is nonwminimel in o
crecial way, since it is in both vowele length GLhat
distinguishes, snd it mey well heve seemed appropriate

to the First Gremmarien to th®ew in this extra exsmple

of the length distinction &s 2 decorstion. We can per-
heps call Gobrghd ve. g8b £fbd & double minimsl peir.

To return briefly to the only problemetic example,
nemely s& b vs. sSby, Benediktsson ha. (1972:138-139,
cf. 1968342-44) propdaed en explanation, sccording to
which the opposition long vs. short was neutralized
before a histus and 2 bounderye. Benediktsson slso pro-
poses that the 'archirhonéme' occurring in the neutral-
izing enviromment was identified with the short vowels
et the time of writing of the First Grammatical Trestise,
and therefore the First Gremmerian could use gé& with en
e-sound in neutrelized position to illustrote z short
vowel opfosing a long one. I. this explenation is valid,

there is no rroblem. There seemsc,however, to be some-
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thing not quite right sbout assuming that a nondistinc-
tive occurrence of & feature (that is, the feature
occurring in enviromments in.which it is redundent) can
be used to illustrate the distinctive function of that
feature. There may be a way out of this problem, We
may very well say that the quantity distinction was
neutrelized in fronmt of e histus snd e boundsry, since

no minimsl pairs with a short vowel oprosing a ;ong oﬁe
in this environment are found, but it is interesting to
see what heppens when' there is e morphologicsl slternation
between forﬁa ending in a vowel and forms with & con-
sonent following. There sre man& examples of this to be
found, for example in nouns with & stem ending in a

vowel tsking conson:cntel endingss tré “tree’ genitive
irés. 4 similer slternstion is to be found in wesk verbs
like £8 ‘paint’ when they teake tﬁe preterite ending -he
or the pest participle ending -b, as in féba, f£&b
‘peinted”. Thonologicelly we seem to have a forced
choice between s distinctivelj long or a short vowel,
unless the morphological boundelly played a msjor role in
phonology, which seems rather unlikely, especially in the
mnnosjllebic forms greég and‘iéh. In cases like these we
seem, then, to have a morphophonemic elternation between
a neiﬂier-long-nor-ahort 'archiphonsmo' end 2 long or a
short vowel. In these ceses the cholce between a2 long

or & short correlate of the archiphoneme could go either
way, thet 1s, we could either heve an slternstion:

'ardhiphoneme' -short vowel or en slternation: °archi-
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phongme'—long vowel. In gebu, written in one word in
the manuscript, we could easily be dealing with such a
case. As we saw’beforé, the form consists of the stem
of the verb to see plus en enclitic pronoun -ho (or By)
In Modern Icelandic the corresponding form is gifdu,
where the =8y can be analyzed as an ending (cf. frnason
19743 28 ) even though it is historically an enclitic
pronoun, The same can have been true of the form §§h2;
- the =hg may have beh~ved like & reguler inflectional
ending from the phonological point of view, forcing a
choice between & long or & short vowel, and in this
particular parasdigm the alternation could have become
*archiphoneme’~ ghort vowel. If this was so, then the
g-sound in ggbg wes o perfectly legitimate short vowel
and could be used to demonstrate the distinctive function
of length in the g-vowels. "
Finally, it can be pointed out in connection with
the First G.ammerien’s evidence and Gernes® proposzl,
 thet she does not meintain that the distinction between
historicelly long end short vowels had dissppeared,
rather that length had been repleced by features of
quality as distinguishing marké between the old long-
short vowel pairs. In that case, the Firct Gremmerian’s
‘aifficulty’ in finding minimel pairs would be just es
difficult for Garnes to explain as it would be flor those
who meintein that length wag the distinctive feeture,
Zven if the function previously held bj the length fea-

ture had been tazken over by some quelitstive differences
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at the time of writing of the

the vowele vere still kert spert snd The Firet Gremmerien
should hrve heéd no trouble in finding peire thot chowed
the distinction. The prrerdox is thet Germes fgrees

thaet the vowels were distinct, but clesims thet the

First Gremmerien had difficulty in finding minimel

reirs because the distinctive fenture(s) was (were)
cuelitetive instesd of cuantitative before.

To summerize then, the testimony both of the Book
of fomilies and of the Firgt Cremmaticel Treestice seem
to agree on & dichotomy which correspondes to thet between
historically'long enl short vowels. Furthermore, the
Firet Cremmerien exrlicitly cells this distinction one
of length. From our review oL the evidence, we hove 80
fer found no :esson to disbelieve him,.

There is eti.l one fect which must not be overlooked,
even though it ies often overlooked, end vhich Gernes
seems to overlook, perhaps be¢suse it is =n obvious.

Thie is the fect thaet the Icelendic orthogrerhy, which
woag formed in the l2th century, usec the game symbolg to
denote long and chort corresronding VYowels, How cen
thet be exrleined? The most likely explenstion iz that
they must hHVe been rhonologically releted. s in Letin
writins the moin rurrose of the symbols wes probebly to
denote vowel guality, 2nd it seems to be herd to explsein
why the ssme symbols were used for /i/ end /i:/, /e/ 2nd
/es/y /0o/ and fos/ snd /8/ end /at/ excert tc assune
that they hed 2prroximately the ssme gquellity but were

distinguished by length. |
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1,2 The prosodic systenm
1.2.1 The evidence of metricse.

is iﬁa pointed out at the beginning of thia chepter
there are two espects of the length problem in Icelandic,
(end of course the other Scandineviasn, #nd indeed Ger-
menio, lengusges), the parsdigmetic one concerning the
vdwtl system and its distinctive festures end phonemes,
and the prosodic one, concérning the rhythnic structure
of the lasngusge., We will now turn.ﬁur ettention to
this latter aspect.

 As has been said meny times, there were four types
ef com@iu@ﬁt&ﬂs“of vowels plus consonsnte theoreticelly
possible et the steges of Icelsndic which still hed
disting#iva vowel length. These weres VC, ViC, Vca,
ViC, (G, denotes two or more oonﬁbnanta. including
gemihqua, analysed s two 1doﬁtieal‘consonapts.)

From the prdsodic.poinx'or viqw_it is customery to
lciaaaify these four types of syllebles sccording to
length, and then a2 syllable conaiéting of a long vowel
+ 8 consonant is grouped togebhqr7w1th 8 syllsble con-
sisting of @ short vowel + a long (geminated) consonant
or two or more consonants, these being celled long. The
syllebles consisting of a long vowél + a8 long consonent
or two or more consonants are cslled overlong. The
syllables of the type VO ere ceslled short. From the
prosodic roint of view, the diphthongs 2re sssumed to
heve functioned &8s long vowels. Thellong vowels ~nd

dirhthonge ¢an be considered to have had two mor=z,
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wheress & short vowel had only one. e thus get the
following clessification of syllables: 2)
Shorts Ve fat ‘e piece of clothing’

V10 £t ‘confusion’
1'098'—' Vo, - fatt “erect’ (meuter)

Overlongs ViC, L84t ‘few’ (neuter)

As & source of evidence for festures of the sort
Just mentioned a prime cendidete must of course be
metricel rhythm, and, naturaliy,'in the literature on
quentity in,Icelanﬁic; metrics of poetry from different
timeg_is commonly c¢elled upon as evidence. '(Sge €.ge
rorolfsson 1929a, Karlscon 19€4 and Benediktsson 19¢68,)
It is, however, 2s pointed out by Benediktsson (19¢8%
46-47), importent to beer in mind thet metrics cannot
be taken without comment es direct evidence sbout
linguistic fects, since the metres have rules of their
own, and there is not necessarily a_one-to-ohe coire-
' spondence between lingulistic features, such as for
‘example str&éa or 1engﬁh.-and the.rules of.metrigs,
even though they sre evidently related. The linguistic
system is not the same &8s the metricsl system, ~lthough
the latter is baced on the former. = ‘

Eerly modern writers on Old Icelendic metrics, such
es flevers (1893), note: 8 correletion between quantity
end stress on the linguistic side anc the sconsion of
poetic text into more or les: regulsr feet (pedes, Fusse)
on the metric side. But ‘ievers end others noted dis-

crepencies between e.g. the linguistic qusantity on the
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one side end its velue in the metre on the other. It
seems, for instence, thet monosyllebic forme of the type
VC (2 short vowel plus one consonant) could function
both se ‘Hebunren® (ictuses) end ‘Senkungen” (drops)
(Sievers 18933858) in the Eddic metres.

If we ere right in essuming thet OLd Icelsndi¢ had
stressed syllabléa of varying length, thet means that
this length variation could be used o create a rhythm
besed on regulsr elternetions between long &nd short
syllebles, 28 was done in classical Latin poetry. We
must remember, however, that in 211 likelihood length
wes not the only rhythmic or prosodic feature in the
languaée-ihioﬁ could be utilized to creste poetic rhythm.
There is no doubt that stress wes also & very important
feature, and it hess indeed been considered to be one of
the most influentisl ones in the history of the Germanic
langueges, both as far es prosody is concerned (seé'e.g.
Somuerfelt 1951/1962:82-83) end in the effects it had,
directly and indirectly, on the persdigmetic relations
in the phonologicel systemss: We can then say that (ld
Ic lendic provided two means for poets to creste rhythm
in their verse 3 length and stress. They could both
elternate long and short syllrbles ond stresced and
unstressed ones., "hen we study the rhythmic leaws of (ld
Icelesndic poetry, we must, then, consider both possi-
bilities. It is possible thet one metre besed its rhythm
on cstress eslternations, 2nd ~nother on length slter-

nations, 2and we cennot exclude the pos: ibility thst some

or cll metres uced a mixture of bothe.
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‘ 0ld Icelandic poetry is ususlly divided into two
different types, the so-celled Eddic Foetry and the so-
celled gkaldic FPoetry. The former is usually considered
to be of older origin than the latter, the metres and
much of ﬁhe subject matter being of common Germanic
origin. “The sksldic poetry, on the other hsnd, is con-
sidered to be purely Nordic in origin, slthough it is
often considered to be partly due to Celtic influence,
It is the'poet_ry of the (mostly Icelendic) skelds (gk3ld,
‘voets’) who were often enployed at the courts of Nor-
weglan kings and mede poems about the heroic ventures
of the kings., These poems were often recited st the
courts for the entertaimment of the kings and their
warriors. The metres of these poems were much more
rigid than the Eddic metres, both rhythmically znd as
far ss rhyme and various other poetic devices are con-
cerned.

The most important mediseval esuthority on sksldic
poetry is Smorri Sturluson in his Hattatsl ‘Inventory
of Metres’, which forms one part of his Edds, which
wes most likely intended as 2 handbook for poets who
wanted to keep up the old tradition of sksldic poetry.
Héttetel is considered to have been completed during the
winter 1222-23, It is & poem about the Norwegisn king
Hékon Heékonerson snd his protector, earl Skuli. The
poem is so composed as to show the various metres that
could be used in skeldic poetry 2=nd hed been used,
according to Cnorri, in the skeldic tredition since its
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stert in the Yth centurys. To go with the poem, fnorri
wrote a commentery on the metrics; explaeining the
reculiarities of esch metre, and these comsentsries ere
4interspersed between the stenzes illustrsting the metres.
‘s @ rule, one stesnze illustretes each metrical verient.
The most common of the skaldic metres snd no doubt

the most original end besic one wes the so-celled drdtt-
vedur httur or drottkvett (mesning originslly “the
. court metre’) which consisted of 8 lines (yisuors) to
each verse., FEach line consisted, according to Snmorri,
' of 6 syllebles., The verses were" Purtney Héeorated and
bound together by internasl (to the line) rhyme and elli-
terations /s sn illustration of the metre cnorri gives
the following stenzes

Laetr, s&’s Hikon heitir

henn rekkir 118, bannat

JQrG konn frelsa, fyrdum

fridrofs, konnﬁgr; otaﬁ;

sjelfr redr sllt ok Elfer

ungr stillir s8, milli,

gremr & gipt ot fremri

gendvikr, jofurr, lendd.

(Cfs JOnsson 1912-15 AII$52 and BIIs6l)
Whet we sre perticulerly interested in is the rhythm. s
we see, ‘norri is consistent in hoving six syllebles to 2
line in this verse, but leter he says:S)
"It ic permitted that the metres hmve sgyllebles

slow (geinsxr) or guick (gkidtsr) so thet there is
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an increase or & decre~se from the correct number
of [1.e. of syllsbles sccording to] the rules, and
[eyllebles ] may be found so slow that five syllables
gre in the second and the fourth line [of each
helf verse], 8s is heres '
9. Hielms £yl1i spekr hilmir

hvetr Vindhlés skatns

hann kné hijQrvi bunnum

hres pjosér resej

yer hilmir l=tr eiga

old dreyrfs ekjoldu,

styrs ryér stillir hersum

:k‘stnrkr.-;]ﬁrnyi serki"

(Snorra Edds 19318218, My trenslation
_ . and itelics.)

It is evident that Snorri’s basic metrical unit is the
syllable Mm), but he mekes en interesting dis-
tinction between types of ayllablu. slow and quick,
and it is very unlikely that he is apeakins of anything
buﬁ our distinction between long and short syllables.
If we look at the lines 2, 4, © and 8 of the 7th stanse :
of w which Snorri referes to as being exceptionsl
as they only have five syllables, we see that all syl-
lebles except the finsl (unstressed) ones sre elther of
the type VO,, Vi0 or Vi#, If we, for example, scan the
second line with the symbols ==, denoting & long syle
lsble and ™ , denoting 2 short cne, we gets

hvetr Vindhlds sketna
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We see that gll the syllebles, except the very last one,
ere long according to our classification above., Simi-
larly, we cen scan the fourth line in the following way:

— Nt

hres pjos8r resa

and the €¢th and 8th liness

= o
eld dreyrfé skjqldu

_ el

sterkr jérné;g serki \

The lest two lines cell for a minor footnote. They
both have second parts of compounds -£& and -gré, ending
in a vowel, which we have here scanned &8s long. But, as
will be remembered, Benediktsson considers vowels in
finsl position to be phonemically neither long nor short,
and sbout 1200 largely “identified’ with short vowels.
If the vowels were phonetically short, the syllebles
-£f8 and -gra should perhaps not be metrically longe. But
in the first place, we are not sure thet they were
phonetically short in every occurrence, and in the second
place, in these two forms we have special cases of word
final 8. The forms are both plurel sccusatives of.
adjectives having stems ending in long /x3/, their
nominatives singular being, respectively ;é; and ggég
(the -r is & nominetive ending). The accusative plursl
masculine ending for adjectives is -8, and the underlying
forms of £8 and gré, as they eppear in the context above
are probably /fost+a/ and /grata/, end the final vowels of
the surface forms could in these cases well have been

phonetically long and identified with long vowels, even
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though otherwise word finsl vowels were identifiéd with
the short phonemes. In any cese, it is quite common
for syllebles of this type to carry the ictus in skaldic
poetry (cf. Benediktsson 1968s42-43),

If we look at the other lines of the 7th stanzs
viz. 1, 3, 5 and 7, which Snorri seems to consider‘more
regulér, we see that they all have two short syllables,
thet is, the finel one of the line and one other, appear-
ing somewhere in the middle of the line. In the first
line, we heve £ylli, in the third hjorvi, in the £ifth
ﬁ;iiii, and in the seventh ﬁﬁilliio all supplying a
short syllable, making the total number of syllsables

Snorri’s regular six. This seems to indicate that Smorri
had some notion of a rule sbout how many long and short
syllebles could occur in one line, If the number was
below six, all but the lest sylleble had to be long.

A look et the next stanza of Hittatel confirms the
hypothesis that length of syllebles played a role in the
drdttkvett-metre. To this verse Snorri gives the follow-
ing introduction (sgein in my translation): 4)

"Now, there shall be shown syllables, so quick and

put so close to each other, that the length of the

line is incressed because of it:
8. Klofinn spyr ek hjalm fyrir hilmis
hjarar egg, duga segglr;
pvi eru heldr, per er skekr skjQldu,
skefin sverd litud ferdary

bila mune gremr, b0 at gumns
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guler ritr néi 11ts,

drage porir henn yfir hreinna

hvatan brand bpromu rende "

(Snorra Edda 1931:218)
I would like to start the esnelysis of this stanza.

by looking et lines 2, 4, 6 and 8, because they have a
remarksbly regular pattern. They all have seven sylla-
bles, sand if we scan them according to the length of
the syllsbles, we gets

oy —

2 hjarar egg duga seggir

—_— — g

4 akafin sverd 11tu6 ferdar

U\)—-—V

6 gular ritr ndi 1ite

—— v,

8 hvatan brand prgmu renda
If we define each short syllasble as having metri-

celly one mors snd each long syllable as having two, we
notice thet in these lines, we get the samé number of
morz as in the corresponding lines of verse 7, that is

9 mor=, This clearly shows that short and long syl-
lebles, as we defined them sbove, hed different fumtions
in the drottkvmtt-metrej two short syllables could

equal one long one metricsllys. (This is evidently the
seme thing as happens in Greek, Latin, 0Old English and
other Germanic verse, cezlled “resolution’.) This,of
course, does not smount to saying thet in reguler speech
every long sylleble wes twice es long as & short one.

We must remember to keep the linguistic system and the
metrical system spart. But this gives considereble

support to our hypothesis that in 0ld Icelendic around



1200, therx wes, prosodically, a difference between long
end short eyllsbles. This evidence cen then be added
to the ovidenoe-conoorning the psradigmetic dietinction
between long eand short vowels. ;

The odd numbered lines of verse mumber 8 seem to
be more irreguler, and it cen be ssid thet they'aro not
very éﬁpical g;iggxggggrlinss, for less 8o than the
even numbered ones. As Smorri says, they contein nine
syllsbles, if everything is counted, but it is very
likely thet in lines 1, 3 end 5 et least there ere
examples of 1isison of two syllebles into one (bregermél
in Snorrifh-terninology). Epyr ek of line 1, for example,
48 probably to be scsnned 8s one syllsble, gpyr k, end
Ler ar (or ga) of line 3 is to be scanned har’s, end
18 8t of line 5 s to be scanned as :p_a;t Thus, in
these lines, the number of syllsbles (and more) is cut
dain;by one. Bub there sre still more more then the
| nine of the: even numbered 1iness ~Smorri’s ecmment sbout
h!jlllbl.s being put close to esch other must spply
speeiilly to these lines, end what he hes in mind is
“either the sbove mentioned lieison or the sort of skidding
ovdr the syllebles one often hesrs in singing, when the
words don't quite fit the rhythm of the music they are
gung,hy; Anyway, what interests us here s the fect
thét_apart from the syllebles cerrying the internal
rhyme (rhyming with the lesst but one syllsble, which is
slweys long sccording to the rules of the drottkvett-
metre) the syllebles sre short. There sre two syllebles



other then the ones mentioned sbove which could rerhaps
be taken ns long, namely gkekr end L8°t (< 13 2%).
However, these forms probebly functioned metricrlly es
short syllebles for reesons we need not go into here,

The conclusion to be dreawn from this brief look &t
Snorri’s idess sbout the rhythm of the drottkvett-metre
end his practice in using it, is that tﬁere is & cleer
ddetinction between long and short syllables and thet
they had different functions in the metre. This must
have been besed on some distinction in the prosbdic
structure of the langusge, 2nd we mey take this as
evidence thet (Old Icelrmndic hed, ¢t the time when Snorri
composed his HBttetel, et leest two types of syllsbles,
long ones snd short ones. ‘nother fact which hee long
been noted in writings on the drottkystt-metre confirms
this. This is thet it seems to be en excertionless
rule that the lest foot (the last two syilnbles) of every
line must coneist of & long syllaeble followed by 2 short
(unstressed) one. Thus, & line of a dpdttkve=tt-verse
could only end in forms like gketna (VCC), hﬁngun CVGG),
Zesa (ViC), gima (ViC or VVC), réttum (VEC) ete. s fer
as I know, there spe no exemples of dpottkvett-lines
ending in forme like dags, telz, gonsr (ell VC) etec.
This rule could herdly be urheld unless there wes
lingulstically & clear distinction between short end long
syllables,

“hen this metrical testimony is added to the evi-

dence given by the orthogrephy and the‘ELrst Crammaticel
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Irectige there oa2n hardly be 8ny doubt that a length
difference rreveiled in the vowels, since 2 histori-
celly long vowel plus one consonant weg treeted rro-
sodicelly es long, wherees & short vowel plus one con-

sonant wes treated prosddioally ae short,

l.242 Overlong syllables

Before leaving the prosodic aspect of length in
0ld Icelendic, we will have a brief look 2t the hyro-
thetical distinction mede sbove between long and over-
long syllables. Ve have seen thet the evidence of the
metrics of skeldic poétry, more specificelly thet of
drottkvett as described by Smorri Sturluson in the first
quarter of the 13th century, confirms the distinction
between long and short syllebles. Vhen it comes to the
overlong cyllebles, however, there is no evidence in
the poefry thet they had & function differént from the
reguler long syllsbles. Overlong syllsbles cerried the
last ictus in the line, thet is, we get préttum, traustar,
hérri ete. (sll with ViCC or VVCC) elongside gennu,
leite, g8l etc. as the last foot of 2 line, and I have
not been eble to find eny other signs of thelr special
metrical stetus in & survey of 1438 drottkvett lines
from the 10th to l4th centuries. Ve cen’t rutomnticelly
sey thet this shows that there wss no prosodic difference
in the languasge between long and overlong stressed syl-
lebles. ILven though there wes such a difference in the

lenguace, 1t would not necesserily meen thet it had to
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show up in the rulecs of the metres used in poetry. But
on the other hand it is quite conceivable that these
syllables, having underlying long vowels and original
diphthongs followed by two or more consonants were in
fect phonetically no longer or not significantly longer
then the other long syllables. In other words, it is
quite possible that the underlying long vowels had
shorter asllophones when they were followed by two or
more consonants than when they were followed by one or
none, Whether or not an allophonic rule, shortening
long vowels in front of two or more consonants, elreedy
existed around 1200, it is certein that at some stage
such a rule must have esrisen. CSomething of this sort
must have been the historical ancestor of the shorten-
ing part of the length rule in Modern Icelandic.

It is important to note, however, that if such a
rule wes operative af an early stege, it did not lead
to a large scadle restructuring in lexical items, for
example so that the shortened long vowels merged with
the rhonemically short ones. There are only scattered
examples of this in words like gott (with e Modern
Icelendic monophthong />/3 [éahth] which s the reguler
reflex of Old Icelandic short /o/), the neuter of gd8ur
with en originslly long root vowel. Ecimilerly, lModern
Icelendic drottning “queen’, snd drottinn ‘king, mester”,
both with an [2] ~vowel, presupprose a pre-vowel-shift
shortening of the /o3/ in drottning and drdttinn (both
derived from drott ‘court, army’)., Further, the Modern
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Iceloncic nominstive gipn of the first percson pos-
sesive proroun ‘mine’ (with |I|, the MI reflex of OI
short /i/) es opposed to the detive pigum (with MI

[1], the reguler reflex of OI /i:/) shows that OI

/43/ must heve been shortened before tlLe two consonants
in the nominative. The mein rule, however, is thet the
old long vowels'shqw the same'reflexes in Modern Ice-
‘landie as for ass quelity is concerned, regeordless of
whether they precede ome or two Or more consonantst
hyftur (xristPyr ] ond pylts [keint® ] *white’ (mesc. ve.
neuter) both have vowels . with [1]-quality es dosoénd-'
ants of old long /43/.

Even though it does not secm that & shortening of
long vowels in front of two or more consoneants, meking
them merge with old short ones,wss e reguler phono-
logicel change that took plece before the quentity
chift proper, it is still conceiveble thet such s low
level phonologicel rule existed quite esrly. It could
have opereted without leeding to e merger of shortened
long vowels with thé original short ones, Just es gsoon
es there eppeared quelitative differences between the
corresponding members‘of the long and short subsystems.
As soon as, for example, the short vowels began to
lower, as they must heve done a8t some ctage, glving e.ge
the modern [>] 28 & reflex of the old short /o/, end
the non-high long phonemes begsn to diphthongize, giving
Cege modern [ou] as the reflex of the long /os/, it
wes poscible to shorten old long /os3/ before two or more
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consonants without & genersl merger with old short /o/.
It is perhaps noﬁ even necessery to acsume a great
qualitative difference between the two subsystems for
this to be poscsible. As long as 8 spesgker could un-
ambiguously identify the (underlying) phonologicel
identity of each sllophone, & relatively minor phonetic
difference would be needed to keep allorhones of diff-
erent thonemes apart (ef. Grundt 197}:159 and pessim).
Clues of different sorts, other than surface phonetic
ones, may help the sﬁeaker to establish the underlying
rhonological origin of a surfasce sound. Clues of this
sort may be the syntagmatic phonoldgical surroundings
of the phone in question or, perhaps even more import-
ant, the morphological identity of the form that the
sound appears in. It is conceivable thet a spesaker
identifies the [o]=-sound of for exesmple the form gkjott,
“quickly’ relatively similar to the [o0]-sound of gkot
“a shot’ with underlying /os/ because of the evident
morphological relationship with gkjotur “quick’ (masc.)
and gkjiot id., fem. which haed both underlying and super-
ficiel long g-sounds. In terms of features, one can
picture this by setting up & special phonetic feature
[shortened]. The surface [o]-sound of gkjdtt eould
then be charscterized as [+long, +shortened] with the
feature [+shortened] edded by a phonologicel rule,
whereas the similar [o]-sound of gkot ¢an be character-
ized es merely [-long], and [+long, +shortened] and

[—lonéjmay turn out to represent more or les:c the seme
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vhonetic reeslity, but the underlying origin of the two
phones may be easily recoverable by phbnological, moxrpho-
logicel or even semsntic means. A vhonologiceal clue
could have been that the [o]-sound of gkidtt eppeers in
shortening enviromments for & long ioltl, 8 morphologice}
clue could have been thet glgiOtt 4is related to gkidt end
 gkidtur, end e sementic clue could have been that ]kjégg
hes some of the same senentic festures as ﬁxggﬁgz and

BKIO%. 2
It seems, then, guite conceivable that the old long . 
vowels were allophonicelly shortened in certain environ-
_ﬁonte before the,quantity shift p:opcrahad_takon plgeoi_
that is, before iongth was replaced by qﬁulitativ. foaf.
 tures es distinotive between the old short and long
vowels. There is, however, onme thing which could make
it difficult in our case to assume thot the long vowels
hed short 2nd long allophonos according to. environnent
'betore the qualitativo features took over the tunction
prqvionaly held by the length festure. As wu_haveﬁleon,“'
.the Hoddén-!colandic r&figxes of the old Ipns.nonwhigh'
vowels 2re diphthongs, and"thoao dirhthongs apreer both
in lengthening end shortening enviromments. OI Lidtr
and 18tk eive MI [1joutt®r] snd [1jount®], o kitx
and kitt give MI [Keust®¥r] end [Keunt®], “OI kets end
Kettd give MI [ceistPe] end [deintI], snd o &1 end &1s
give MI [jesl] end [jels]. It hes long been attested
that there seems to be a comnection between length snd
dirhthongizetion. Long vowels show 2 greeter tendency
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to diphthongize then short ones. This is true of e.g.
Feroese (¢f. Rischel 1968 and frneson 197¢) end meny
modern Norwegien and Swedish dielects and indeed of
Modern Icelandic, which shows & tond;ncy to diphthongize
the long allophones of the mid vowels /e/, /oe/, and

/>/ (Gernes 1974b). <cimilar tendencies show up in Germen
and English; If we try, then, to find s reeson or an
explanetion for the diphthongizatioﬁ of the (ld Icelandic
non-high long vowels /=3/ (< /es/, /83/), /al/.'/ét/

and /os/ the most obvious feature to oonneof it with is
the length of the vowels in question. We can say that
the length of the vowels created a favorsble enviromment
for diphthongizetion. (We cannot say that length wes,
.or is in genersl, s sufficient conditioﬁ for diphthongi-
zetion, e.g? for the obvious reeson that the OI high
vowels /i:/, /y:/ end /uf/ did not diphthongiaec) But
it is not enough ;or us simply to note thet it is quite
comiion for long vdwels_td;diphthongize; we would like

to be eble to explein why this is so. P?aaumably we
would explain it in phonetic terms elong the following
liness ﬁbe longer the duretion of é vowel, the grester
the chanoéa that #n internal variastion in the quelity
might occur, for example by the features’ of the sound,
insteed of being in a “simulteneous syntegm’, becoming

to some extent temporally ordered (cf. H. Andersen 1972).
When we comnect diphthongizetion with length, then, we
must mean phonetic length, since in that way we can give
some plsusibility to explaining diphthongization &s a

consequence of lengthe.
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If we carry this over to the question of sllorphonic
sﬁortening of underlying long vowels, we see that, as
soon as the reflexes of the old diphthongs were shortened
to any significant degree, the length as & favorable
environment for diphthongization had disappeared for the
(donceivably) short allophones, and thus, if a rule
shortening long phonemes in certain enviromments became
éignificantly operative before the old long vowels
diphthongized, then there seems to be no reason why the

o =-sound of gijott should diphthongize. But the fact
is thet it did. When we look st the phonetic neature of
the diphthongizatiorn, we seem, then, to be forced to
conclude thet phonetic diphthongizetion of the o0ld long
vowels had occurred before the shortening of long vowels
in front of two or more consonants took place.

It seems, then, even though it was theoretically
possible that long vowels in “overlong syllables’ were
shortened by sn sllophonic rule without their merging
with old short ones, that the fact that the allophones
of the long vowels /as/, /®3/, /ei/ end /os/ before two
or more consonents were diphthongized in the ssme wey
es the other sllophones, indicates that the old long
vowels could not have been significently shortened
before two or more consonants until after the phonetic
diphthongization had taken plece. This would seem to
meen that if a shortening of long vowels had teken
plece around 1200, then the diphthongisation had taken
place earlier, and in the synchronic grammar, shortening
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wags ordered after diphthonglzetion, if both were cctive
rhonological procesces., All of this seems to indicate
thet if we went to date sllophonic shortening es faf
beck e=s around 1200, we must push the diphthongization
even further back in time. But it may be thet this is
not necessary. We saw sbove that the phonetic environ-
ment for diphthongizetion must be essumed to have been
long durstion, e2nd in the discuscion thet followed,we
tecitly essumed that thet mesnt that 211 and only the
vhorneticelly long voweks should diphthongize. But this
only follows if we essume thet all phonological change
| has to be expleined in phonetic terms and thet phono=-
logicel change 1s,pnr01y additive. It may well be that
this is too nsrrow a view of linguistic change. Under
this interpretation, the change is ‘Msrkovien’ in the
sense that it is ascumed that only phonetic surfsce
forms can be referred to in sccounting for changea end
no sort of underlying systemic relations sre teken into
sccount. But it is not neceszary to essume thet no
underlying part of the phomologicsl structure is re-
coverebles, It is conceiveble that we have chonges thet
behave like transformations in that they effect and
opverste on perts of the rhonology other then the mere
surface forme. Within generative phonolcry the question
of whether phonological change is purely sdditive, in
the sense thet only surface forms can chenge, hes often
been formulated as the guestion whether changes oxnly
occur in the lest rules of the phonologye The genersl
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theoretical framework of generative phonology allows
easily for changes in the underlying system and ‘early’
rules, leaving “lower’ perts of the phonology intect.
It is theoretically possible that rules sre added in
the middle of gremmers’ es the question hes been put

by King (1974)« It is, then, theoretically possible
that diphthongizetion took place in other places than
the ones where the phonetic surface conditions, which
probably triggered it off in the first place, were
present., This could have teken place in the following
ways Assume that the Icelendic vowel system had two
subsystems, kept apart by & feature which we can call
length. There were quelity differences between the

long and short vowels in addition to the difference in
length. The long vowels hed shortened allophones in
front of two or more consonsnts. Some of the phoneti-~
cally long vowels (the non-high ones) started to diph=
thongize. We assume that a phonetic condition for the
diphthongization was the length of the vowels. Fhoneti-
cally speeking, this environment did not exist in short-
ened long vowels, but these vowels were quslitatively
different from the phonemically short ones, and when the
diphthongization was phonemicized, the phoneticsally
shortened long vowels /at/, /e3/, /o3/ 2nd /=t/ became
underlying diphthongs, because they belonged to the

seme phonemes as the corresponding long (unshortened)

variantse.
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The account given sbove of the possible way in which
rhonologicel diphthongization historicelly followed
shortening of long vowels in front of two or.more con-
sonants hinges on the phrece 'belong to the seme phoneme’.
It must be assumed thet if diphthongization did not
teke plasce until sfter the old long vowels had developed
shortened ellophones then,when the underlying formes of
the still long ellophones beceme diphthongs, the under-
lying forms of the shortened allophones became diphthongs
too. This could only teke place if the shortened long
vowels S8till belonged to the same phonemes &s the long
vowels. 'Belonging to the same phoneme’ must mean having
the same underlying features, and that brings us back to
the festure that divided the old short and long subsystems.
We have hitherto called this festure length, but since
we have slluded to the possibility thet the “long” vowels
hsad both long and short allophones, one may well ask
whether a different term is not suitébla. If the festure
does not relate directly with phonetic duration in so far
ae there aﬁe ellophones of long vowels bthet are relatively
short and others that are relatively long in duration,
then why do we call it length? Are we forced to assume
that as soon as long and short sllophones of the old long
vowels sterted to appear, the feature length must have
been replaced in the old long vowels by some other feature
or features distinguishing e.g. 0ld /a/ from old /ai/ ?
This may turn out to be merely a terminological guestion

as to what we like to e¢all the feature that distinguishes
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between the 0ld long and short vowels after duration
had become predictsble in some enviromments., It hes
been sugsested by __Sig;nundsson (19708321) that the s
label Lense should be used to distinguish between/old
long and short systems at this etagé. This meay at
first glance seem a sensible thing to do, but the
trouble is that we are no closer to knbwing the truth
although we invent & new term for the feature. Ve
have already seen that it must be assumed thet there
was, prosodicelly, & difference between long and ehort-
syllables in the beginning of the 13th century. Syl-
lables like L3y were longer then syllsbles like f£ate
The length of the former syllasble must stem from the
length of the vowel, so, whetever nsme we use for the
feature, among 1fa rhonetic correlates must be loné
duration, et least when aot followed by two or more
consonsnbe. Te heve slso seen thet most probebly there
.wero.-differences other then length between the old long
vowele and the corresponding short ones, and we now
must decide how to distinguish in our model between
the 0ld long end short vowelss Whether we cell it
length or tensenes: probably doesnot meke much differ-
ence, since in sny case there will have to be secondery
features derivable from the underlying ebstrsot ons.
If we call the vowels tense, there will have to be set
up 2 number of rules to predict the length and quality,
sometimes diphthongal, sometimes monophthongel etc. If
we call the vowels long, the diphthongel quelity will
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also heve to be predicted by some sort of redundsncy
rules or cutonm~tic low level phonetic rulese

' Rether than choose one or the other term for
this mysterious feature right awey (see Chapter V,
Section 4 for further discussion of this), I would like
%o summerize what we can alresdy say sbout the state of
the vowel system and the prosodic structure of (ld Ice-
landic about 12CC. The evidence reviewed above strongly
speeks sgainst the quantity shift belng completeds The
Firet Grammerisn explicitly spesks of long end short
vowels, and the rules for the rhythm of the drotikvett-
metre seen to have been defined, to some extent at
least, on thé besis of a distinction between long snd
short syllables. This must mean that ee.g. syllebles
like dag(a) yit(a) still remsined short at this stege
and that the lengthening of the vowel had not yet teken
vlace. There is, however, 2 possibility thet when
followed by two or more consonants, the old long vowels
had shortened sllorhones. Yet these shortened allo-
phones, if they existed, did not generally merge with
the corresponding short vowels, but steyed sllophones
of the ldug vowels. For this to have been possible we
nust essume thet there was not & one-to-one correspond-
ence between the two systems as far ac quelity is con-
cerned and that there were gualitative differences,
though not negessarily great, between the corresponding
meﬁberﬂ of the long and short subsystems. It is likely

that elreedy sbout 1200 or shortly after thet there was
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2 slight difference in qﬁality between e.g. /i/ 2nd /i3/,

the short vowel probsbly being lower than the long one.

cimilarly, a difference in quality must have prevailed
between /o/ snd /o03/e The short /o/ wes probably some=-
whet lower then the long /ot/, end it is further quite
probable that the long voul. was somewhat diphthongized.
We can visuslize the relastionship between the two sub-
systems, after the merger of /€/ snd /¢/ into /6/ (eround
1200) end of /=3/ and /gs/ into /=t/ (sround 1250)y in the

following ways

ERORL
Unround  Reumd
&one Short | Leng Short
738/ [8s] 717 [ f9s/ [33] /37 (Y]
ses/ [esl /e/ [l /57 [ 4]
or [*es]
/=s/ [etd]

Low centrel unzounds /a/ [e]
In this system, an 2llorhonic elternstion between long end

BICK

Long
/us/ [us]

Short
/W [@] Hish

/ot/ [o™3] /o/ [o]

/o8/ [aoz]

Low

shortened long vowels could have existed without a lsrge-

scrle merger of the long and short vowels in the shorten-

ing enviromments. /n sllophonic shortening then, did,

not heve to lead to a2 restructuring in the lexiesl phono-

logy.

But if we 2ssume that such an sllophonic rule

existed, we have to think of the (phonclogicel) dirh-

thongizetion as s rather comrlicnted process.

If the

diphthongizetion of the low vowels wes not well estsblished

and incorproreted into the rhonologicel sycstem, but just &
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minor phonetic feature, conditioned by the length of the
vowels, we would expect the shortened long vowels not to
Ciphthongize, cince there, the conditioning factor, viz.
long durstion, was not precent. DBut if we can assume
thet the phonological diphthongization consisted in re-
placine underlying long (but sometimes phonetically
shortened) non-high vowels by underlying diphthongs, it
is theoretically possible that an zllophonic chortening
was en ective phonologicel process before the dirhthongi-
zation becsme phonologized. In this way we can allow for
a shortening of old long vowels (and diphthongs) in front
of two or more consonents without et the seme time having
to assume that the o0ld long vowels had become phonological
diphthongs. _

I have been trying to show that it is poscsible that
some feature of length still hed 2 major function in the
vowel system and was menifested in vhonetic duration
among other things, even though there were shortened
allophones of the long vowels., But of cource this does
not emount to saying thet it was the case that the long
vowels had shortened allophones in front of two or more
consonants. The only evidence we have sbout this is
that we hove found no cign of the “overlong® syllables
having a8 specisl metricsl function different from the
function of the regulsr long (bimoric) syllesbles. But
this, ac has been s2id many btimes before, does not prove
anything. I find it, however, rather likely that there

exicted quite early - perhaps even esrlier than 1200 -



en elloprhonic shbrtening.fule for long vowels in front
of two or more consonants. There seems to have been 8
tendency to shorten excescively long syllebles. This
is ahaiﬁ by the_faot'that long geminated consonsnts in ;
front of-anbther consonant are often not distinguished
in the spelling from short ones. In eerly thirtheenth
century'nanhﬁcripts. inverse spoli&ngs like bliNdom
(nﬁjuscnlosfware;often used fb denote long oonsonaﬁts_
or'geminatﬁs) tor'hligﬂgn 'bitpd' (dative plursl) are
guite common, This must mesn thaf fhe difference
between long end cshort /n/ was nbutralized in front of
& gonsonent, that ;s.ltho forms penndx past participle
of zenna “run’ and pepdr “rimmed’ (derived from the
noun pépd ‘rim’) were homophomous. The most pleausible
rhonetic explenaetion for that is that the long /n/ was
‘shortened in froht of another consonent. In this wey,
instead of a sequence VCCC we heve 8 sequence VOC, which
is the aann 6uzput.from the phonotactic point of view-
eg if we assﬁne that long vowels were shortened in front
of two or more consonsnte,

1.3 Summary. The situestion in the esrly 1l3th century.

%e ican now'tl'y. to summarize whet we can sy ebout
the situstion about 1200 es fer as vowel quelity and
quantity and the prosodic system is concerned. Length
seems to have been distinctive in the vowels. ‘Fro-

sodically’, this meant that there were long and short
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syllebles in the langusge. There was 2lso a possibility
of “overlong’ syllebles. We have not found any evidence
that these overlong syllebles hed sny specisl prosodic
or metricsal status.' It is, then, conceivable that long
vowels in front of two or more consonants were sllo-
phonically short, meking the hypothetical overlong syl-
lables of the same prosodic length as the VCC or ViC
syllables; In sddition to the difference in quantity
between corresponding members of the long and short
vowels, there were probebly differences in quelity. The
non~-low short vowels were lowered, and the non-high long
vowels were slightly diphthongél. It is, then, likely
that the feature called length by the First‘Grsmmarian
was not purely durastional, but wes relsted on the phone-

tic side to quelitative differences es well.

2e From 0ld to Modern Icelandic

-.In the preceding section I tried to form en ides
of the situetion in 0ld Icelsndic sbout 1200, as far as
vowel quentity and quality and the prosodic system is
concerned. The conclusion was more or less that there
was, prosodically, & distinction between long and short
stressed syllsbles, and thet this prosodic difference
was besed on a peradigmatic distinction between long and
short vowels, in that when 2 syllable consisted of a
short vowel plus only one consonant, 1% was prosodicsally

short. A long vowel plus one consonsnt, on the other
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hand, formed & prosodicelly long syllrsble. I a8lso con=-
cluded thot the difference betwesn the long and short
vowels wes phonetically not only one of Jduration, but
there were 2lso some guslitative differences between
the corresponding long and short vowels. As we hsve
secn, & part of the quantity shift was that the o0ld
chort stressed vowels lengthened when followed by one
consonante. (It is unlikely thatv vowels were ever
vhonemicelly short in forms (like b@, oda “live” where
no consonsnt followedy) We thus heve in Modern Ice-
lendle fet [fest?] and fota [£ostPa] with long [e] -
vowels as reflexes of the old short /a/. In this section
we will concern ourcelves with the guestion of how or
when the short vowels lengthened snd how this leng-
thening was reloted to the shortening of long vowels
thet I discussed in the rrevious section. The guestions
with which we will desl c@n be summerized as the follow-
ings
(1) Did the lengthening occur st the seme time
in monosyllebles and in polysyllabics, thet
is, did the root vowel of fat lengthen =t the
same time ss thet of feta?
(2) Waen did the chenge (or changes) take tlace?
A third question which we will have occesion to con-
slder in thils section iss
(3) Vhy esnd how did the chenge(s) tske ploce?
This lest questlion is obviously related to the two first

ones, and we will have to bear it in mind when deeling
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with the guestions of (relative) chronology, but we
will leave our main discussion of it for Section 3 of
this chapters

2.1 The term “quentity shift’

In works on the history of Icelandic phonology
the quantity shift is usually referred to without
comment as if it were one historical chenge which took
place at some (known or unknown) definite point in
time. (Cf. e.g. bOrdlfsson 1929e, Kerlsson 1964, Bene-
diktsson 1959, 19€¢3 and 1968.) The term has been used
to refer to the "diséppeeramce of the quentity corre-
lation in vowels (Benediktsson 1959:500). and the
reduction of the number of sylleble types from four to
two (of the four types of stressed syllebles: VC, ViC,
VOC and ViCC... ; only two remains ViC and VCCe.s)
or from three to one (the overlong and the short syl-
lables were elimineted, end now all stressed syllables
can be said to be long). I have nowhere seen s comment
suggesting thet the quentity shift was e complex of
changes, which should be deslt with separstely. This
of course does not mean thaet everyone believes that it
was a single change; in fact there have been very few |
comments made ebout the nature of the change in detail,

Regardless of whet has been done before, we will
obviously have to concern ourselves with this gquestion,

thet iss Was GChe quentity shift reslly a2 shift that
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took place in one step? Our superficisl survey of the
development in the other Scandinavian langusges and

our brief lock at German and English have shown that
chenges like the components of the quantity shift

don’t necessarily have to ocecur in 2 block. There are
Norweglan dislects which have undergone some components
of the quantity shift but not others - Setesdai has
retained long vowels and diphthongalin front of two or
more consonants, Gudbrandsdsl has had no lengthening-
of short vowels, 2nd the Tinn-dielcct has had lengthening
only in monosyllaebles. This show: thet each component
of the quentity shift can occur without the others
occurring st the seme timegy one could say that each
part is a perfectly ‘legitimate’ sound chenge. 0ld
long vowels'couid shorten in front éf two consonents
without & lengthening of short vowels taking place,

and short vowels could lengfhen in monosyllebles without
8 lengthening in bisyllabics teking plece at the seme
time. The development in Danish shows that it wes

also possible'that short vowels lengthened in bisyl-
labics by an 'open sylleble lengthening’, (for the
term, cf. Grundt 1973 and Lass 1974) without & lengthen-
ing 4in monosyllebles taking plece, (See Weinstock
1975 for a survey of the development of quantity in the
Scandinavian langueges.) We will obviously have to
bear all this in mind when we study the Icelandic
quentity shift.
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In thie connection it is also fruitful to sbstract
e question of more genersl nsture from the sort of
comparative or direct empirioallevidence we mey have
at our disposal and ask, in genersl, how such s change
as the quantity chift could have tsken place and wonder,
from the point of view of some sort of 2 theory of
linpuistic chenge, whet kind of & chenge it is likely
to heve been. We cen for exemple sck, apart from con-
eiderstions of similarity with the development in the
other fcendinevien lengusges and the direct evide:rce
we cen produce, whether it is likely that the loss of
the quentity correlation in vowels #nd the proscdic
change from three lengths of stressed syllesbles to one
lenzth, tock place overnight, so to speakj thet is,
whether everything haprened more or less at the scrme
time., Or ie 4t more 1ikely that & number of chenges
‘conspired’ to give the results mentioned sbove? (cf.
Lass 1974.) It is not e simple thing to answer such &
question, because the answer will depend on whet sort
of e model of linrsulstic change we belleve in, and we
are far from belng sble to say thet we have 2t our dis-
posal = well motiveted and explicit theory of lingulstic
change. If we had = good theory of linguistic chonge,
one way of answering the genersl cuestion posed above
would be to feed the two alternstives, the cne sgsuaming
thet everything heprened st the ssme time- =nd the one
cgsuning thet we are dealinglwith 2 historicsl conspirecy,

into an eveluetion metric which would be incorporated
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into our theory of linguicstic chenge. Given the relevent
deta and the twe alternsative hypothecses, the eveluation
metric should tell us which slternative is “more hieclly
velued” 2nd therefore more likely to be the correct one.
i'yven though we arc not lucky enough to have &t our dis-
rosal en explicit theory of linguistic chenge which can
sutomaticelly tell us which alternative is the better one,
there is notking to prevent us from making our own guesses
zg¢ to which of the 2lternrtive models for the guontity
chift, the ‘overnight alternstive’ or the “conspirscy
slternctive’ ie more likely to pet higher merrks on an
evalustion scsle incorporated into en adequate theory of
linguistic chenge, (or whether they would perheps get the
srme merke, i.e. be equally likely or unlikely, or simply
whether the guestion ishundecidable), -

In considering the problem of forming an edequate
theory of linguistic chenge, and more srecificelly of
forming on eveluation metric for the naturslnesc of
linguistic changes, »t leasst three kindgs of concidera—
tions mucst be brought forth. Firstly, we muct consider
the extralinguictic context in which lengusgce orerptesg'
in connection with sound change, we must, for example,
consider which model for a particular change is most
‘easily relatable to phonetic reelity. In other words,
we chould form our general theory so as to be able to
evealuate the phonetic plausibility of individusl models
of changes. Mnother set of c®nsiderations which may

affect our evaluetion measure sre congiderstions of
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formalism, We may want to choose one model of & parti-
culsr change over others on the grounds thaet the one we
choose is more sim;lé‘to state within the genersl frame-
work we are working in. We mey for exasmple choose one
model on the grounds thet i1t requires fewer rules or
fewer symbols then others. Criteria of this sort zre

of course useless unless we cen be certein that our
formel fremework. is somehow valid end that simplicity
in the description reflects linguistic naturelnes: or
simplicity. This brings us to the third type of criteris
which we must consider when discussing evaluation metrics
for linguistic changese This is the bearing thet what
we know about the gtructure of language will have on the
eveluation metric and consequently on the validity of
different hypotheses sbout particuler changes. Obviously,
our ideas gbout langusge structure will have to be kept
as clear es possible of bias from particular descriptive
models end formslisms, since in synchronic linsuistics
the models are 6nly attempts to describe language struc-
ture; they are merely put forth hypothetically. But if
we can be reaadnably certain thet we have established
-some facts about the synchronic structure of languesge in
general (linguistic universals) or egbout a particular
language at some synchronicelly defined stage, we will
want statements which we meke about languasge change to
be compatible with these fects, and we cen slso hope

thet these facts can help us to maeke discoveries about

linfuistic change. In this way we cen sey that knowledge
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ebout linguistic structure will have Affect on the way
we evaluate hypotheses 2bout lingulstic cheznges In
using this sort of evidence in evaluating hypotheses
sabout languege changes, we must., of course, meke sure
that the tpings we claim to know about the structure of
languege in general, univegsal grammer, if you like, or
the grammars of particular languages, are relevant to
the historicsl changes we sre deiling with. Even though
we mey know qﬁite a few things about linguistic struc-
tﬁre, these things eare not necessarily ones that will
have 2 direct beasring on the historicel problems we are
dealing with, In our case, we mey not be sllowed to
comment on the likely course of events in the queantity
shift on the grounds of what we know about the structure
of Iceleandic before and after the change or on grounds
of what we know ebout linguistic universels, beceuse
these facts we know may not be relevant to fhe problem.

If we now concentrate on the problem facing us,
nemely how the gquantity chift is most 1likely to have
teken place, we have set up a chpice between two models,
the “overnight alternative’ and the Gonspirscy slterne-
tive’?’, We cen start by trying to imagine how we cen
relate the two alternatives to phonetic reality. We
cen, for exémple, ask what rhonetic conditions could
have triggered the change, or changes, depending on
which slternative we;eventually\wilfvbhoose. We have
slready suggested that it is likely thet the shortening
paert of the length rule in Modern Icelandic originslly
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stems from an ellophonic shortening of long vowels in
front of two or more consonants. In phonetic terms, we
can try to mske such & hypothesis plausible in the
following way: We cen assume that a phonetic segment
tends to adept to its surroundings as much es/Bflowed
by its distinctive function and underlying feétures.
And if we sscume thet a stressed vowel snd thé con- |
sonantism folldwing it formed some sort of an articule~
fory unit, perhaps defined by stress (we may like to
cell this unit a phonetic sylleble), it seems, in some
way st least, to mske sense to expect the duration of
the vowel to alternate according to how many consc=-
qpﬁt;l segments followed it, that is, if an underlyingly
i:;;ﬁ;owbl'waa followed by two or more consonants, one
could expect it to be relatively shorter than when
followed by only one consonent, and shorter then pre-
dicted by its underlying features. If we look at the
beginning of the shortening of the long vowels in this
way, we don’t have to assume thet it hed sny connection
with 8 lengthening of vowels in other enviromments. '

- Looking et the lengthening of short stresced vowels
in front of one consonant &nd trying to relate it to
phonetic reslity, we can suggest that when the vowels
bore the stress, they tended to become longer than.
would be directly predicted by thelr underlylng features.
This essumption derives some plausibility from the fact
thet experiments have shown thet there seems to be @

close connection between stress and durastion of vowels



- 204 -

in & grest number of langusges (c¢f. Lehiste 19708125~

142 and references). This lengthening of vowels could
well teke place without the shortening of long vowels

in front of two or more consonzsnts teking place at the
seme time,

There is, then, from the rphonetic point of view,
no necessity to assume that these two phonetic changes
occurred at the seme time, and it seems ss likely sas
not that they czme up at different times.

There is an importent difference between the strength
of the cleims made by our two elternstive hypotheses.
The overnight hypothesis makes a stronger.claim, in thet
it sssumes that the two changes occurred together. The
conspirescy alternative mskes & wesker claime. The only
thing that is sz2id sbout the connection between the two
changes is that the result they produce together seems
to connect them in some ways It is neutrsl with re-
spect to fime, and mekes no cleims as to whether the
'changes took place st differeht tines or at the same
times Our look st the possible phonetic conditions for
the lengthening of short vowels and the shortening of
long ones does not seem to give any support for the
stronger clasim made by the overnight hypothesis. We
can thus say that the conspiracy hypothesis is a better
theory of the relation in time between the lengthening
of short vowels and the shortening of long ones, cince
it does not meke any unjustified essumptions. In the

absence of zny evidence to the contrery, it seems, then,
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that it is best to essume that there was no connection
in time between the lengthening of short yowels and the
shortening of long ones., The daeting of these two changes
is . thereforé purely a metter of investigation using
eny external evidence we may find, Ve are hot, of
course, saying categoricslly thst the two changes did
‘not occuf at the ssme time, but there is no more reasson
for us to expect thet then to expect them to have taeken
place, sey, six decades aparts

To look briefly st the question of evelustion from
the point of view.of formelism, let us stert by notipg
thet we heve as yet no way of telling whet formelism
is the best or the right-;ne for describing thin@BIOf
this sort, and any formsl argument will only be as good
as the formelism it is based ons (Cf. Chen 1976, pp. 211
ff. for clear examples where considerations of formal
simp;iciﬁy lead to either wrong or unsetisfactory con-
clusions in historicsl linguistics.) Ve seem to have
meens of formelizing, st least pertly, both the over-
night and the conspirscy hypothesis about the relation
between lengthening snd shortening of stressed vowels.
The overnight alternative could be formelized as some-
thing similar to a two-sided trensformation (with s
lengthening and 2 shortening pert) like the one set up
in Chapter IIpp8—2 for the synchronic length rule in
Modern Icelandic, snd the conspiracy alternstive could
be formelized simply as a set of rules with their
chronologiwal order either left ummsrked (if we don’t
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know when the changes took place) or marked by the detes

we can put on them using externsl evidence. I won't

set out on what seems to me the hopeless mission of
trying to figure out which elternstive is formally
simpler, if indeed it is possible to evaluate formalisms.
And without being able tb say which alternative is for-
mally simpler, which would presumably be done with the
help of some formal simplicity measure, we are nowhere.
In any case, &8s I have said before, 8 simplicity or
naturaslness measure for & formalism will only have value

as fer as we can show that it fits & certain amount of

well established linguistic date, And the sort of data

we chould be looking for are facts about events like the

quantity shift. So, we will find Jjustification for one

or the other slternative formalism in facts we can
establish about the quantity shift, but not the other
way earound.

It seems, then, that the most sensible thing for
us to do until we find some evidence to the contrary, is
to choose the conspirescy alternative, that is, make no
assumr tions as to the relative chronology of the shorten-

ing of 0ld long vowels and the lengthening of old short

oneses 1t may well be true, as I have suggested, that the

old short vowels hed slready shortened about 1200, but
something else mey slso be the truth. |

Heving considered the relation between the length-
ening of short vowels and the shortening of long ones,

we m&y now turn our attention to the lengthening of short
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vowels by itselfls e heve seen that in related langueges
a lengthening could take place in monosyllables
without & lengthening occurring at the seme time in
polysyllables, and yvice versa., It seems, then, a

priori equally possible that this was the way things
haprened in Icelandic. It is theoretically possible

that the lengthening took place in two steps. Iike the
question of the chronological order of the shortening

of long vowels with respect to the lengthening of short
ones ac a whole, this is of course an empirical question.
It may be interesting, however, to consider whether there
is something in the nature of the lengthening chsange

(or changes) which would make us .expect one order
rather than the other, that is, whether it is likely
that the short vowels lengthened simultaneously in
monosyllables and polysyllabics or whether one length-
ening preceded the other in time. We have élready
imagined what the phonetic conditions for the length-
ening of the vowels cou’ 1 have been, and we mentioned
that it was not unlikely that stress had something to

do with it. We have no evidence as to whether the stress:
pattern of monosyllesbles and polysyllebics was different
in any way in the periods when the lengthening must have
taken places. e ere perhaps ellowed to say that, if
anything, we would expect that the monosyllables had
more stress concentrated on their only sylleble than,

for example, the bisyllsbics had on the first of their
two syllebles. We saw (Chapter III, Section 2) that
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this sort of thing has been proposed as an explanation
of vowel balance end other phenomenz in Norweglian dia-
lectse Ve have absolutely no indication éhat this was
the case in Icelandic, but we can perhaps say that it
would not surprise us, if there were any difference in
time between the two lengthenings, that the lengthening
started earlier in monosyllsbles, If this were the case,
then, the lengthening in Icelendic would be more similer
to what haprened in Norweglian and Swedish than to what
took place in Danish, end in Germen and English, This
would be in conformity with the general fact that Modern
Icelandic, Faroese, Norwegien end Swedish all have de-
veloped the seme prosodic system 2s far as quantity is
concerned.

Although we have more or less excluded formal con-
siderations of rule writing from having any signifi-
cance, we mey mention that it seems, in some sense at
least, to be simpler from thet point of view to ascume
that 211 stresced gyllebles lengthened at the seme time,
This is so because it tekes up less space on paper and
fewer symbols to write down & single rule likes

Vs Ty ] = O
[+ stress]

which describes a lengthening of 211 nonlong stressed
vowels in front of & single consonant, then to write
the two rules:

V3Vt / — 0oF
[+ stress]

[+ Xffazaﬂ' £ o

and
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with different datings. But it is Just as likely as not
that this is one more instance where the formelism makes
an incorrect prediction. \

It remains, then, purely a matter of empiricel
investigetion to find out whether lengthening of vowels
wes 2 single historicel change (whatever that means) or
whether it took place in two steps,'separated by some
time intervel. Both alternatives are conceivable, and
it is difficult to sey which one is “more natursl’ end
should be ‘more highly velued’ in & general theory of
linguistic change, and therefore more to be expected.

242 .ﬁating the changes

In the foregoing, I set forth some ideas about
the sort of internsl arguments that could be used,
in dealing with the quantity shift, its nature and
chronology, that is, I tried to imegine what sort of
assumptions we would meke about it in the absence of
any externsal, philological evidences In particuler I
tried to relate possible hypotheses =zbout the change to
phonetic reality. In this section we will have a look
at the external evidence we can find. PFPrimerily, this .
evidence widl be given by poetry from different tines,
more specifically its metrics. This is Jjust sbout the
only evidence we can uce, since the orthogrephy of
texts, which often csn give information zbout phono-
logical development and can help to date chonges, was

not affected in eny drastic way by the quantity shift,
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since there wes no change in the rhonemic inventory in
the sensé that phonemes merged or split, and the seme
grephemic system could be used before and after the
change$y only the phonetic velue of the symbols was
changed.s)

We have seen that, judging from the situetion in
the Norwegian and Swedish dislects which still have
not completed the quantity shift, the short vowels seem
to have lengthened earlier in monosyllabies then in
polysyllabics in continental Scandinavian., Ve saw for
example that in some northern Swedish dieslects the word
corresponding to Standard Swedish ygv *cloth’ hes =
long vowel in the monosyllebic nominetive singuler but
a short vowel in the bisyllabic plursl (Chepter III,
Section 3.,) We 8elso sew thet a similar situstion pre-
veiled in the Tinn dislect of Norwegisn. On the other
hand, we saw thet in Dar’sh the short vowels only leng-
thened in polysyllebics, old short monosyllebles still
being short in Danish. There is, then, 2n interesting
difference between the way Danish and the continental
Scandinavian 1anguégea lengthened short vowels. Denish
behaves more like the West-Germenic langusges, English
end German, and we heVe hinted at the possibiiity thet
Germen influence could eccount for the ‘unscendinavi-
annecs’ of Danish in this respect.

In the light of what we know gbout the other
Scandinevian langusges, it will now be interesting to

see whether we c¢sn discover how the Icelondic cshort-
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vowel lencthening proceeded, thet is whether it proceeded
in the continentzl Scandinavien way or in the Danish and
West=-Germanic way; or whether Icelandic took tﬁe third
clternctive, nemely lengthened a2ll short stressed vowels
at more or less the seme time.

It will be clear from whet we have slready said
ebout the shortening of long vowels thet it is moet
natural to assume that it did not teke place et the same
time as the lengthening of short ones. Even though we
don’t heve any proof, we have suggested thet the short-
ening took place earlier than the lengthening, perhaps
as early as 1200, We will leave the question of short-
ening and concentrste on the nature snd dating of the
lengthening of short vowels.

2e2¢1 The evidence of metrics

2.2.1.1 Drottkvett

We have 2lready seen that the Skaldic metres, in
paerticular drottkvett, seem to have hed a rhythm which,
in pert at least, could be defined in terms of rulés
for alternationé of long and short syllables. The
metrics of drottkvett could then help us to confirm
thet around 1200, there was a prosodic difference between
long and short syllables, the short syllsbles consisting
of an old short vowel followed by no more than one con-
sonante Of equal importance to us now is the fect that

as soon as there was & change in the prosodic structure
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of the language, this was liable to show some signs in
the poetry. For lnstence, if old short syllables
lengthened, they should become able to teke on the
function previously only held by old long syllables.
We saw for instance that in the drottkveott-metre the -
last but one syllsble of each line always had to be
longe This is a virtually exceptionless rule in the
oldest poetry. The last foot of the line is slways a
long-stemmed .isyllabic word, i.e. forms like ganni,
hestum, gsir, nottu etc.j short-stemmed words like tals,
bers, kons, etc. could nmot stend in this position.
Consequently, if we find, at some later time, exceptions
to this rule, so thet for example tala can occur as the
last foot of & line, this must either mean that there
has been a change in the rules of the metre or that the
first sylleble of fals has become long so that it can
carry the lest ictus of the line. |
Quentity played a further role in the drdttkvett-
metre, 2 we have seen, in that there was at least a
tendency to keep the number of morse (c¢f. above, p. 177)
in each line constent, granted that two short syllebles
could have the seme value as one long one (two morae).
A very comron type of dréﬁtkvatg-line is ore that has s
regular slternation between long stressed and short and/

or unstrecsed syllebles, like this:

undresk leia landa (bormooi Kolbrinerskald,
ausavisa. Cf, Jonsson
1912-15, A138288.)
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Using the moraic measure, we can scan this line as
having © mor=., It can @lso be anslysed as consicsting
of three feet, each being a trochee. It is perhaps
worth noting thet if we assume thet the rhythm was
based on length alternstions, it can be represented in

nusical notation, essuming that the rhythm is a 3/4
rhythms

I&gdrgikléélgslfgnigl
The number of t.is type of drdttkvett lines is endless.
I will cite here only 8 fews

o111 Olefr fe11l (Erfidrépe Olefs helpe 1.3)

—
mildings mals, en guldu (ibid. 2.7)

—— W e—

Reud I rekks blo6i (ibid. 14.1)

T Nl —

meinalaust 1 minu (ibid. 25¢3)

ngda valdr of faldinn (H_kgn_zflgkkur 2.2)

— ) e—

rixr gaf hlenna hneykir (1bids 5.1)
Heim kom hi!mir Rauma (ibid. 9.5)

(For reference to the texts see below pp.215-16)
Another very common type of drottkvett line is the
followings:

D ST _

alvaldr skipum haldit (H8konarflokkur 1.2)

In this line, incstead of having 8 reguler slternntion
 between long and short syllables we have two long syl-
lables in a row followed by two short ones, one after
the other. This can also be represented in the fol-
lowing wev'

l“lva T sﬁipﬁg,ﬂglditl
If we count the mor:» of this line, we sec that we still
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have 9, only now they rre distributed differentl  over
the words in the line. Further e.amples of this tyre of
scancion rres _ ’

tfllaust vidu béle . (Erfidrére Hlafs helee 142)

edkn stridsfyrun ride (ibid.l.:)

Qthleurun grem keupeet (ibide 4.42)

henn syL£oi évﬁ pyEoir (dbides 5.4

reud brinan hiQr tinum (ibid. 14.8)

ﬁuﬁmi;d: seker gildi (HBkonorflokkur 2.4)

Uprlond farit brondum (ibid. 3.¢)

vikelds ginfir rikum (ibid. 9.2)

A third type of line, which is elso very comwon,

we sow in the Oth stenze of ‘norri’s HAttsotol:

hEﬁfE% egg d:ég ssgg£§ etc. (Cf. p.Jd77 )
Here, inctecd of the line storting with 2 long 53113blc,
it steorte with two short cnes, but the number of mors
is still the csme. Further exsmples eret

snarir fundust ber bronde (Erfidrfra flefs helps 1l.3

Jofur magnar gud fegre (ibid. 25.2)

sumir skundubu unden (HAkomnsrflokiur 2.8)

~hvatir fundu pet sketner (ibid. 9.¢)

If it ie o fact thet drottkvett linec follow thi:s rule
about thé overell length of the line, countc. 1. m0Im,
it mekes them good evidence concerning the prosodie
structure of the langusge. Just oc we noted thnt if we
were to find forms like tgle regulerly functioning ac the
lect feot of 8 line we would cacpect thet 2 chrnye had

token place either in the rules of the metre or in th
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underlying lenguege, we would suspect tiat e line with

too few more according to our principle was composed

ofter the lengthening of o0ld short syllsbles hed tsken

place.

For exemple & line likes

hvatir fundu skatnar

which is exactly like the next line sbove except that

one short monosyllsble is removed so that the line only

hes eight mora 2ccording to
arousc our suspicion, since
first sylleble of hvetir 1s

In search for evidence
short vowels we will, then,

poetry from different times

the old principle, would

it does not fit unless the
taken 25 long.

of the lengthening of old
have 2 look et drotikvott-

in order to see whether we

can find any signs of changes in the pattern we saw
above.

To do this I have invecstigeted the following nmete-

riél:
1. Glymdrépa by Porbjérn hornklofi from about 900
(Jénsson 1912-1915 AI:22-24). (€4 lines.)
2. Lauszvisur (occasionsl stenzas) composed in the

drﬁttkg@tt-metre and ascribed to Egill rkalla-
in Egils saga (JOnsson 1912-1915 /I
These allegedly date from the 10th

grimsson
48-59) .
century,

has been

but the authenticity of csome of then
guestioned. (340 lines.)

3, Irfidrépa 0lafs helge by “igvatr 1ordarson,

from sbout 1040 (Jonsson 1912-1915 1I:257-2¢5),
(206 liDBSo)
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&, Ei?gpﬁrflok.gg by ‘turle 35:aarron, rrobably

conpoeed in the yeers 1263-12(4 (J8neron 1912-
1915 ATIT:124-127). (5S4 lines).
c, I&trsdrfps, on anonymous poem fron the 14th
century (Jonsson 1912-1915 'IIs 500—~508)
(424 lines). |
‘e Gubaund-rdripa by Finer Gilsscn from the l4th
century (J8ngson AIT8397=-404)s (320 lines).
This mskes 8 tobtnl of 1438 lines.
As we have geid before, we will be locking for
lines where cyllisbles thet are short according to the
principle outlined in rection 0O¢l seem to funetion
metrically ac if they were longe Obviously, we can’t
tn;; every breesch of the o0ld rules &s evidence of changes
we will have to 2llow for a certain amount of inaccu-~
racy in the uce of the metres, It is difficult to judge
how m.ch devistion to allow for, singce different poets
#ill have differad in ability end metioulousngsu, and
the srme poet may have bean more careless on £ome 0C-
¢casions then otherss In crder to get sonme ides cboutb
how much devietion to sllow for before drawing cgnclusibns
about linguistic or metricel chances, the fir:t
three items on the list sbove were chosen from times when
we heve elready essumed that the lengthening of shw;t-éyl—

lebles had not teken pl8c.e In eveluating the evidence
of the metrics we must of cource 21so keep in mind thet

a8 chonge we detect in the correspondence between linguls-

tic forme end metrical function csn elther be cauced
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by & chenge in the 1anguaée or a change in the metricsal
rules. In ﬁhe case of the Q;éttgggtt-metre, however,
it seems rather unlikely that the metrical‘rules could
be changed so as to allow short syllables to take the
function previously held by long syllables only, be@ause
it seems that alternation between long and short syl-
lables was one of the besic festures of the metres, and
a change in the rules of drdttkvett giving short syl-
lables the same value as long ones would seem to amount
to nothing less than abandoning the basic principle on
which the rhythm was based and creating & more or less
new metre based on new rhythmic rules. ;

Let us start by lookin~ at the older poetry. In
the three first items on the 1list, I found altogether
2¢ lines where the number of morse counted in the way we
described above is too low and where & historicelly
short syllable would have to be teken as long in order
to meke the line conform to the pattern we have described
aboves The total number of lines considered was ¢l0,
so that the percentage of lines potentially indiceting a
lengthening of short-syilablea is 4,3, In my investi-
gation of Fékonerflokkur by Sturla rdrdesrson from shortly
after the middle of the 1l3th century I found no lines
which could be interpreted as showing signs of a lengthen-
ing of old short syllebles. ‘lhe totel number of lines
was 84,

In the l4th century poetry the .esults were the
following: The tote#l number of lines considered was
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744, Of these 744 lines, 21 had too few morz, accordiﬁg
to our system, and could therefore conceivasbly be taken
to indicate that a lengthening had taken place. The

percentage is 2.8, lower than for the poetry from the
10th and 11th centuries.

Evén though these statistics seem unequivocally to
indicete that no change had tsken place in the time
that passed from the 11th to the 1l4th century and need
perhaps no further comment, I would like to point out one
interesting fact. This is, that almost all the deviant
examples from both before and after 1200 involve monosyl-
lebic words. That is, by assuming length for old short
monosyllables, the right number of more comes out. Typi-

cal examples ares

ek bar sau6 af nsudum (Lﬁn&ﬂ!iﬂiﬁgy Bgill
fkallagrimsson:33.8)

where the short stem ek “I° would seem to have to be

taken as long to get a regular g b -
scension, and:

barsisk vel s&”s verdsi (Egill 8.3)
where yel ‘wcll® will have to be teken as long. (It is
ossumed that the form g8 s (contracted from g2 gg) is
metrically unstressed and therefore cannot carry an
ictus.)7) This might perhaps lead one to suggest that the
monosyllables had undergone a lengthening already in the
10th century (if the poetry is authentic). But if we look

closer at the data, this becomes less plsasusible. In the
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exappies from the oldest poetry (Glymdréps, Egill' s~

- Loysevisur snd sigvatr’s Epfidrépe) these short syl-
1lables sre slways followed by words beginning in con-
sonanfs. and it hes been suggested (of. Graigie 19001

| 370) thet such shors monosyllables could carry a full

lctus if they were followed by oomomts. In the cases

: above. the sequences gk bgar snd n]._nu gould perheps

‘hove been used to form regulsr feet by takirg them ns

ona compound. so to spesk, using the initisl consoncnt

of the following word to take the plnrce of a cecond con-

sohnnt following the stressed vowel,

In the younger poetry, Guémumdepdrfpa sand I&trg-
drbpa, the situstion is not exsetly the same, since out
- of the 21 exemples spperently involving short syllobles
carrying s full metricel ictus, only 14 arélof the seme

sort es the examples cited from Egill’s poefry, two in-
.?volvé bisgyllaebics, =nd flve involve monosyllabics fol-
lowed by vowelss ‘‘he exemples involving ﬁonosyllablea
'_ follovwed by vowels ere all from I&tredrépe. They eres
£edir gat gon &n 5861 (2.3)
bridst ok bar imn 18stu (4.3)
sloum yip ok tinir (2¢.€)
reletr of kir ok Kristlnm.(ﬁ#.ﬁj
kemr (Qz'kemur) { gted =t stydie (48.4)
It ceems that in these lines the underlined words would
have to be trken as long in order to get = :efulsr

seoneion,
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The two lines .here short sylisbles in bisyllebic
words epperently function metricelly ss long are eleo
from Iﬁ;;gﬁgégg:

Ott til grefer drdttins (45.8)

sonr gledi var sveinum (19.7)
In the firet line, the word grefap would ceemn Lo hove to
be teken to have 2 long syllstle if the line were to get a
regulor scension, and in the second line, el ther the first
word, gonr will heve to be tsken a&c bisyllebic: gonur
(sssuming thet the epenthetic vowel which developed betieen
a finel z snd & consonant had 2lresdy sppeered) and with a
long first sylleble or gledi will have to be teaken as
heving e long first sylleble.

In general, it seems that the exasmrles we have found
where the rules that we heve assumed determined the metri-
e¢2l function of long end short stressed syllables are.broken
are too few for us to He able to ascign any significance
tc theme It m2y be tempting to suggest that the fect that
short monosyllables seem to bresk the ruleslfive times and
short bisyllebics seem Go break the rules twice 1 letre~
drfpe indicates thot there is 2 change under way “nd per-
heps thet the monosyllebles tended to lehgthe: ¢ rlier,
but, .e would want to get clearer stalistical cvi'ence
before drawing any such conclusions, and we mact remember
thot there were no exemples to be found in Cudmyndsrdraps
where the old rules seemed to be broken (granted that a

short monogyllnrble was sllowed to carry the ictus when
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followed by 2 word beginning with & consonant), and the
vacst majority of occurrences of 0ld short syllsbles con-

form to the 0ld rules.

2.2¢1¢2 Rimur

“ince very little skaldic poetry exists from after
the period to which Gudmunderdrépa and Fétrsdrapa belong
(roughly the 14th century) we will have to look for other
sources of evidence after this time. We have just seen
that the 14th century skaldic poetry we have looked at
does not show clear signs of a change having taken place
in the prbsodio system of the underlying lenguage, so
any évidence as to when the lengthening took plece is
still to come,

Forfﬁnately'for us, another genré of poetry, which
arose (probably ) in the 14th century, ¢2n be used as
evidence sbout the prosg§§ of the language. This poetry
wes the rimur ‘rhymes’, & type of literature which was
to flourish in Icelsnd all the way down to the present
century. The rimur are usually considered to be df
mixed origin (}Orolfsson 1934:35-51 and Craigie 1952,
I:XII-XVIII). The metres, which are quite varied, derive
many of their peculiarities, such ac alternstive end-
rhyme and the number of lines to each verse (most normally
four), from foreign folk ballads, but other features,
such as the use of elliterastion, are of native Icelandic
origin. Furthermore, the poetic language is a direct

inheritance from the skaldic poetry. The most common
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and basic, and probably the oldest of the rimur-metres
is the ferskeytt (meening etymologicelly “four cornered”)
-metre. A typicel exeample is the first stenza of (lafs
rime Hersldssoner, which is emong the oldest specimens
of this genre, dated sbout 1350-1370: -

8lafr kdngur srr ok frisr

atti Noregi at rada S |

gramr var ei vid bragna blisr

borinn til sigrs ok néda (For reference, see
As can be seen, the @lliteration follows the same A7
principles @8 in the drdttkvett-metre. There are two
- gtudler in the first liﬁe of every pair, and one hiful-
gtafr in the beginniﬁg of tbhs second lines ﬁggggzggg/ :
ég;;.and bragna/blisr/borinn. The mein innovation, com-
pered to drdttkvett and other older Icelsndic poetry, is
the number of lines and the nature of the rhyme, slter-
native end-rhyme. ' ; T
| “What we are'pafticularly interested in about this
metre is its rhythmic structure. A look at the stanza
cited sbove will give us some idea sbout the rhythm of
the ferskeyfk-metre. In the first line we see that there
is & reguiar alternation between long stressed syllables
and short (metrically) unstressed ones. We can scan
this line on the same principles as we used for the

drottkvett lines:

~/ » -t % A
b1afr kongur drr ok frisr

This line looks very much like & drdo*ikvett-line except
that one (in this case long) sylleable has been added at
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the end, The second line, however, is of the seme length
es 8 Qggggxxg_g lins, counted in more:
atti Nbregi at rada
(e assﬁme that there is s liasison between lNoregi and
8t.) The third line scans exactly like the first ones
et Ll T ey

gramr ver el vid bragna blibr

and the lest line scans like thiss

borinn 511 sigrs ok EKE;

.It is wortl. noting that in the stanze quoted above,
two short syllailes can equsl one long one. If we, for
example, analyze the odd-numbered lines into three feet,
each with three mor=z, we see that these three mora can
either be ¢overed by one long stresced syllable followed
by @ short ome, giving a trochee &s in 84tl or by three
short end/or unstressed ones, like borinr til. What is
most important for us is that in {lefs ri{ms and the other
zinur from the oldest period, it seems to be 2 rule thst
if for example 2 line starts with a bisyllabic word with
a short first syllable according to the old rules, a
third syllable follows before the start of the next foot.
This means that a short blsyllebic word like teka could
not form a trochee, and a third syllable had to be added.
Thie is why in lines like the following:

g N
Hildings teka b2 helgen dom (Olafs rime <2.1)

we get an unstresced ha ‘then” after taks in order to
form & full foot. The form taks 2lone is not sufficient,
as are g end helgen. The temporal adverb is not
strictly necessary for the meaning of the Senteuce, and



if 4aka could have formed e regulor trochee, the poet
could (if the metricel rules had sllowed it) hove had
the line as followss

Hildings taka helgen dom
which is a perfectly normel line after the firct syllable
of tske has been lengthened.

" Ubviously, lines like ;ahe one we Just constructed
are the sort of things we will be locking for sg evidence
thot the lengthening of 0ld short syllsbles had token
rlace., If we, for exasmple,find 2 poem where it seems to
be reguler thet forms like pera or z sequence like bar
ek function as trochees, thet is, without a third sylleble
£777 ~wing within the ceme foot, we will be tempted o
essume thet 2 lengthening of short stressed syllables
had token place when that poem was compocede To look.
for evidence of this sort I have studied the following
21&32— material from tue 1l4th to the 1(th century:

1. Qflefs rime Hersldssomer by Finer Gilscon (the
author of L0d é'a, cf., 2bove) from sbout
1350-1370, (Rimnogefn I31-9)., (2¢0 lines.)

2o Sk8ld-Helga. rimyr, from sbout 1400 (:imnssafn
I3105«1(5)e ‘he first 40 stenzre were investi~
goted, giving 3 total of 1¢ 0 lines, .

3¢ ki{serima, from sbout 1400-1450 (z{mnrcofn It
10-42)e 100 stznzss Were investignrted, giving
400 lines.

4, Erdks-Refs rimur, from the lotter holf of the
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15th century, (Fublished in Kroka-Refs soga of
Krdka-Refs rimur, 1883.) The first 102 stanzas
wére investigated, the total number of lines
being 408,

5. afs r ald s composed after Raud-
2lfs béttur, from ebout 1550 (Rimnssefn 1:215-
221). (Referred to below as {lafs ri{mur B.)
All the 12¢ existing ferskeytt lines were in-
vestigated. '

€e Eggﬁgﬁ_gimyg, by Magnus Jonsson prﬁéi, composed

in the yeasrs 1564-1566 (fonbus rimur, 1961).
€696 lines were investigated.

Before we look at the evidence given by these dafa,
we will mske a few further remarks about the rhythm of
the zimur.

It seems that the rhythmical rules of the ferskeytt-
metre were not as strictly based on length as the rules
of the drottkvmtt-metre seem to have been. It is quite
common in ferskeytt for a stressed long sylleble forming
an ictus to be followed by two (or even more) unstressed
syllables, =o that instead of trochees we get dactyls.
Examples of this are:

—— N S —';—\_/ g
Fimm hefir kongur kristnat 16nd af -
sona .

ands

- b T

grams fyrir merkit venz (Ibid. 38.2)
In both these lines, the first syllaeble is long, and

consequently, only one syllable has to follow it inerder
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to form a full footj but in both caeses two short syllables
follow. <cince this sort of thing is quite common, it
‘must mean that, unliké in the drottkvett-metre, the

nunber of more in each line was not fixed. This is e
quite important difference from the metrical point of
view, Our hypothesis concerning the drottkvett-metre

was that 1fs rhythm was mainly based on length variation,
_VWe could get long and short syllables-distributed over

the line in remsrkably meny waysj we could get lines likes

i e T el
i B b L 1y it

etc.
In this type of rhythm, as we have seen, it is perhaps
not appropriaste to speak in terms of feet, but rather
in terms of bars, a8s in music. Two bars can be linked
together, one final note in the first bar belng tied
over the bar-line to a note in the second bar., The two

latter types of lines c¢an be represented as

|d qu,JiJ chl 3 | ana | J .JIQLL) d JI o el I

respectively. In the rhythm of rimur, on the other hand,
stress seems to have playéd a more important role. The
fact that two metricelly unstressed (usuelly short) syl-
lables could quite regularly follow the stressed long

one without disrupting the rhythm shows thet it was not
crucially based on the number of syllables or the length

of the line measured in morz, but rather that the basic,
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or most central unit in the ferskeytt-metre was probably
the foot vith its ictus (Hebung) (which could be formed
by one long stressed syllable or two short ones) and its
drop (Senkung) which could be one or two (or perhaps
even more) unstressed syllebles. The fact that the fexr-
gkgizzrmetre seems to have been basically different from
the drottkvett-metre does not perhaps matter a great deal
to usy but it is worth keeping in mind when we consider
and evaluete the evidence of the ferskeytt-metre, that
only a relatively minor change was needed in the rules

to allow short stressed syllables to funetion &s full
ictuses. All thet had to be done was to remove from the
metrical rules a restricticn forbidding & short stressed
syllsble to carry the ictus by itself. A change allowing
for the ssme thing in drottkvett would have been much
more drastic, since 1t seems that the whole rhythmic
structure of the metre was based on length alternations.
It seemg,thefefore, thet when & change is detected in the
relation:betwecn metre and language'aé far as prosoﬁic
length is concerned, such a change in ferskeytt has a
grester chance of being caused by_é change in the metri-
cal rules than a similar chenge in drottkvett.

If we turn to the data we looked at, it seems clear
that the ssme rule concerning the metrical value of short
monosyllables is valid as in drottkvetts a short monosyl-
lable could carry the iotus if it wes followed by a word
beginning in a consonente. Exampler of this sbound in
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the oldest, as well as in the younger rimur. This means
thet lines 1like the following:

— ) —

a5 binn leidur lymsku drengr (Krdke-Refs rimur T,68.3)
" pat ver mest af pryoi (Qlefs rims Hepeldssonsr 31.2)

innan hol sem kista (gkiserime 14.2)
must be ignored as evidence concerning the lengthening

of short syllables and were probably quite regular before
the quantity shift.

What we will be looking for, then, are examples where
either sequesces like VC##VC, or VolvC, function as whole
feet. Assuming that the metre was unchanged, such examples
can be teken as signs that the originelly short syllables
had lengthened. ‘e will be interested to know when the
short syllables lengbthened and whether they lengthened at
different times in monosyllables and polysyllabics.

In Q;afg rina Haraldgsonar only one example was found
where it is possible that a short syllable would have to
be. teken as carrying an ictus in order to get 2 regular
scansions

bér innit framer hoti (32.2)

Here, it would seem most natural to assume that the pro-
noun Lér is en unstressed upbeat, which is quite common
in zipur, end if this is so, the three remesining bisyl-
labics will each have to form a foot by itself, including
framspr which has a short first syllable. Thc reason why
Lér, which has a historically long syllsble and could

therefore cerry an ictus if stressed, is probably to be
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teken as an upbeat and ignored in the scansion of the

rest of the line, is thet ipnit carries the alliterstive
hofubstafr, which matches two word-initisl vowels in the
preceding line, 2nd it seems to be a rule that such
hofudstafir cen only be preceded by unstressed upbeetss

It seems, then, thet framar bresks the rule that an ictus
cen only be carried by a long stressed syllable or jointly
by two short ones. One example in 2¢0 lines, however,
seems far to little to be of any significance.

In the 1¢€0 lines from gkélg;ﬂglgg_zimng (from about -
1400), no examples were found where it is certain thet
the 0ld rules were broken.

In the next item on the lisf, the first 400 lines of
Skisarima, from the first half of the fifteenth century,
seven exceptions to the o0ld rules were found. Three of
these involve old short monosyllables appeering in front
of words beginning in vowels:

ped er hvorkl skrum né skjsl (7.3)
Ofrligt er umdrleik pinn (26.3)
henn Leifi xxgg-si iigéiéng_ (37.3)
In thece thre= 1ines,.ﬁhe words ha8, er, end kvad, re-

spectively will have to be teken as carrying the ictus in
order for a netural scansion to be obtained. <The other

four examples involve bisyllebicsl

U—-—.— —_— —

ir méte stor og nikil er (13.3)
fsunge 539;_ d%nr ! fré (8l.3)

TN

eru mergiv meiri en pu (953,

v o— e ——— | s

f fs1ondl eru mergir menn (9C.1)
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Here, the first syllobles of the words pikil, gynir, and
ery (twice) will have to carpyy the ictus if a natural
scansion is to be obtained. Out of 400 lines this does
not seem to be impressive statistics, and undoubtedly
these examples will heve to be dismisced as not signi-
ficant, _

To test this, we may like to look at the dats from
a2 slightly different angle. In a special survey of the
first 1€0 lines of gkiserima, I counted the oversll
occurrence of o0ld short first syllsbles of polysyllabics
in metrically stressed position, that is, within the ictuss
“hort first syllebles of polysyllebics occurred 25 times
in this position, and in 24 of these instances the short-
ness of the first stressed syll-ble was compensated
for by the presence of an extra sylleble in the s~me
foot, thet is, e bisyllabic like teka wes followed by
an unstrecsed word like bad in order to fill the foots
Only once in these 25 instances was there no such com-
pensatory syilable.

For the monosyllables, the comparable figures were
not quite s convincing, and I took & bigger sample of
400 lines. In these 400 lines I found 59 instences of
short monosyll~bles occurring under metrical stress in
the middle of lines (we will later come to the behavior
of.old short monosyllsbles at the end of lines). Threé
of these occuriences are the ones mentioned 2bove where
a word beginning in & vowel follows, and the rules we

have set up seem to be broken. ILocked &t in this way
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they seem to be hermless for our model. But a2 closer
look at the data arouses suspicion. 'e note that in
41 instences short monosyllables sre followed by =2
word beginning with a consonant and only followed by
one syllsble before the beginning of the next foot, as
in the line cited =bovet

innen hol sem kista (1l4.2)
/hen these 41 instances and the three we have rlrecsdy
labelled #s brezking the rules sre added together, we
see that 44 times out of 59 the shortness of a2 mono-
syllable is not compénsated for by the precence of a
third sylleble within the seme foot, 2nd only 15 times
do short monosyllables occur &s the first syllables of
trisyllabic icfuses, If we were to say that the in-
stances where monosyllables carry an ictus when fol-
lowed by & word beginning in 2 consonant are to be taken
as breaches oI’ metric ruies, we would come up with a
situation where old short monosyllables break the old
rules in 44 instences out of 59, In thet case, one
might wonder whether the old monosyllables hacd alresdy
become long &nd the instances where they occur in tri-
syllzbic feet are of the seme sort as ins

N = s w/ —
fimm hefir kongur kristnad 1ond (

ofe rima Hapr-
gldsconar 4,1

where a long stresced syllable is followed by two short
syllables within the same foot. To this hypothecis one
must firet meke the (relatively weak) obiection th-t

rlrendy in the oldest drottkvett-poetry it is quite
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comuon for short monosyllables to function =g if they
were lonz, when followed by & word beginning in 2 con=-
sonant, wheress 1t seems to be an exception if they do
s0 when followed by a word which begins in & vowel.
This would be difficult to explain if this hypothesis
were correcty it seems that et the earlier steges there
wac some rule which &llowed short monosyllables to carry
the ictus when followed by & word beginning with 2 con-
sonent © and it seems unlikely that this derived from
the fact that short monosyllsbles were longer when pre-
ceding a word beginning in a consonant. The discrimi-
nation against old short monosyllables when followed

by words beginning with vowvels seems to indicate that
they were linguistically different from long ones.
Another way of trying to see whether this hypothesis is
likely to be true is to compere the function of o0ld
short monosyllab’ es in gkﬂdarima to their function in
some other poem which dates from a later time, when we
have reason to believe that a chaﬁge had teke rlace in
the metricsl function of old short stressed sylln-bles.
Iontusrimur (see below) are considered by Bjdrn X.lor-
olfsson (1934:292-293) to be composed after the quantity
shift took place, and we will consider & semple of 140
lines from this poem. The comparsble facts of jontus-
zimur show e different stetistical pattern. In the
140 lines exrmined for this purpose, old short mono-
syllebles occurred 21 timec metric-lly stres:ed in the

midile of lines. In 20 instances their shortness was
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not compensated for by the presence of a third short
sylleble and would therefore have ﬁo be taken as carry-
ing the ictus by themselves. The ratio for }ontgsriggg
is, then 20/1, wheress the comparsble ratio for gkigsa-
rime is 44/15. cimilerly, in.Fontusrimur, the number
.of_timos én 0ld short syllable cerrying en ictus was
folldwed by a consonant was 8, whereas it was 12 times
followed by & word beginning with & vowel. The compara-
ble ratio for gkiserims is 41 times followed by & word
beginning with & consonant and 3 times followed by a
word beginning in a vowel. The difference between

41/3 and 8/12 is so substantisl that it seems reasona-
ble fo agssume that a change had teken place in the inter-
val that passed between the time when Skidarime was com-
posed (in the first half of the 15th century) and the
time when'ggggggximn; were composed (around the middle
of the 16th century). Since, in gkidarfms, ean old short
monogyllable, seemingly carrying the ictus, was followed
only three times ﬁy a word beginning with a vowel, it
seems that there was a restriction ageinst it which
later was relaxed.

In Kroke- s Which are considered to be
from the latter half of the 15th century, two exsmples
were found where an 0ld short monosyllable seemed to
carry the ictus when foliowed by a word beginning with
a vowel, and four examples, where an old short first
syllable of @ polysyllebic seemed to fill an ictus,

showed up. The toval number of lines examined was 408,
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»nd when this is compared to the three monosyllebles
and four bicyllebics that ceemed to break the rules in
the 400 1linec of kfder{ma, we will reve to =ccume
that no change had teoken plsce.

When we turn to the next item on the list, flafs
zinyz B, which sre considered to be from sbout 1550,
we ceem Yo detect some chenge. Only 12¢ ferckeytt-
lines sre precerved from those ;igg;. They were nll
investigeted with the results thet four exsmyle: were
found of 0ld short monosyllgbles seemingly car:&ing an

ictus hen followed by words beginning with vowels, &nd

. 12 examrlesg vere found where & first short cyllrble in a

rolysyllabic- hed to sssume the status of s full ictus
before & ne_ursl scension could be obtained. Then we
concider thet the number of lines is only 12¢, eapproxi-
metely one third of the meterial from ngdrr{mn and
krdka-Refe rimur, this seems to indicete » chongey we
will heve to multiﬁly the figures from {Jlofc rinur B by

three to compare them with those of gkiger{mn ond Krdke-
iefs r{mgg, making the figure for monosyllebles 12, &nd
the ficure for polysyllabics 3¢, The compsresble figures
for :x{gsrime snd groke-Refs r were 3 end 4, end 2
and 4 resrectively. These fipures indic-, ., . hough
perheps not conclusively beceuse of the poverty of the
detna, thet 2 change was teking place or hsd 2lrendy
taken ylace about 1550,

It wili have been noticed that the nymber of

exceptions te the old rulec involving polyeylloblics is
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considerably higher than thé number of exceptions in-
volviﬁg monosyllables. This might lead someone to sug-
gest that a lengthening had hit polysyllabics earlier
and more regulerly then monosyllebles. But it is
doubtful that any such conclusions can be drawn from
these data, since, in genersl, the incidence of poly-
syllabiec words is greaters (In a rendomly chosen prose
text of 25j1in93, I counted 146 polyéyllabic words, but
only 91 ﬁonosjllabic ones, and in 14 stanzes from Qlefe
zi{me Harsldesonsr, I counted 145 polysyllsbic words
egeinst 111 monosyllsbles. In both cases, unstfessed
- words 1ike preposilbions and conjunctions, whicﬁ sre
mostly nonosyllablea, were included.) These figures,
. then, don’t allow us to @ssume that there was any time’
interval betweeq the changos offthe netrical function
of 0ld short syllébléé, aocording to whether they oc-
curred 1n mono- or polysyllables.- :

” We have already had a look.at the evidence of
_Innﬁuﬁzlnng} In our mein sampla of 696 lines (the lst
and 11th rimes) 22 exemples were found of old short mono-
syllsbles carrying an ictus, and 41 of historically
short first syllables of.polysyllabica. Although these
figures are perhaps mnot as striking as those we have
already seen from ﬁnggg_gimgg_ﬁ, they undoubtedly show
that the 0ld rules no longer prevailed. If we look
first at the polysyllabics, we see that in €96 lines we
get 41 examples of short syllables functioning as long.

That means that there is one breach of the o0ld rules in
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approximately 17 lines (412:696€)3 in Qlafs rigg; B there
is one breach of the old rules per approximately 10

lines (12:12¢). Both of these figures show & signifi-
cantly higher incidence of breaches of the old rules

than the figures for gkigerime and Krdka-Refs rimur,
where there 1s one bresch for spproximately every 100
linaé (48400 and 43408 respectively). It seems, then,
relatively safe to assume that the old short polysyllabics
had/3ifferent function in f1lafs rimur B end Iontusrimur .
from that in the 15th century poems, £kisarims and Kroka- -
Refs rimur. The samercan be said sbout 0ld short mono=-
syllables.' Here we have, in zontggrimgg, one breach for

. approximately every 31 lines (22:€96€), and @ similar

ratio shows up in §lafs rimur B (4:12€), but in gkisa-
rime there is one breach for approximately 133 lines
(31400), and one for approximately 200 lines in Krdke-

Refs rimur (2:408).

2¢2ele3 The lacst feet of untruncated lines

From our 1nvestigat16n of the evidence of rimur-
metries so far, it seems clear that around the middle
of the loth century there occurred a change in the
metrical function of old short syllables, so that the
~restrictions against their occurrence in place of a
monosyllabic ictus in & trochee were relsxed. Forms
like tala, vera, bar ek, etc. are now allowed to form a
full fooé, something they could not do before. This was
investigeted earlier by 1ordlfsson (1934:291-294 and 1929a)
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with similar results. :06rdlfsson took this as evidence
thet the old short csyllables lengthened 2rounc the middle
of the lcth century (at least in the dislects represented
by the poems in cuestion), in other words that the chsnge
wag @& linguistic ohe, although one cannot of cource ex-
clude the possibility that what took place was simply a
chenge in the rules of the metre. We have slresdy men-
tioned that e rélatively small change was needed in the
metrical rules for zimur to sllow for this change. The
old condition for a syllable to be able to carry the
ictus by itself was that it wes stresced and not short.
(There were even exceptions to the length condition, in
that a short monosyllaeble could carry the ictus if fol-
lowed by a word beginning with & consonant.) 7211 that
had to be done to allow for the change that we have
detected was for the condition concerning length to be
removed. If this was the csase, there?is no need to
assume that the change that took place about 1550 wes

the linguistic lengthening of short vowels. Indeed, it
may ceem Jjucst as likely that the change¥was simply a
change in the metrical rules (c¢f. Kjartansson 1971). If
we look 8t the last feet of untruncasted lines (lines
ending in bisyllebics, i.e. trochees), we see that the

old restriction concerning the length of the strecsed
syllable in this metricel position seems to have pre-
vailed much longef. ctefén Kerlsson (1964:10-11, fn.

12) notes that, in the whole of igntgsrimg; by Hngn&s
Jénsson pradi, old short bisyllebice occur only 10 (or

9) times as the last feet of untruncated lines. The
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total number of untruncsted lines is 1213, which gives
us 2bout one breach in every 120 lines. This seems a
considerable consistency in distinguiching betweern old
short and long stresced syllables in bisyllsbics and
is difficult to explain if no 1inguistic difference is
ascumed to have prevailled between these two types of
cyllables. Karlsson also shows thet in e zimur- poem
from the first half of the 17th century (composed in
1lc43, according to the only existing menuscript) Egils
rinyr ggallagriggsbnar by Jon Gubmundscon, & sinmilar
rule is meintaineds Only in about -1% of lines ending in
bisyllabie forms is the first sylleble short according
to the old rules. In these rimur, es well as Iontus-
giggg, there seems to be no restriction against old
short syllebles carrying the ictus by themselves when
they occur in 2 non-finsl position in the line, butu the
fact thet old short bisyllaebics hardly occur as last
feet of untrunceted lines in thece poems is difficult
to explain if no distinction wog made in the metrical
rules between old long bisyllebics (hestur, dske) end
old short bisyllabics (taka)e As long 2s a dictinction
was made between the metricel function of these two
types of syllebles, one must, it seems, assume that some
relatively simple linguistic feature existed in terms
of which the metrical rulec were defined. it makes no
difference which aspect of the metricsl rules is based
on this distinction§ as long as & 4% tinction ics made

somewhere in the metricel rules it must be assumed that
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some linguistic difference existed. The 1ltth century
change may then have been simply 2 change in the metri-
cel rules as fer ss [ontusrimur »re concerned, since
the suthor, Magnis Jonscon priéi, seems to have little
or no trouble distinguishing between the two types of
syllebles when it comes to deciding which words sare
eligible as the last feet of untruncated lines.

We might then want to sey that the lenythening of
0ld short cyllebles did not take place until the 17th
century at the esrliest. DBut if we look clocer at the
Idata investigeted by } 6rolfsson (19292), thisc becomes
les: attractive. e have noted that a relatively minor
change was necded in the metriéal rules for ferskeytt
(2nd other releted metres) for old short stres.ed syl-—
lables to get the seme metricel velue as old long ones,
but I have alco suggested that such a chenge in the
metricel rules for dgéttkvatt would have been more
drastice It is interesting that the poet Hellur Ugmunds-
son (according to ¥0rolfsson, one of the first to show
signs of & change in the function of 0ld short cyllables
in his poetry) breaks the old rules of the hrynhent-
metre, which was 2 version of the drottkvett, developed
in the 11th century (POrolfsson 1929a340-44), Not only
are there several exsmples where it seems that old short
gyllebles in non-final pocition in the metricsl line will
have to be teken 2s long in order for s naturol =cension
to be obteined, but more strikingly, there rre cuite a

few instonces of old short bisyllebics functioning as



lacst feet of the lines, which, 28 we have seen, seens
in generrl to bLe the most conservetive position ag
reg-rds distinction of length znd shortnesc of stressed
eyllobless 10rdlfsson (192923151) elso notes that Einer
figurdsson (1538-1<26) bresks the old rules in drott-
kvett, (end enother old metre, fornyréislsg). If the
1tth‘century change wes & metrical one, it must, then,
have. been n change not only in the rules for the ziour-
metres, but aslso in the rulec for the old créttgvggg
and jryphent (ss far as they were still in uce)s It
ney seen # strange coincidence that chonges sLoai& be
nade in 211 these metres et the seme time. hy should
+' » roetic conventions be chenged so-drn;ticfllj in the
1t th century?

'e heve here the following puzzles | partiasl cheange
tekes place concerping the metricel function of old short
gyllsbles. The cuestion isgs wes it e linguistic change
or merely e chanée of metricel rules? If it was 2 lingu~-
istic chonge, then why did the two Uypes of old stressed
sillables (long and short) still hove different metricsl
value in some positions in some metres? On the otlher
hand, if the chenge wes metricel, then (®rzrt from the
guestion of why it took plece) it may seem ¢ bit of a
renarkeble coincidence thot more or les: 2ll metres
vere hit by the seme cort of chrnge 't the scme time.

It ic interecting to note that, Jherecs the sbove
mentioned Tinor igards on bresks the old rules con-

cerning the metricel function of old short sylls~ble in
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drottkyett end other old metres, he mointeins them in
the 17=t bisyllebic foot in rimur and other youncer
typés of poetrye. Thece younger metres hrove in common
the fect they were intended for simgine (or chonting),
The faet that the 0ld distinction was still msinteined
only in chasntsasble netres; mey partly resolve our pera-
doxe If the ltth century chenge wes a ﬁefric;l chenge
partly ‘ccused by = lengthening of old chort syllsbles,
it is voscible thot it was still not rermittec that
Itheke old chort syllsbles be stretched in singing or
chenting, es for exemple in the rimur, es uming that
the lrst feet of untrancnted-lines tyricelly occurred
on long notes in the errroprirte tunes. Ve don'ﬁ. in
othe; words, have to sg ume thrt the fset thet these

" 014 short syilﬂbles did not occur in the lact feet ofl
untrudceted lines which were intended for rincing or
chanting, necesaérily nmeong thet the o0ld short syllsbles
'.hﬂd not lengthened et-8ll, Tt is conceiveble that for
some resson they were not fii for being stretched in
cinging. Ohe could perheps imapine thet there still
wes some difference between the vowele of inle and luks
as Tor ag “stretchebility” wae concerned slthough the
difference was not o great ag to forbid the -1d cshort
syllebles from functioning es an ictus in the middle of
liness It 1s poscible thet only when it came to stretch-
ing the sylleble in sginging in final position in & line
that a difference wa: detected between old chort and

old long syllebles. It iz o cheracteristic of many of
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the tunes ' to vhich the ;iggg were chanted,thet they
have lony notes in the position of the last ictus of
even numbered lines (which are 2lways untruncated in
simple ferskeytt and many other rimur-metres). 1 typi-
¢cel tune, tronscribed in a 4/4 rhythm by lorctelnsson

(1906¢-1909) is the followings

, ”
var « la hreinz sed fa sofz

B

 —
= L
svid - ur mein - 16 duld - o
(borsteinsion 1906=1909:871)
‘nd in 8 3/4 rhythm a typical tunc is the followings
0O

-1
4N

EESSES,

s -
Vatns -~ dzl - ing 40 veltd o - spart

= =q2jt:
i
)

-
veg — fer - end - um bein - 3,
| |
1 L 1
T —‘ u
elsk - a hei0 - ury hefd og skort og
s
- S— i y
L g ——

hrund - ir ed - 2l ctein - 8
(torsteinsson,op.cit:873)
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Both of these tunes show that the last feet of
antruncated lines are particulerly long in singing, and
it is to be expected that if there wade any recstrictions
on the occurrence of old short syllables, these should
be the positions where they sre most conei:tently for-
bidden.

T will not try to give 2 conclusive solution to
our puzzle here, since a much more detsiled investigetion
of the data is needed than can be done in the context of
this study, but merely stste what I think is likely to
heve been the course of events and comment on possible
weys of trying to solve the problem of the dating of the
lengthening of o0ld short stressed syllables.

I find it likely thst the change that can be seen
in the 16th century poetry is & conseguence of a gradual
lengthening of old short stressed syllables, most typi-
ca2lly by e lengthening of the vowel, but possibly clso
by a2 lengthening of consonants in some ca2ses. This
lengthening was, however,lnbt s0 great as to maeke it
possible to use the old short syllables to carry the
long notes that cherncterized +the lacst ictuses of un-
truncated lines in metres that were intended for singing,
such 2s rimur ~nd some other metres, mostly of foreign
origine In other words, my ancswer to the qguestion
whether the lengthening of old short vowels took place

in the 1l.th century 1is yes, to g certein extent, but

not completely. The old short syllebles hsd lengihened,

ot leest in certain dislects, but there could still be



~ PG =

detected a difference between them and the old long syl-
lables. I am suggesting, then, that the lenéthening of
old shbrt syllables and the change in their metrical
function ﬁas a gradual process.

The ide@ of & gredual lengthening of o0ld short syl-
lables fits in well with the fact that the diseppearance
of the “discriminetion’ ageinst short syllables in the
last feet of untrunceted lines seems to be gradual. As
we have slready seen, there was one short bisyllabic last
foot for approximately 120 lines in lontggrimg;. A simi-
lar retio (1/125. ) holds for Egils rimur (1¢43) (Xarlsson
19¢4:22). In Qlgeirs rimur denskes by Gudmundur Berghorsson
(from 16¢80) the retio is 1/47, In Bravallerimur by frni
_BO&verscon (from 17€0) the ratio has reached 1/12, and in
Hamarimur by Sigurdur Breidfjors (1835), it is 145 B ?
These figures show cleerly that it grsduslly becomes more
netural to have old short syllables functioning es ictuses
"of the last feet of untruncated lines, until there is no
restriction asgainst it.

It is perhaps worth noting that the last foot of un-
trunceted lines can only be used as evidence asbout bisyl-
labicsy we have no evidence concerning monosyllables. TFor
all we know, they may have lengthened earlier than the
"bisyllabics, but we have no evidence for this, one way or
the other,

"nother point worth meking, concerning the progress
of the lengthening of old short syllebles, is that it is

quite likely thet it progressed at different speeds in



- 245 =

different dislects. 106rdlfsson (19292:79) sug ected thet
the lengthening was an innovation thal syread from the
“est, Hellur Ugmundsson being from the West. Karls:on
(19€4323) points out thet this does not fit well with
the faect thet Joén Gudmundeson { Raudseyjum, the author
of Igilsg rimur, slso from the Vest, still distinguishes
between long a2nd short syllables in li43. IV ic evi-
dently necessery to mske a thorough investigetion of
roetry £rom the l€éth and 17th century before any con-
clusions c¢an be drown as to the geogrephicesl progrescion
of lengthening of o0ld short syllsbles.

Before corcluding this subsection let me make a few
comments concerning the relation between the lengthening
of wowels in monosyllsbles and polysyllebies. *t the
beginnines of this section we mentioned two rlternstive
models, whet we eslled the ‘overnight hypothecis® end
the 'conspiracy hypothesis.’ Thece slternstives ore both
based on the agsumrtion thet chenges are sbrupt (cf.
footnote no. 5 ). We et up & choice between lensthening
of vowels in 2ll chort syllsbles a2t the seame tinme (over-
night) or in two steps (eonsprirscy)s One might now say
thot the distinction ns for s vowel lengthening is cone
cerned between “overnicht’ and 'conspiracy' hag evaporated,
since we hove rbandoned the idea of sbrupt len theminge
Since we heve started telking sbout 2 greduel lengthening
of short syllsbles, it may seem of 1little v=lue to
distincuish between -two subrarts of a2 change thotu tekes

sbout two centuries to be completed. One mizht soy thet



- 246 -

it would be of mo significance, though vowels of monosyle
lables tended to 1engthen earlier than vowels of bisyl-
labics, if the whole change was & gradusl move from two
to one lenéth of stresced syllables.
“hen we talked sbout conspirscy or o cingle change,

we telked as if it was quite clear what ic mesnt by 2
single chonge. "It 1s worth some considerstion vwhet Cone
ditions must be filled by something in order shot it be
celled e “single change'. It hac becone increasingly
clesr recently that 1inguistié innovetions cen teke @
longs time to be carried oubts the ghanges are typicsally
graduel, as it has been put. We notice imnediotely they’
*oradusl® can be used to refer to linguistic chenges in
different ways, depengin; on which way one looks st 1t
fcf. Jang 19€9)e - [here ere nt 1éﬂet three senses in
which rhonological changes can be gradusl (and, logi-
celly at leasty the op:?sitezghggpyj. One can sny that
a vhonological change is phonetically gradusl, meaning
thet phonetic (ellophonic) changes that cen be sz2id to
underlie the structural changes Ueke some time vo
develop, This change can proceed “greduslly’ either in
the speech of one spesker or in the speech of & communitye
"nother dimension slong which graduslity con e :easuréd
is the inter-individusl dimensiong oxne e¢=2n grade the speed
by which some innovetion spreads from one individusl to
snother, e.g. sccording to eles. or geogrerhicsl locetion,.

thir' dimension ic the vocebulery of the lenrunres It

is rossible thet come chenges sre more regulsr in conme
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parts of the vocebulary than others and that it takes

some time for the change to reach all forms of the len=-
guage'. - Indeed, it is quite common for some special

parts of the vocabulary never to be affected by the
change; they become exceptions to synchronic rules (cf.
Ralph 1975:132-1¢2). ‘hen we maintein that the lengthen-
ing:of short vowels was & graduel change, we will do well
to clarify in which of the above mentioned senses it was
gradual. lhe answer is that it most likely wes so in all
three censes. If we assume that the lengthenins was con-
nected with the stressednes: of the syllebles, it is very
likely that it was phonetically gradual, even to the
extent that individusl speskers graduslly lengthened
their originally short stressed vowels ac they got older.
It is also quite_likely that the innovetion gradusally
spréad from one geographic area to another, and perhaps
also from one class to another, Thirdly, it is quite possi-
ble that the vowels lengthened earlier in one part of the
vocabuler; than in'others, and the change was thus ~lexi-
cally gradual”’. Looking at the nature of the lengthening,
it seems to be such thet it is very likely to have pro-
ceded graduslly. Lost importantly, it did not produce
any claches in the system, since quite early, perhaps as
early as in the 13th century, the distinetive function
formerly carried by vowel-length began to be token over
by qualitative differences, so from thot point of view,
the length of segments was redundent. and speciiers were

free to vary it. There was thus np hurry to restore
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order to the minor irregularity created by verying length
of vowels. The phonetic nature of the change (the phone-
tic enviromments for the linguistic change, if you like)
ie also such that it can easily be conceived as pro-
gressing greadually. The only place where there is any
reason to introduce abruptnsss into the whole business
is the assumed structural innovetion made by speakers
when they stert meking generslizstions ebout the length
of stres: ed vowels according to euvirommenti when we,
ideslly speeking, have one generation (one spesker) hav-
ing 8 more or less regular distribution of length without
having strict phonolpgical rules for it, followed by
another generstion (another spesker) with an underlying
phonological rule (or rules) accounting for it. (This
is whot H. Andersen 1973 calls “abductive chenge.”) But
of course the spread of This innovaetion Can still be
graduel on the inter-individual (dia;ectal) porameters

If the change was thus gradual in almost every sense
of the word, it mey seem, as we seid before, thot it
makes no sense to speak in terms of a dictinction between
a single change or a2 conspirascy as far es the lengthening
in monosyllsables and polysyllebics is concernede There
is, however, nothing wrong with talking cvout two gradual
changes, one beginning earlier than the other, or having
an earlier ‘center of gravity' than the other, even
though the second change mey have started before the other

one wes completed.
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Also, it seems to make sense to think of new gene-
rations makingtdifferent phonological generslizations
at different times. For examples 1. All stressed vowels
ere short in front of two or more consonants. 2. A1l
stressed vowels are long before one (or no) consonant
in monosyllables. 3. All stressed vowels sre long before
single consonante in polysyllabics. If these generali-
‘zationslcome up at different times, they can be called
three different changes or at least three stnages in &
gincle chenge., This is essentially what our 'ovcrnight'
vs. ‘conspiracy’ distinction is based on. Regretfully
we have not been able to find any evidence as to whether
there was any difference in time between the beginnings
or “the centers of gravity  of the two lengthenings, but
the question is quite clear. It is another question,
different from the greduslness question, how much time
to require between signs of the beginnings of potentially
separate chaﬁ@es, and, perhaps more importantly, how
much difference of neture, causes, etc. to demand for
two events to be called sepafate changes. Ve will return

to the guestion of conspiracy in Section 3.4

“e3 The environment py Ly, Ky £ + Xy dy Ze

e have seen (Chapter II, cfection 3) thei{ there is
an exception to the length rule in lodern Icelsondic in
that in front of two-consonant - sequences, of which the

firct member is p, 1y kX or g and the second y, Jj or x,
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vowels ore long, whefeas the genersl rule is that vowels
are short before two or more consonants. e suggested
that this was due to the fact thet the p,y, £, ky, 8 + X»
ds I-sequences sre syllabified differently from other
sequences of two or more consonants, We proposed that
the forms yekia (with a long vowel [vs:chaj) and yekns
‘(with 2 short vowel [vehkna]) should be syllebified
vek®ije and ygknia respectively, =nd thst the dilfference
in syllabifi.stion could either be expleined ss 2 con-
sequence of 2 strength hiersrchy in the consonants (¥,
dis = being ‘weak’ in that they heve a tendency to stand
near the vowel (nucleus) of the syllable they belong to)
or by 2 syllesbificstion rule based on 2 distinctive fea-
ture clescificetion of the consonants (making ¥y 4, T
the only underlyingly voiced fricatives in ljodern Ice-
landic)e. In this section we will look at this problem
from the historical point of view. '

cince forms like vekja ‘wake up’ (transitive),
vokve “to water’, gg;i ‘field”, (detive), setjis “to put”,
Lrisver *thvee Gines” ebes show, in Hodern Icelondic,
long reflexes of old short vowels, we must assume that
a lengthening of vowels took place in front of p, L, K,
s+ ¥, i, T-sequences at some stage.

It is intereesting to see what functliun thece forms
had in the older poetry, thot is, whether their Iirst
'syllﬂble' functioned 2s long or short. It turns out
th=t they seem to have functioned ac long. Ior exemple

in the poetry of Sighvatr 1éréarson (from the 1llth
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céntury, see Jomsson 1912-1915 AI:223-275) there ore
several exaemples of forms of this sort filling the last
foot of the line in:ggéggggggg, which &8s 2 rule is only
filled by bisyllabic forms with long first syllables.
(Bege: £rendsekiu styr vekjs (Flokkur um Frling Skislgs-
gon 7.43 Jonsson 1912-1915 AI: 24€) and Hét g8 er fell
& Fitium (Bersoglisvisur 4.1j Jonscon 1912-1915 AI:
252).) In rimur-roetry from the l4th and 15th centuries
the same secms to be the case. The vekjs-type words

have the same function as other words with two con-
sonants following the vowel, that is, there are severél
examples where their first syllables carry the ictuses
of trochees. It is the ceoce, thén, that the sequences
V + {p/t/%/s} + {v/i/r} have the seme metrical status
as other sequences of vowels plus more than one conso-
nant.

Before going any further we will note that the fact
that these forms function as long in the metre seems to
suggest that the segments j, ¥ (end r) hed the same
phohological status as other consonants. It seems that
it is wrong to regard them (et least in this environ-
ment) as semivowels as has often beén done in the cecse
of j end y for the earliest stages of Icelandic (cf.
Noreen 1923/1970s44-45), If j and y had been semivowels
(br.'glides'), presumably defineble ss nonsyllabic vowels,
they would most properly have been enalyzed in forms
like get;js as the first components of ricing diphthongs
following the consonant, that is, getje would consist
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phonologicelly of a sequence CVOVV or CVCEV (¢= semi-
vowel), somethin: like /setia/, /ie/ being n rising
diphthonge If it were the cese thet J snd y were non-
eyllabic vowels in Old Icelandic (1llth to 15th century)
one would expect the first syllable of the yekjs=-type
words to function metricrlly e&s a short one, having =a
stressed cylleble with only one consonsnt following
the vowel. But thiec is not the cese. (I will return
briefly to the problem of the rhonologicel strtus of
geni-vowels in Chepter V, Section 4,)

‘The metrical function of the yekjs-type words,
then, seems to group them with long-stem bigyllebice es
for ns prosodic structure ic concerned. (There are no
mono:zyllables ending in 2 y or a J following p, £y k
or g, »nd words like pkr ‘field” with en r followins -
consonent word-finelly beceme bisyllebic in the 13th
or l4th century by the rise of en epenthetic vowel
between £ end the preceding consonsnt.) But this does
not fit with the situstion in Modern Icelsndic, where
the forme :how reflexes of a vowel lengthening of the
come type a: in shorte-stem words. It seemc that the
yekis-type words chrnged groups, so to speeck, having
been long-stem bicyllerbice in 0ld Icelandic, joining
the 0ld short-ctem bisyllebics in the jquentity -hift.
This we will heve to try to explein. ‘e would like to
be sble to distinguich the I, Ly Ky 8y + ¥y 1, I-se=-
quences fro: other rostvocalic conscnant :cequences and

exrlein why vowels len: thened in thoce environments.
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Before considering this more clocely we should point
out that g rriorl there is more thrn cne way 1n which e
lengthenin- of voweles in front of py Ly K & + X» Jdy 2
could be related temporally to the lengthening of short
vowels in other envirommentse It is poesible thet before
the lengthening of short vowels occurred, a split took
rlace in the set of prost-vocelic consonant cequences, s0
that the p, Ly Xy £ + Xy Jd» £ sequences came to provide a
favooable environment for historicel vowel-lengthening,
but the others did not. It ie not, however, neces:eary
to ascume thisg it is equelly poesible thet the split in
the poct-vocalic sequences took place after the histori-
cal lengthening of old short vowels hed teken place. If
this was the cesc, the change in the consonantel cequen—
ces simply crerted & new e viroomment for & synchronicelly
ective lensthening ruleos A third slternstive is that the
vowel=lengthening #nd the cheange that ceucsed the split in
the post-vocalic consonoant cequences took plece at more or
lesc the sazme time. If the first of these slternstive
chronologicel orcdere of eventc 1ls the right one, one could
expect thet before signe of the vowel lengthening 'showed
ap in the poetry & chrnge could be detected in the metri-
cal function of the yekjs-tyre words, That is, if for
exanrle some sort of reorgenization in the syllsbic struc-
ture took plece, mekins the syllsbic structure of the
vekjig=-words identical with thet of faks, but different
from thet of edie gggfé_,thia could conceivably show siirns
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in the poetry in thet yekja etc. could not function as
trochees eny more. I have found no cigns of this in the
poetry. We have, fhen, no external evidence as to whether
a change in the prosodic status of p, ty Ky 8 + ¥y Ay T
 sequénces took place before or after or at the some time
as the lengthening of short vowels,

'In the absence of direct evidence, we seem to be
‘allowed the privilege of speculating freely about what
happeneq. I we stick to our hypothesis set forth in
Chepter I7 +that in Modern Icelandic stress determines
syllebification which in turn defines the scope of the
length rule and we assume that stress caused” the
lengthening of old short vowels, we can speculate sbout
the development in the yekja-type words snd the relation
of syllabificatioh and stress to the quantity shift,

- We may say that the fact that the yekja-type words
seém to have the.same function as reguler long bisylla-
bics in the metrics before the quantity shift indicates
that the concept “long syllable in 01d Icelandic’, as we
have used it in our discussion of metricel function, was
something quite different from the Modern Iceléndic
(necessarily long) stressed syllsble. Indeed, it could
be argued that %he term ‘syllable’ should not be applied
to the Cld Icelandic unit et all.s In our discussion we .
have simply used the term (stressed) syllsble to refer to
the stressed vowel plus all the consonants that follow up
to the next vowel. ((f course, the initial consonant

would be included in the syllasble.) As is clear fro: our
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discuscion in Chapter II (Section 3.,) of the concept syl-
lable, this use of the term is perhaps the least likely to
have any appeal to lingulsts, since generally it seems that
reople tend to favor syllabificetion which maximizes open
syllables (c¢f. e.g. Fulgram 1970). The motivation for our
syllebification of Nodern Icelandic -~ extending the domain
of the stresced syllsble as far back as possible (finsl
meximalistic, cf. sbove) - was that by adopting such =
syllebification we could define the domein of severasl phono-
logical processes, among them the rule governing the length
of stressed vowels. Ag far as we accept this motivetion we
accept the stressed syllable &s a2 linguisticslly significent
unit in the phonology of Modern Icelandic. /s far as (Old
Icelandic is concerned, there are no signs to be found of
the phonological processes we used in justifying the finsl-
meximelictic stressed syllable as 2 unit in lNodern Ice-
landic. On the contrary, the metrical behavior of the
vekis-type words can be interpreted as evidence ageinst
it. If we ossume that the metricrl rules of drottkvett end
rinur opernived in terms of lincuistic entities, that is,
they were of the general form:

Iinguictic unit X has metricel function ¥,
and that the optimel relation between eny linguistic
entity and any metricel function was that X alwsys had
the same function, and conversely that I’ was slways filled
by the secme entities, it would be natursl for us to acsume

that the first four cegments ~f getje as 2 seguence had
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the same linguistic stetus (or non-status) as the first
four segments of yskna. The sequence of these four seg-
ments is what we celled a “long stressed syllesble in Old
Icelendic’. But this “syllable’ must héve been soﬁething
different from the Modern Icelsndic stressed syllsble. Our
Modern Icelandic syllsble is defined by stress, that is,
;the stress pushes the syllable boundary as far back as it
can according to the phonotactic restrictions on the order
of non-nuclesr (consonantsl) segments., If the uhit uti-

1lized by the metrical rules was a final-maximelistic syl-

" ‘leble defined in terms of stress, like the Modern Icelendic

one, that sylleble would have to be defined so @s not to
distinguish between the yekjs-type words snd other words
having two consonasnts following the stressed vowel. But
i1t seems highly unlikely that a stressed syllable for Old
Icelandic could be.defined as final-maximaliétic without a
‘‘distinctlon being made between §§§1§ on the one hand sand
igggg and kasta on the other, since then the syllable
boundary would have to be pushed back of the‘i, &5 ; of
the yek;je~tyre words. If a syllabification getjta, skrii
etc. is unlikely to be valid for lodern Icelandic, it is
even less likely to be velid for 0ld Icelzndic, cince this
could only be Justified by assuming that the stress pushed
the syllabic boundary of the stressed syllable even further
back in 0ld Icelandic then in lModern Icelandic. Indeed, as
will be seen from what follows, it is my main thesis that
" the primary prosodic difference between 0ld and Modern Ice-

landic is that stress has come to play 8 more central role
then it did before.
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Although it seems unlikely thet a linguistic unit
of the ssme sort as'the Modern Icelsndic find-maximalist-
ic stressed syliable existed in 0ld Icel~ndic, it is
rossible that some phcnological unit of & different kind
that could be cslled & “stres:ed syllable’ existed. It
is, for exsmple, conceiveble that setis, xgggg and hestur
wore 81l syllebified like thist vek}jas, vekfns, hesitur.
In that cacse the change from 0ld Icelandic to Modern
Icelendic as far as syllsbification is concerned con-
sisted in pushing the sylleble boundary back one conso-
nant if not prohibited by phonotactic constraints of the
tyre discussed in Section 3 of Chapter II. This may well
have been the case os far as we ere concerned, but before
postulating this it seems reesonsble to demand-that some
independent justificstion be given for it, for example by
showing thet some phonological processes ere more eaesily
expleined if such & syllebification is sdopted. (7e
work, in‘'other words, on the principle proposed by J.
‘Anderson (1969) thet if some phonological rules or some
other phenomens sre more easily accounted for by adopt-
ing some particulaer syllsbification or some principle for
syllebification, thet syllabification or syllasvificastion
principle should be sdopteds) I have not found eny
purely linguistic phenomens which seem to demand such a
phonologicel syllable for 0ld Icelandic. It is, however,
interesting to note that if this syllzbification is
adopted, either at an ebstract phonological level or on

some lower phonetic level, one peculiarity in the metricel
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behaviour of long and short “syllebles’ cen perhsps be
explained. We have slready mentioned that it seenms to

be an exceptionless rule thet the lest feet of drdottkvett—
lines as well as untruncated lines in rimur had to con-
sist of a2 long-stem bisyllabic, like kenna, hestur, tta
etc. The interesting thing is that when (particularly
1n‘gigg;) the line was trunceted (i.e. ended in z mono-
syllabic foot) there seems to hsve been no demand that
that syllable wes long according to the old rules. These
lines could just as easily end in short forms like dag,
tal as in long forms like gest, rik. (Cf. e.g. {lafs
rine Harsldssonar 5113 porir legsi I kongeins kvid.)

Thic seems to be strenge from the point of view of what

we have seen so far of the metrical function of 1ong-snd
short forms. e have seen that in the.middle of lines
old short stressed “syllsbles’, whetherin mono- or disyl-
lables, could not cerry an ictus (with the exception that
short monosyllables could carry the ictus if followed by

8 word beginning with 2 consonant), But the last syllables
of truncaeted lines certsinly seem to have carried metricel
stress, for example since they usually rhymed with other
line-final syllables, and the question is why short syl-
lables should be able to carry an ictus in this posgition
but not others., If a syllabification like the one just
mentioned is adopted, an explanstion of this can be pro-
posed. If we suggest that the condition for something to

be able to carry an ictus if the stresced vowel was short

was that the syllable was closed, we could account for
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the metrical behaviour of old short monosyllables and
the yekja-type words. We can suggest that the vekja-
type words were syllabified like thiss yekije, gkiri,
kestja etcsy iees had closed first syllables, and by
virtue of that fect could casrry the ictus. The srme
could go for short monosyllebles when they stood at the
end of truncated linesj there was no way thet kvid in
front of silence could be syllaebified other then kvidi.
Bisyllabic words stending at the end of (untruncated)
lines, on the other hand,provided 2 following vowel so
that if tals were to have occurred there, it would have
glven an open syllable: tajla. When short mcnosyllables
occurred in the middle of lines, their syllesbles were
closed, we may suggest, when a word beginning with a
consonant followed, but became open when a vowel fol-
loweds Thus, in this snalysis, a sequence like hol sem
would be syllabified holfsem but a sequence like QQ;_é
would be syllsbified b53l8, when occurring in the flow
of a poetic line. In this way QQ;_&IWDuld have the

same metricsl function as bers, which would be syllabified
beira. Needless to say, this is highly speculative, and
verious queries can be put forth.g) In the first place,
this only accounts directly for the metrical behaviour of
words having & short vowel in their first sylleble. It
does not sey eanything about the syllebification and
metricel function of forms like dmma, gxkja or Jgka,
which psve long stressed vowels. But they cause no

problems from the point of view of metrical function,
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sincaﬂépweverfthey are syllesbified, they will end up with
at least @ bimoric first syllable. The only forms that
seem to be problematic for this sort of analysis are
those with a vowel ©preceding a hiatus or a word-boundary,
such as blda or bd, which function metrically es short in
the oldest drdttkvett poetry. But these forms =re
problematic enyway, since there seems to have been some
doubt as to the rhonetic length of vowels in this en-
viromment in 0ld Icelandic, and their phonological status
was probably somewhat exceptional (see Benediktsson 19¢8).
Another sort of objection may be raised sgeinst my
suggesting this explanation for the metrical behaviour
of 0ld long and short forms. It might be said.fhat this
explanation, if coﬁrect, would contradict what I have
already ssid sbout the nature and causes of the quantity
shift changes. I have suggested that the lengthening and
shorténiﬁg of 01d Icelandic vowels was connected with
a phonetic thing called the stressed syllable. If a
phonetic unit of this sort is to be used to explain the
lengthening of /a/ both in gk end taka, it will have to
give the same eﬁvironment in both cases, and this-cen
| best be done, it seems, by &@ssuming that ctélsee sgf;lé‘?gfi—
cation was finsl-meximalistic, as in the/later phonologi-
cel Modern Icelandic syllable. Also in forms like Qska,
the shortening cf the vowel can only be explained if the
second consonant following the vowel is taken into con-
siderationy it seems to be crucial, becmuse in the closed

syllable, 98, no shortening takes place. This can be done
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if the phonetic syllebification we use is final-maximalis-—
tice. I may seem to have led myself into a self-contradic-
tiony I suggest one syllebificetion to explein the quanti-
ty chenge®-wnd snother to explein the metrical behsviour

of linguistic forms of the same language at more or less
the senme timé. This might seem to be sinfully opportunis-
tic. A conceivable way out of this is to say that thece
two syllebificsticns are of 2 different nature. I have
assumed throughout that there could be two different types
of syllables: phonetic and phonologicel. » way of defining
the difference between these two concepts is to sey that
for something to be a phonological syllsble, it has to play
a8 centrsl rcle in the phonology of the lenguage in that it,
for example, figures in some phonological rules. In that
regpect the stressed syllable in liodern Icelendic would be
a phonological unit. A phonetic syllable, on the other hand,
can be looked on as a performance unit, only cropping up in
the actual production of speech without playing & role in
eny structursl vhonologicsl processes. The sort of thing we
mentioned in trying to exrlain the nature of the changes

in the duration of vowels would be & phenomenon of this
sort. '/e might, then, want to say thet the syllabifi-
cation I just suggested to explain the metrical behsviour
of 0ld short monosyllebles was not a phonetic but 2 phono-
logiczl tyllabification. In that way the two syllabifi-
cations could perheps have coexisted before the guentity
<hift, and we could use the phonetic syllebificetion to

exrlain the rise of the changes in vowel quantity, but the
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rhonological one to account for the metrical behaviour
of old long and short forms. This is far from convinc-
ing, however, I have elready mentioned that there is
very little if any linguistic justificetion to be found
for the finsl-minimelistic’ syllebification in 0ld Ice-
landic. There is no evidence thet the first three seg-
ments of tak on the one hand &nd tgka on the other be-
heved differently in Old Icelandic, nor are there to be
seen eny signs of e.g. the t of kiot ‘meat’ and jotni
‘giant’ (dstive sge) (syllabified according to the sug-
gestion we are considering: kjot}, Jjotini) showing a
common difference from the 4 of jotunn “giant’ (nomi-
native sg.), .8llegedly syllabified jojtunn « ¢£o, if
this 'syllabification wes phonological, it'seems to heve
been pretty much without phonological consequences, and
adopting such a phonological syllabificatioﬁ goes
against our principles.

Is there, then, @ wey of using the ‘open’(or ‘finsl-
minimelistic”’) syllebificetion to explein metricsl be-
heviour and still sticking to the idea thet the quantity
shift had something to do with the existence of a phone-
tic final-maximalistic syllasble? If we believe in the
explanation of lengthening using the final-maximelistic
syllable, we seem to be forced to admit that the “open’
syllabification was neither phonetic (because then we
would not be able to explein the quantity changes in tie
way we have proposed) nor phonological (bécause we have

no independent arguments for ite existence). UVe may
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seem to be left with no choice but to give it up. But
there mey still be a way out. It 1s logicelly possible
thaet this syllebification only existed for metricsl pur-
roseg, that is, it could heave been imposed on the languege
only when it was used in poetry. In fect we have slreeady
sugrested a kind of “sbuse’ of the lenpurpe in poetrye

‘e sugrested thet the sequences gk bar znd vel sé’s,
linguistically coneisting of two different words, could

be tsken metrically es eccmpounds, €0 that 2 ceguence of

a vowel pluse two consonants wes obtained, end that e
sequence like bUl 2 could be teken to form one “metricsl
word”, so that conditions arcse for an ‘oren’ syllsbifi-
cation. If we cen believe theat » sequence of two words
could behrve metricelly as one, there seems to be little
to rrevent ues from believing that ﬁ'epecial_'metrical
eyllobification” could be imposed on the langunye when

it wec used in poetry. In this wey we could mointrin -
this syllebification in order to exrlesin the metrical
behavicur of come linguistic forme without heving to
agssume that it had any linguistic consequences as an ab-
strect thonologicel entity or wee identicel to 'every—day'
rroduction units end thus seve the ilea thet the gquentity
chenpes were cﬁnnected with & yurely vhonetic syllsbification
of » different rort. This “metricnl eyllebification’could be
= divicion of text into “roetic yrodaction units’,

This 1c of course e3ill opportunism with resred to syl-

labification, but at least it is not celf-contrndictory.
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/e may leave it an open question what sort of phono-
logical gyllabification should be postulated for 0ld Ice-
landic. Indeed, it could have been something similar to
the metrical syllabification we have been diccussing, or
something still different. There may even be no reason
to assume that any phonological syllabification pre-
vailed in Old'Icelandio¢ if no phonological phenomena
need to be explained in terms of it. (This_is rather
unlikely, however, since it is probable that phonotactic

rules could most easily be stated in terms of syllabifi-
cation,)

It is perhaps worth emphasizing at this point that
although I have suggested that there was perheps a dif-
ference between the actusl, let us say, ~every-day syl-
labification and a “metrical syllasbification’, that
does not mean that the arguments I have put forth about
the language, based on metrical function,sre invalid. I
am by no means suggesting that the langusge could be
used in most any way in the poetry. The “metrical syl-
labificstion’ must, of course, haove been defined in
terms of the underlying language; it was, according to
my assumptions, basically & division of the text into
special production units which could fill the functions
demanded by the metre. 'Just as the 'avery-day production
units’ were originally based on the underlying linguis-
tic forms, the "poetic production units’ were besed on
them tooe. It is therefore perfectly legitimate to use

metricel function to mske inferences about the phono-
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logical Btrucfure of the lenguege. It is & fact thet
Xale hed a2 different metricel status from that of dzpa,
and it is reesonable to ascribe that difference to e
linguistic difference in the vowels, most likely length.
The ‘every-dey’ phonetic syllabification I have
proposed 8s the phonetic basis for the evening out of
the length of stressed syllables was then different
from snother phonetic syllebificetion used in poetry.
The every~-day meximslistic syllebificetion cen be as-
sumed to heve graduslly gained ground, cesusing the old
short vowels to len-then. We could then perhaps Just as
easily ascribe the cause of the metricel chenge in the
lcth century to en increased prominence of the new
stressed sylleble, es to. increassed length of the old
short vowels. Siﬁilarly, the reletive conservatism in
the lest feet of untruncated lines can be looked on as a
consequence of the resistence of the old ‘poetic syl-
lebification’ which did nmot produce stretcheble syl=
lables from the underlying forms of words like tala.

2¢4 Conclusion

In the foregoing I have been trying to formulate a
description of the quantity situation before asnd after
the quentity shift in terms of syllabification. If thecse
hyrothese: bear some relation to the truth it becomes
naturel to look upon the gqurntity shift as being
basically
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I am suggesting, in other words, thet the bzsic differ-

ence between the prosodic system of 0ld Icelandic and
Modern Icelendic is thet in the lstter the stressed syl-
leble plays a centrsl role in the paonology.

The finel outcome was, then, thet the length of
vowels beceme (via the stressed sylleble) defined by
the stress psttern. Before the shift, length weec a
poradiegmetic feature, and long or short vowels could
more or less freely combine with 2 long or a2 short
following consonentism without eny limitetions 1ﬁposed
by stress or syllabificstion. I have suggested that
vhonetic stress wes the cause of the changes, both the
lengthening and the shortening, elthough in & slightly
different way for the two chenges.

As we have elready se8id, we d-~"% heve to essume
thet the change took plece in one big leer from the (ld
Icelendic system to the Modern Icelendic one. There
probebly wes s long period of imstsbility, but when the
thonetic slternstions had beconelfégulﬂr enough, o
phonologieal reorgonmization could teke place e2s =2n
innovetion made by new speskers confronted with the out-
rut of their seniors showing, on the surfece, date which
could be secounted for by rules of the type described in
Chapter 1I. For the words with p, £, Xy 8+ ¥, 0y 2
following the vowel, & final-maximalistic syllsesbificetion
triggered by the stressedness of the sylleble ron up

egeinst a constraint which prohibited syllable-~finsl
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sequences where the consonants y, j, r followed p, L,
ky 8y 80 the syllable wgs only extended far enough
back to include the “strong” consonants p, t, X, Se
This meant that for the forms concerned the domsin of
the length rule only came to be & vowel followed by
one consonant, so the vowel became long.

As to when all this took plece, we have suggested
that the phonetic change hed begun in the 16th century,
but the fact that poetry from the latter hslf of the
17th century and even from the 18th century shows dis-
érimination between old long and short ‘syllables’
seems to indicate that the new system was not stabilized
until much later, perheps as lete as the beginning of
the 18th century. It is furthermore quite 1likely that
the change progressed with differemt speed in different
geographical aresas.

It seems natursl for a change like this one to
progress gradually, since it did not lead to any clesshes
in the system. It seems that as esrly as the 13th
century the long and short vowel systems started develop-
ing separately, so that qualitative differences graduzlly
iook over the distinctive function formerly cerried by
tﬁe lengthe Once these quelitative differences had de-
veloped, the road was clear for a reorganization of the
prosody. But there was no hurry eitherj only perhaps 5
relatively unstable tendency acted to bring sbout the
change.
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Yet, when the change was completed and order restored
to the former ‘chaos’ concerning the length of stressed
segments end syllebles, it can be called 2 major change
in the history of Icelandic.

3¢ Ixpleining the quantity shifte.

In this seetion we will turn our attention more
closely to the problem of what caused the changes we
have been looking at (Question 3. on p.l96), A question
like: ¥hy did change X tske place? may seem stupid in
the context of this thesis, to Judge by often quoted
remafks by prominent linguistss: "the causes of sound
change are unknown" (Bloomfield 1933:385)3 "The ex-
planation of the cause of 1angﬁnge change is far beyond
the reach of any theory ever advenced" (Harris 19693
550)« fuch pessimistic remarks mey lead one to wonder
whether the question we have just posed is worth asking
et all, since it would seem that we are far from being
eble to answer it. But & question which is never asked
seems to be rather unlikely to be answered, and if we
hope sometime to be sble to say something about the
causee of particular changes and make statements asbout
the causeé of language change in genersl, we will
obviouslj have to put some effort into trying to find at
least tentative nnswers to questions like the one we
have Jjust put forth,

It is useful to stert out by considering wheot sort

of a sensible answer we can expect to get to our question.
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We will, for exsmple, have to form as clear an idea as
we can about what we can possibly mean by the notion
‘cause of a linguistic change’. Gloseiy related to this,
we will have to consider what is meant by such a phrease
as a ‘velid explanstion in historical linguistics’. Ve
will have to have some ideas about whaf conditions a
piece of historical linguistics must fulfil in order
that we can call it e valid explanation, since, presum=-
ably, a pert of an explanation of some specific histori-

cal change will be a stetement about its causes.

3.1 FHExplanation

I would like to stert by making some comments on
the term “explanstion’ in linguistics in general and
later turn to its possible uses in historicsl linguis-
ticse In recent yesrs questions of methodology and the
nature of'explanations in synchronic linguistics have
received a great deal of attention. (See e.g. Cohen
(ed.) 1974, Derwing 1973, Botha 1971, Lass 197¢a (especi-
ally ppe. 213-220), and Langendoen 1976)., The reason why
these matters have been the cause of so much paperwork
-is that, probsbly more than in most other subjects, it
can be a matter of dispute, not only how to explein
linguistic phenomena synchronicslly, that is, what sort
of theoretical machinery 1s needed, but it is also s
matter of dispute what there is to exprlsin. Obviously,
there is no room here for a thorough 2nd censible dis-

cussion of these matters, since the confusion seems to
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be almost hopeless. But I will try to clerify some
points which may be relevant to what I have to sey about
Icelandic, .

One question which mey be relevant is what we might
calllthe question of levels of explgnation. Chomsky
(1965) distinguishes between what he calls descriptive’
and 'explanatory adequacy'. This distinction has to do
with fho dichotomy between universal and particular -
gremmar (on the psychological side: “linguistic competence’
and ';gggl&é_gg_;ggsggg'). It seems to me that Chomsky’s
point is thet & theory is ’explanatorily sdequate’ in so
far as it ‘explains’ fects about perticuler grammers in
terms of & universal grammaer, This implies that linguists
are. - concerned with at least two tyﬁes of activities,
(a) deseribing particular languages by writing grammars
for them, and (b) describing what are the common features
of all gremmers by writing & Universel Gremmer and re- |
lating it to particular grammsrs. If we look at this in
terms of explesnation, we could sey that Chomsky s point
is that facts sbout particular languages are explained
by particular grammars, but facts asbout particuler
gremmers sre in turn, in some sense, explained by Uni-
versal Grammar., We seem, then, to be able to talk about
explanstions at at least two levels, that is one cen
explain facts sbout lancuages by writing particular
grammars and one can explein fects about grammers by
writiong Universal Gremmar. (Obviously there i an

interesting, and maybe gquite uncoxforteble, question
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lurking behind this one: TWhat explains Universal
Grammar?)

Another question is of course the question of what
is an explanation in linguisticse. I will desl with
this by trying to form some idea as to what, in genersl,
could be called an explenation of some phenomenon and
consider how things we might want to call explanetions
in the context of linguistics compare to such s general
notion, I will not try to give a review of the litere-
ture on this very central problem in the philosophy of
sclence, but rather make an attempt to express my
intuitions about matters related to it which to some
extent are influenced (in & positive or negetive way)
by my reading of e.ge. Bach (1974), Lass (197¢a:213-220)
and parts of Fopper (1968). I would in no way want to
maintain thet what I have to say solves any problems,
it 1s meinly meant to put what I have to say sbout Ice-
landic in some (to me) sensible ontological context.

In a sense, one can say that sn explanstion is

simply a higher order ription of any event or state

of effeirges This seems to make some sense if we look

at a simple example. We may observe & simple fact, say,
that John has a pain in his toe. We have described a
state of affairs. We can find sn “explanation’ Tfor that
state of affairs by observing the fact thet there is 2
splinter stuck in John’s toe. . Evidently, this “exylana-
tion” is sinrly a description of‘another state of af-

fairs, that state of affaire being that s gplinter in
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John’s toe irritates hic nerves so thet he feels pain. If
we can believe that the presence of the srlinter is re-
lated to the pain, we mey accept this as & valid explens-
tion, We might like to stop there and say that we hove
expleined the fect that John hes = pein in his toe, but

we mey choose to be more curious and weat to explein

this more deeply., Here, we ceam go in different directions.
We might want a more deteiled account of the relstion be-
tween the fact thet there is & sylinter in John's toe

and the fact thet he feels psin. In thet cesse we might
enter on the sctivity prasctised by neurologists, who try
to desoribe in more detall how irritation of nerves

causes sensation of pein. We might not be interested in
that problem, however, bgt rather we might went ﬁo ex-
plein the state’'of affairs that John has & splinter in
his toe. We could do thet for exemple by observing that
he Jjust welked besrefoot on a wooden floor. e can de=-
seribe that fect and in that way “explaein’ the state of
affeirs thet John has e splinter in his toes Thet might
arouse our interest in knowing more about how the splinter
got into John’s toe by desoribing in more detsil whet sort
of movements John msde when he welked on the floor, end
what state the floor wes ine 1In so doing we might observe
come facts that still erouse our curiosity and carry on
finding new explanctions, which turn out to be sinmrly de-
goriptions of some new ststes of affeirs. fech strte of
effeirs can be said to be expleined by & more penetrating

description in whick new facts ore brought outes In this
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definition, then, & description of fects on 2 de per
level of observetion, cell it level J, ic an explana-
tion of fscts observed at & more sihellow level, level
2 - le Fach explenation gives rise U0 new puzzles, end
this c¢an go on indefinitely, unless perhaps ultimately
we could reach # state where we have exploined all
rhenomena, in which csse we might have reeched God,
which (who) ie yerhaps @& state of effairs which (who)
cannot be explained by snother stete of affairs. In
the case where we ere not looking for Cod, we might only
waﬁt to 7o 2 certasin distance on this infinite (or end-
ing in God) ladder of explsnationsy the limit ot which
we stop. is determined by things like our intellectual
capacities, the amount of Uime we have on our hands =nd
the degree to which our curlosity is srouced. .e may
stop a2t the observation that John has 2 splinter in his
toe and Jjust take that for granted, or we might be more
curious, which could, given enough time, energy and
ingenuity, lead us to the forefronts of seversl sciences
(neurophysiology, rhysics etc.).

To go beck to Chomsky s descriptive end explona-
tory asdequecies, we could, ss I seid before, suy that e
gremmer (for Chomsky meeming also ~competence’) for @
prorticuler lanzuege, being e description of the syctem
(or leck of gyctem) behind the sentences of that longuage

'exylains' the corpuc of the sentences of (hat
longunges It 18, in Shomsky's terne ‘e theory of the

L4 -
language « Un © de:per level, Universsl Cromurr (belng
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'systematiéally smbiguous’, mezning slso faculté de
lgggggg) can be said to explein perticular gremmars,
that is, 1t c2n tell us, in part at least, why the
gremmars of particulsr lenguages are the way they are.
In describing Universsl Grammsr we find 2 basis for
(perhaﬁs only partisl) explanations of particular gram-
mers. If we are curlous enough, we could of course ask
ourselves why Universal Grammar is &s it is. This is
en interesting question, but we will not discuss it
here for obvious ressons.
Before trying to clarify in more detail what we

would like to cell an explanation in linguistics, I
have to touch on 2 third problem which comes up in this
context, tﬁat is, what there is to be explained. This

is reelly the question of whaet the domain of linguistics
i iss come would want to sey thet linguists should ex-
plain, as Lengendoen (1976:€90) puts it, ~all systematic
linguistic phenomena, including those deéliné'with the
use of langusge 3 others would went to say that the
scope of 1inguisfios is more nesrrow, that only some
regulerities observed in linguistic behaviour should be
. deslt with’(the *narrow scope’ view, cf. Langendoen loc.
git.). It is for exsmple possible to study what people
say without studying why or in what context they say it.
Another question perteining to the scope of linguistics
is the question of psychologicsl reelity, thet is, whether
linguists describe or should describe entities (ancon-

sciously) present in peorle’s minds or whether they should,
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or do, describe some systems existing at more abstract
levels outeide individusl speakers. Iroponentcs of the
latter view maintein that the accounts they give of
linguistic regulerities and irregularities are not
necescarily (nor have to be) psychologically real in
the gense that they sre isomorphous with psychologi-
cally present linguistic systems, which people use
(emong other things) when they speazk. Obviously, there
is no room here for e deteiled discussion of these met-
terss In fact we ¢an form some sort of an idee of what
we could cell an explenation in linguistics without
having solved the gquestion of the domain of linguistice.
We don’t have t. teke a stend as to mentelism or
- non-mentelism or to the question of how many 2. peccts of
people's linguistic behaviour linguistes should explain
in order to form an idea of the concept 'explanation in
linguistics®, elthough, of course, particyler inmstences
of potential explanations will not be sorted out =s

velid or invelid unless we have some idea as to what we

want to expleine It is sufficient for our present pur-
poses to stipulate that synchronic linguistics ic dealing
with some sort of reslity. e con, for the monent, stay
neutral as to,whet this reelity is, whether it is the
competence of an idesal speaker-hearer or a socielly real
set of rules 2nd paradigms, or an even morc ebstrsct
system, having an ontologicel status similer to logic

or mathematics. But it seems essential that coie reality

is assumed for these things, since if they ere not real,
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it is in principle imposcible to test the validity of
proposed explenations, if the concept explanation is
thought of in the way I have just suggected.

_ If en explenation of something is & description
on & higher level, there must be something to describe.
It is, then, incompatible with my concept of explanation
to teske what may seem to be the relatively modest stand
(and therefore more sensible st this stege of our igno-
rance) to propose gramnars for lengusges which eccount
for, or generate, sll the forms of the languzge (e«g.
enunerating recursively all the sentences and giving
then structursel descriptions, making statements about
the syntactic, semantic and phonologicel structure of
the sentences) without clasiming that the derivations end
structurel descriptions srrived at by the grasmmsrs re-
present any reslity, that is, assume that the grammar is
scientific fictidn.‘ This is incompatible with my notion
of explanstion, since in this way gremmars will be in
principle untestable and we will never have a way of
ascessing the wvalidity of their explanstions. /A reslist
gremmer, on the other hand,.purﬁorts to describe some
rcality, end in principle all thet has to be done in
checking its proposed explanations 1s to compere them
with thet reality to see whether they describe the actual
state of affairs cr not,

A realist gremmsr, then, is empirical in s very

genersl sense, there belng assumed some reelity egeinst

which it is to be tested. (It is, of course, & different
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matter whether it is in facf possible to test the proposed
grammars against the mality they ere claimed to represent,
I will come to this shortly.)

A non-realist grasmmer has a very different status.
The only condition it has to fulfil is that it fit the
corpus of linguistic surface data available to direct ob-
servation, that is, ﬁhat its predictions are not contra-
dicted by asctusl sentences produced by the speskers of the
language under investigatione It has proved to be the case
that within this fremework there are more often then not
many ways of accounting for some piece of linguistic data.
Different grammars can generate the same strings. It is
thus possible to get more than one explanation of a parti-
cular linguistic phenomenon which fits the data, and if we
ask which explanation is the correct one, or only the best
one, granting that perhsps none is perfect, we seem to be
in trouble, because it seems to me that we can’t give the
word bgst any reference if we are not meking claims sbout a
reslity., One might suggest that the ‘explanstions’ should
be tested against an evelustion measure of some sort which
would be built into the theory in order to tell which ex-
planations are the best ones. But evidently the same pro-
blem comes up concerning the evaluation measure, it becomes
vacuous if no reality is assumed. If there is no externsl
reality in terms of which the eveluation messure can be de-
fined, it can only be defined in terms of the system within
which it is supposed to operate, for example by working out
a simplicity metric. One might for example suggest that
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the explenation which uses fewest symbols (presumebly de-
-fined in some clear way) is the simplest and therefore the
best one, But different theories will have different pri-
mitive concepts, end there is no cuerantee thet an explana-
tion which is simple in one formslized theory will be bim- :
- ple in snother, if trensleteble into that theory et sall.
And 4if different theories choose different expianations.

we are faced with the task of choosing between different
theories if we still went to have one rsther than meny
valid explenetions. But choosing between theories poses
exactly the same problems as choosing between different
explanations within s theory. Ve will have to ask on what
grounds we cen evaluate different theorioé. If this is
possible st 8ll, it would have to be done within 2 meta-
theory which inccrporates an evelustion measure which dis-
‘ $inguishes between different theories. Butlit is dif-
ficult to see how such 2 metetheory con be chosen other
then by & still higher evaluétion measure, incorporated
into a mets-meta theory, becsuse how elag do welknow if we
have picked the right wey of choosing between different
theories? Evidently, this evaluation hierarchy is 1nf1n1té,
if we don’t have some resl referent to test our theories
and evelustion metrics sgainct. Uhat this chows is that
non-reslist synchronic iinguistics, being untestable
sgeinst reslity, can’t decide what i1s & good or & bad
explenstion of comething. 10) S0, if we want to be able

to eveluste our explenations, it seems that we chould

stick to some sort of renlism.
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Before moving on to Listoricel lingui:tics, let me
maeke @& note on the testing of hypotheses within our rea-
list frameworke In thie fremework the term “velid ex-
rlanation of a phenomenon X% will mean something like
’s true description of the steste of affeirs which cazn
be said to have brought about this phenamenon' or ‘=
true description of the context in which the phenomenon
exists’s But then of course the guestion arises how we
know thet we heve given s correct description of the
phenomenn. llore often than not, the ‘deever states of
affairs’, which we desecribe end connect with the more
observeble phenomene which vie want to explain, sre not
directly observeble. But how can we, then, know whether
we have described them correctly, that is, whether oar
explanstions are velid or not? Acceording to Toprer we
will perhsps never know whether our descriptions are

trues The bect we can do is to 1imit the number of
descriptions that pay be true: "Qnly the folsity of the

n
LR ]

(Foprer 19¢8855. Emphesis hise)e This con be done,
according to Foprer, by testing the predictions mace by
the rroposed theorieses If we hsve projyosed some unob-
cerveble stete of affeirs to preveil, it mey hsove core
nore or less logicel consequences in thot it predicts
sone other phenomencn which mey be observables If
thece predictions are contradicted by observeble focte,
our theory is wronge Ilopper cuggecste thet the dif-

ference between scientific explanstions snd non-:cientific
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ones is thet the scientific ones must be refutable.
Irrefutable explanations .and theories are unscientific,
according to Foppere. For an explanstion to be refuta-
bie by observable phenomena, it will have to be formu-
Tated in such & way that its empirical consequences are
clear in that predictions about some phenomena which
should.be observable can be deduced from it in some
logicel waye This is closely related to the concept

of lawy the explanations will have to be predictive
laws. (The laws being, in our terms, quantified de-
scriptions of the relstions between phenomena or states
of effairs, = The iff relation is = statement thet
every time one thing occurs, another must 81322?2curr§¢L)
If we go back to the exsmple of the splinter in John's
toe and his sensation of pain, the explanation we pro-
posed for the fact that John had a pain in his toe was
the fact that he had 2 splinter in his toe. This is
not a law, it is only a hypothesis about & particular
state of affairs or event, it does notuhaye the 2ll-~
quantifier in it, it does not meke predictions. 1In
order to make thls explanation refutable é_lg Fopper it
would have to be turned into something like thist
"Whenever a person has a splinter in his toe, he or

she feels pein." In order to test the validity of this
law we would go out and look for counterexamples to it,
and 1f we find a person who hes a splinter in his toe,
but still does not feel any pain, our law is refuted.

In Iopper's framework, one instance of a person with a
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splinter in his toe but without pain invslidates the lawe.
But the importantiéuestion ist Does this mean that our
explanation of the pein in John’s case is invelid? I
should think not. In expleining the fact that JolLn has
a pein in his toe by the fact that he has a splinter in
his toe, we assumed thet there was a oonpection between
the two fects, so that John would not have hed the pein
if the splinter had not been there. Thié may or may not
be true. But the truth of that ststement about John's
case does not depend on whether we find some other per-
son who does not have & pein slthough he hes & splinter
in his toee <o, if we teke 2 vslid explenation to be a
true statement about & stete of affeirs, the felsity of
thet statement, which is made sbout one state of_affnifs,
cannot be proved by showing thet it does not hold for
snother state of affairs, perhaps similar, but slightly
.different. The point is that our explenstion is not a
predictive laws Ve may be right in assuming that there
was & connection between John's pain and John's splinter
without making a predictive statement thet every time a
person has a splinter in his toey he will feel pein.

’s mentioned above, Foprer suggests that for sone-
thing to qualify as & science, it must form refutable
theories, that is, theories that mske generasl predictions
avout thingsother then those observed. It seems to me
that it is not right to put such & strict constraint on
the definition of science. I think that there is more

to science then mere theory-mosking and theory-refutinge
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Deseription of what are essumed to be the facts ceems to
me to be a quite legitimete scientific ectivity, if not
more important than theory-msking. It may well turn out
to be the case that our descriptions of simple facte,
basicelly, have a common core with predictive genersl
theories. — The particular descriptions ere in essence
hypotheses ebout particulsr states of affairs. (This is
definitely Foprer’'s view, I think, cf. Toprer 1968:27-29),
But there is o very importent difference between 2 hypo-
thesis sbout some particulsr stote of affaeirs end » pre-
diétive lew, Fredictive lewes claim thet the descrirtions
they incorporete ere valid for more cases than the ones
thet they ere originslly spplied to. But it ic impracti-
cal to:form laws unless we can be pretty sure t'.:1 we
have t2ken 211 relevant factors into consiiersation.

There mey be 2 connection between the srlinter =nd the
pain, but there masy 8lso be other conditions necessary
for 2 person to feel the pein. To edmit that there mey
be other things at work is not to sy thst it is conm-
pletely useless from the scientific point of view to

make the ascertion that there is & connection between

the srlinter and the psin.s I would sey thaet it ic per-
fectly sensible to sey that the fact thot John hos o

poin is “expleined” in o technicsl sense by the fact

thot he hac 2 gplinter in his toe and that we can call
this 2 ‘scientific explanetion’ (2lthouch it is cdmittedly
not » very ‘deep’ one). But exflanation in vhis cense

is evidently not & law, and that mesns that the vslidity
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of our explanctione cennot be tested by Toprer s method,
There may thuc ceem o be & conflicl. between my concept
of 2 sclentific exrlenetion ond Topper s criterion for
scientifidality. Yy explenations sre not refutsble,
simply becsuce they s=re not prediétive lrwe, but I would
maintain thst they rcre empiricel cleime ond in'theOry
tectable ngeinct the resl strte of »ffeirs, Dut in
order to be sble {0 test the explsnstions, one will
altimetely heve to “see” the resl statec of »flnire, to
conpere the theories to thet reslity, snd in mrny coses
our per:eptusl spperstus, both naturel snd men-mrie, 1is
not up to the tesk of msking these direct observations
of reelity. In the sbsence of direct obecervetions we
can only meke more or less pleusible guesses, but it is
cnly when we move from the stage of cleims esbout perti-
culer, more or les:s isolated pleces of reslity which

can be snid to be true or false hypotheses sboul perti-
cular phenomena, to the stage of forming predictive laws
which ¢~n be fsalsified by counterexamples, thot lopper’s
mebhod can hely use 1t seems to be »n unreaczonzble puri-
tenism to neintein thet only the quentified lsws sre
geientific strtements,

We will no: turn to historiecel linguistice =nd con-
cider what could be ¢8lled = fvalid exrlonation” in thet
trinciple. This guestion 1s obviously relrted to the
maoin tleme of this section, nemely the cauce:. of the
chenges we are studying, If we coan find something which

we ¢nn eell tle ceuse of a linruistic chrnpey, 14 recns
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reasonable to say that thet forms at leest e part of en
exrlanation of that change. Before looking at the ques-
tion of cause, we will, then, discuss briefly the gene-
- ral question of what caﬁ be cealled a vrlid explanation
in historicel linguistics. We have slready cseen thet
the questionfgﬁet counts e&s a2 valid explanation ie closely
connected with the testability of the truth of explana-
tions. Hypotlheces in a mentelistic synchronic gremmar or
a grrmmar purporting to explain some socisl reslity, we
said, should in theory be testeble egeinst ¥ne presupposed
| reality. We saw also that a “non-realist’ synchronic
theory did not seem to be testable agasinst =ny reslity
exept & corpus of sentences produced by the speakers,
which by itself seems to be of rather limited value, if
no recourse is sllowed to any hypotheses or assumptions
ebout the reelity of linguistic rules. In order to put
historical linguistics in the same perspective, we will
consider against what sort of reelity hypotheses aboutbt
langusge change should be tested or in general whether
they cen be tested egeinst any reality, that is, whether
historicel linguistics is an empirical science.

In discussing the stctus of synchronic hypotheces,
we suggested that unless some reslity was claimed, syn-
chronic linguistics would stand in the void, since its
hypotheses would bz untestable, The reality thsl nuct
be assumed cen either be & mentzal reeslity in individursl
s peekers, or a social reeslity, thet is, synchronic linguists

can clain to describe the competence~ of speakers or
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the linguistic systems of communities. (There is also

the possibility of sssuming a more abstract ontological
stetus for linguistic systems, but we will leave that out
of the discussion for the moment.) It may be equelly dif-
ficult to test hypotheses about social reslity snd hypo-
theses azbout mental reality, but 1t is theoreticsally possi-
ble in both cases, some sort of a reality being cleimed to
exist and the aim being to describe it.

As to what sort of a reality historicsl linguistics
should aim et desoribing, it is evident that it could not
be simply defined es mental reality of speskers. It is
for example difficult to see how such a thing as Grimm’s
Law can ever have in sny sense been mentally resl to any
speaker, If historicasl linguists are committed to mental
realism, they will obviously have to look, not et the com-
petences of speaskers in isolation, but rather compare the
competences of speskers from different times and describe
the differoncéa between them, But.ié has been argued,
most notably by Weinreich, Labov and Herzog (1968) that
this is not enough. They argue (p. 156) that one should
" gbandon the individuallhomogenaous idiolect as a model
of language”™ 1in order to be able to "suggest & more 1hte1-
1ligible mechanism of trensfer [of linguistic innovations]™.
What seems to me to be the mein thesis of their paper is
thet if lingulsts are 'to understand 1langusge change,
they cannot 1limit their scope to the competences
of individuel speskers, but have to be able to
look at the linguistic systems: of communities and to
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study varistion between spezkers, for example according
to 2pe or social stratificstion. Not only this, the
theory will heve to allow for e ébnneption of competence,
not ac homogeneous, but sllowing for verisbility, for
exemple accounting for switches speakers often mske
between gtyles, sccording to context, etc. S0, part of
what historicel linguists have to do is to describe
langucge systems of socisl groups and individuel com-
petences, seen as fluctuating systems, snd they have to
compare different language systems, both sociel =nd indi-
vidusl ones, from different times and places. But even
though 2 historical linguist could make true statecments “=~\hﬂ
about different langusge systems snd describe the dif- tﬁ%ﬁ
ferences between them, that would not be enough. [ior

example, stetements like: "In 0ld Icelandic, vowel length

was vhonemic, but became context determined in the 16th

or 17¢h century", seem to leck something. Vhat state-

nents of this sort do, is merely to describe cCorrespone

dences between two stageé in the history of the language

in guestion: ‘“here we have X at stage * we have Y at

stage Be Tiven 8 SOphisﬁicated model like that proposed

Ly .einreich, Labov &nd Herzog is not enough, if it merely
compares one fluctuating system with another. Historicel
linguists have cloimed thet for something to be ~n ex-

Plenation in histouricel linguistics, it is not enough to
describe the situation before and after some change, but

that it hes to say something more about the relation be-

tween the two stages (Cf. e.g. Jeffers 1$74:23¢ and
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H. Andersen 1973). For exemple, we went to know why the
chenge took place, and 2lso how it took place. This is
where the concept ‘cause of 2 lingui:tic change’ comes
into the picture.

The most obvious way to look for what we might term
as causes of & change of some linguistic form is to con-
sider closely the context in which the form occurs be-
fore or at the time the chrnge takes place. Thics con-
text could be not only the purely linguistic or cy.tema-
tic context of the form, but 2lso, as stresced by Labov
and his collaborastors, the wider social and cultursl
context. £t1ll another Part of the context of 2 linguis-
tic  form is, of course, the phonetic medium, describable
in terms of zrticulastory proces:es and acoustic Laws,
This lest type of context is of particular importance
when phonologicsal changes are studied. If 2ll these
surroundings of & linguistic form which has undergone a
change are studied closely, we may be able to find sone
factors which we could suggest, in some sense,
caused the change, or explain why it took pleace.

In our comnents on the notion “explanation in histori-
cal linguistics’ so far, we hsve sscumed that there is
csome reality which the historicel linguists should be
trying to describe, that is, we have sssumed that the
discipline is in come sense en enpirica2l one. Bul one
may well wonder whether this is neCessarily so, that is,
Just as, theoretically, it 1s possible to write synchronic

grammars without making any claims about paycholofical
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reglity or social reslity, it would seem possible to
look upon historicel linguistics in the same wey. One
might then ssy that when there is no externel or em-
pirical evidence about what haprened, one will choose

a descriptive model without cleiming that it reprecentc
the facts. The model might then be chosen on rroynds of
simplicity defined in terms of the formelism used, But
obviously, this would lead to the seme problems as we
have seen that would come up in synchronic linguistics,
as far es the limitetion of plausible exylenetions is
concerned. I‘nother fact which mskes it lesc plougible
to think of historicel linguistics as 8 metephysical
discipline is that it seems, perhaps somewhat paradoxi-
cally, thet facts concerning historicel change~ nre often
more observeble than facts about unconscious mentsl tro-
césses and structures. Indeed, it seems to me that it
is rlways essumed by historicel linguists that they are
trying to find out whet really haprened and the things
they are trying to describe sre, to them at leacst, in
some sence reales I think & historicel linguist would
get a funny look from his colleagues(mnot to mention
other more normal people) if he were to says "I em not
intercsted to know what reelly heppened in the history
of langunge X, I am only wondering whet is the most
besutiful (= simple) picture of what might hove happened",
‘hat our imaginery historicsl linguicst just seid seems
to me to reprecent f2irly whet would be the point of

view of historicel linguistice which does not claim to
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be trying to describe some reelity, in other words, a
non-reelist historiceerl linguiets (I &m not, needless
to say, ¢laiming thev conciderations of simplicity rre
illegitincte or useless in historicnl linguistics.
Indeed, it is considerations of eimrlicity thet pre-
veat us from postuleting events thet there ic mno evi-
dence for. e would not, for exemple want to exrlein e
correspondence between [a] at stege ! =nd (@] st stoge
B es rerrecsenting two chenges [@] —le] 2nd [e] ~=>
' [e], if there is no externel evidence to the effect
thet this hapreneds /lso, - sioplicit: is st the
center of 0ld esteblished conventlons in hictoricerl
linguistics like the comperntive method. The use of the
cimplicity srguments in these inctences is bssed on the
prolicy that until proven/ggoﬁi best to escune thot
things heprened in & simple way.)

If we now try to summerize whot we hove 5ePn saying
about what would qualify as en explanation in histori-
cel linguistice, we seem to come up with 8 rsther compli-
czted concepte An explenetion in historicel linruistics
will have to meke clsims about &t least two different
synchronicselly defined stagec in the history of come
langusage, thot 1s, the'linguiatic syctems of communities
and/or competences of indivicusl speskeres ot there
ctogesy it will slso have to meke claing about corre-
crontences between the systéms st the two stopesy it
711l elso have to moke claims about the relation of

perticuler forms et the firct ctage which chow chensed
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reflexes 2t the cecond stage to factors in the context
of those forms in a way that we can say that the context
in some sencse expleins why the change took place., rfurther,
the explenation may have to make more specific claims
cbout how the change took place, in other words how The
‘cause’ is relested to the change and the resulte

Ve will scsame that what was se2id in the preceding
paragraph constitutes 2t least a part of & definition of
the concept “expleanation in historicsl linguistics’.
his seemc complicated enough, but we still have to state
vhat we would like to call 2 “yalid explanstion in his-
toricel linpuistics”e As in synchronic linguistics, we
seem to have to do this in terms of reality 2nd truth.
In order to be able to test hypotheses in hictoricel
linguisztics, we will have to assume that there is some
reality we are trying to describe. The lingui:tic
systems of communities or individusls must somehow be
real, and the changes must also be real and have taken
rlace for =pecific, perhaps complex, reasons, and in
specific, perheps complex, ways, and two contradictory
explasnations cannot be true. We will thus, in princirle
Lave to test different explanstions sgeinst the reelity
we are trying to describe. As in synchronic lincuistics
the tecting of hypotheses egainct the reality can be very
difficult or impose:ible in practice, but in theory it is
pos: ible, if the reality ics sscumed to exicst. If we
jon“t do this, there seems to be no theoreticslly possible

wey of testing the validity of proposed earleonationse.
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3,2 The term “cause’ in historical linguictics

We will now try to get closer to what was supposed
to be the mein theme of this section, nemely the cause,
or causes @f the quentity shift. 4As a preliminsry to
thet, we will still have to meke some gener=l remarks,
this time about the concert ‘cause of a linguistic
change” o

Closely relsted to the term gayse, is the tern
condition. The terms cause of a change and ‘concition
for a change'are often used to refer to the seme thing.
It seems to meke come scense to say something like tThiss
"Under condition X, chenge Y will take place', or "Under
condition X, chenge Y can tske plece". In statements
like thece it is assumed thet there i: some connection
between the condition X and the consequence, which is
the change Y. We note thet in the two conditional state-
ments ebove, differant cleims ere made. In the first
one, it is cl#imed thet, given the condition X, the change
Y will take plece, but in the second, it is only clsimed
that, given the concition, the chenge gan or may take
places In the-lstter it is only stated that the con-
dition X is 2 pecesgary gondgpigg for the change, but it
is not sssumed that the change will take place. In the
former ctrtement, on the other hand, it is meinteined

the . the condition X is both pececcary and sufficient

for the chrnge to teke place: Given the condition, the

heni e both ¢can and will take place.
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If we now put the term ‘ceuse’, to be used in his-
torical linguistics, into the perspective of necessary
and sufficient conditions, 1t seems to me that it cen
only be used in & sense similer to that of “necessary
condition®, end thet we will never find sufficient con-
ditions for linguistic chenges. I am not seying, of
cource, thet linguistic changes don’t have sufiicient
conditions. The fact that changes occur must mean theat,
in some cence, there are sufficient conditions for their
tﬁking.place (“sufficient condition’ meenins in this
context the surroundings that make it neces:ary for the
change to toke plece)e I em only msinteining that it
would be too much to expect lingulste to find all thecse
csufficient conditions for ell linguicstic changes.,

If it were true that for any chenge X it is possi-
ble to find sufficient conditions for it (i.e. there is
no chenge Y such that it is theoreticelly imrossible to
find sufficient conditions for it), thet would mean
thet it is theoretically possible to find sufficient
conditions for all changes & given lenguege ic poing to
undergos If there sre no limits that dicscriminste against
en, lenguege ac far as this is concerned, it would be
possible to find sufficient conditionc for every sincle
change thet every single langusge is going to undergo.
Thusy, 1f it ic in principle possible to find sufficient
conditions for linguistic changes, it means that it is
theoretically poscible to predict every sinrle cheonse
that every single lsngusge is going to underco from here

to eternity.
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We ere here fesced with & problem common to 8ll evo-
lutionery sciences (evolutionary blology, genetics, his-
tory etcs), the problem of ihether evolution can be pre-
dicted (ef. Scriven 1959). The question can be dealt with
from two points of view. One can wonder whether it is
dogicelly possible to predict evolution. This is & philo-
sophicel problem, the snswer to which probsbly depends on
whether something like oomplefo randomnosa'exists. Ve will
not tgy to solve this here, The other point of view is the
more precticasl point of view of individusl disciplines. In
'historical 11n§uiatioa, es well es evolutionary blology, it
is not only linguistic end blological factors which deter-
mine how iinguietio or biologicel entities evolve. There
aré elways present other ‘bxternal' factors vhich mess things
upt "e.. the irregularity-producing fsctors lie outside
their [i.e.tho disciplinasf]range of observation snd are not
predictsble by referemse to any factors within this range"
(Scriveﬁ'19§9!478). For language, these external factore
arb for exemple physicel surroundings (it 1s.p?nsible for a
language to die out becasuse all its speskers die in an earth-
quake or some other natural c¢stastrophe), but probably the
 most important '1rrcgularity-produning factor, cs far as the
evolution of langusge is concerned, is the humsn will
(sometimes hernessed into currents of socisl laws and
etiquettes), which is in principle unpredictable from the
point.of view of linguistics, If historicsl linguistica
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is to be a branch of linguistics, working with more or
less the came technical spperatus as other branches of
linguistics, it is impos: ible to demand from it that it
find cufficient conditions for linguistic chenges and
by that make them predictebles If linguistic changes
are to be predicted, it requires knowledge of all sorts
of things which have nothing to do with linguisties; in
fact, historical lingulstics would have to become a
sort of theory of everything.

It seems, then, thet if the term “ceuse’ is to have
any meaning within historical linguistics,y it certeainly
cen’t mean “sufficient condition’ . It will have to mesn
SOmething eimiler to the “logical’ concept 'necessary
condition”s In dealing with historical chenge, one can
often find certein features which seem to be related to
those feaetures that change. Ior example,'it has been
noted that, in Germanic, cstem-vowels were.fronted in
forms where 8n § or a j followed the stem. The presence
of a following i or j was a condition for the fronting
of the vowel. Evidéntly, we are not telking about a
sufficlient condition, in thet whenever a stressed vowel
is folloved by an i or 2 j (with some intervening con-
sonants) 1t gets fronted. There are exceptions to this,
not only in that in meny langurges 1°s and j's can follow
stressed vowels without fronting them, but alco in that
there are quite ¢ few exceptions to this in Germanic:
Old Icelandic gtadr ‘place’ ( *stn8iz) does not have @
front ¢ in its stem even though it was followed by an }
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at the time when the frbnting of the stem vowel of gestr
(< *gastiz) took place. Many of these exceptioné can be
" explained by more or less general feeture which inter-
fere with the otherwise vslid law, a2nd the fronting did
not have to teke place, But the important'thing is
thet we can sny thet if the 1°s or j°s had not been there,
the fronting would not hasve tsken places The presence
of 1°s and j°s was a necessary condition for frontingp
- there was'a re}ation between the fronting and the pre-
sence of the 1°s andll's. It seems perfectly reasonable
to use the term ‘caussl relation’ to denote this. We can
thus say that ;'3 and 1'3 caused fronting of preceding
stem-vowels. |

<o far, so good, but we have not done enough. If we
simply state our definition of cause in terms}%ie con-
cept 'necqssafj coﬁdition', we seem to have & pretty
wide definition. We may, for example, observe that a
language won’t chenge unless it is spoken;(or used).
Thus we ¢an sgy fhat if languege X had not been spoken,
change Y would not have taken place, It is a necessary
condition for chenge Y that the languesge X was spoken,
end thus, according to our definition, the chaenge Y was
csused by the fact that X was in use. Of course this
can be said to be trivislly true, but no linguist would
consider it a great achievement to be 2ble to stote
this., Our definition of couse may thus leed to such, in
é sense; absurd uses of the concepts But that may not

be 2 bad thing. In reelity, thics is exactly the same
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thing as we saw that cropped up in our discuscion of
exprlanation. Explanations can be valid, but trivisl.
The explanation using the fact thet l-ngusge X wa:s spoken
to explain a chenge in that languege is one of that types
it is perfectly legitimete, but it is very uninteresting.
e are not surpriséd or enlightened by thic obuervation.
It is only when we sre surprised, when we experience
some sort of revelation when faced with an explanation
or a discovery of a cause (or causes) that we feel thet
our effort has been worthwhile. ‘e can thus say that
cauce: are more or less obvious and explanations more or
less interesting. <cince our investigation is generated
by curiosity, we will not want to dicscover what we al-
ready know, but rether look for new answers. Thus the
number of things that will be put forth in research will
be greatly limited by this attitude of the researcher
and his colleguess The more intéresting the discoveries
the better.

This, however, is not enough to limit the use of
the term cause in a way that seems desirable. It is
not only that we want to be surprised by good explanations,
we want to be sure that they are ‘relevant’(cf. Hempel
1966:48), We would like to eliminate explanations likes
"The quantity shift was csused by the execution of Bichop
Jén Arason" 11D, The question is how we can do this.
The c¢laim made by this explanrtion, referring it to our
definition of cause, is that if Jén Arason had not been
executed, the quantity shift would not have taken place.
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But, of course this can’t be tested; we will never know
what would or would not have happened if Jon Arason had
not been executeds <co0, on the grounds of our definition
we can’t get rid of the hypothesis claiming that Jon Ara-
son’s death ceused the quantity shift. This is, of
course, intolerable. The common-sensical answer would
be that the death of Jon Arason ﬁad nothing to do with
the quantity shift, This is really an empirical clainm,
It is claimed that in reelity, the nature of Jon Ara-
son’s death and the nature of the quantity shift were
such that they happened independently of each other. And
when we connect the fronting of stem vowels in Germanic
with the presence of 1°s end j°s we claim that the nature
of the fronting and the nature of the 1°s and j's and
their relation to the stem vowels were such that there
was a connection.s This is elther true or not true. Ve
find it likely to be true on various grounds. Our
belief that this is so makes it sensible to claim that
the 1°s and i°s csused the fronting of stressed vowels.
It must be admitted that the concert of cause that
is intended to emerge from this somewhet lengthy digres-
sion is far from belng precise. Indeed, it hac been
maintained by philosophers like Hume that the causal
relation exists only in theminls of people and 1s an,
often misguided, interpretation of the relation or non-
relation between two events (cf. von Mises 1951:151-1C2).
But I have a feeling that there is more to the caussl

relation thaen that, that in reality there are some events
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that are connected to some other events in a way they are
not connected to still other ones, and to express this,
human languege, scientific ac well as every day, needs
some concept.

In the belief that this is so and on the basis of
the “clarification’ of the concept cause, suggested
here, I will carry on happily in spite of the pessimistic
comments quoted at the outset of this section, implying
that there is little hope of finding the causecs of lingu-
istic chenges. If the meaning of the term "ceuse’ as
a linguistic ferminug technicus is restricted along the
lines described sbove, there seems.to be nothing wrong

with applying it in historical descriptions.

3«3 The causes of lengthening and shortening.

Let us now at last turn to our particular problem
and start wondering about the cause. or caucses of the
quantity shift. We have slready suggested that it is
not necessary to assume that the shortening of old long
vowels in front of two or more consonants took place at
the same time as the lengthening of short vowels in front
of no more then one consonent. Similarly, it is not
necessary to assume g priorj that the two changes had
the scme causes,

As far as the shortening of old long vowels is
concerned, we have suggested that at an early stage there

was a phonetic tendency to have stressed underlyingly
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long vowels chorter thsn directly predicted by their
underlying features when they were followed by two or
more consonants, We tried to meke this pleausible by
ss:uming that there existed an srticulestory unit, we

' gen cell it the phonetic syllable, which wes delimited
by stress. This unit, which we c¢can es. ume wes primerily
a phonetic thing, oscurring in setusl speech performence,
was not neqdnsafily defineble in terms of the linguistic
system,nor wes it necessarily & strucstural unit (for
~exsmple in thet it figured in any systomafio rules of

the phonology)s (Fresumebly, unstressed phonetic syl-
lebles were differentperformsnce units, and”probably
dirrirent_phnnhtic laws aprlied thére. @ mey leave them
out of the disoulsidh h;re, since we ere only'concarned
with chenges that took place in stres:ced ayllablesé)
Having scsumed @ phnnatie unit which we call the streﬂaed
sylleble, we will aasume further that there wes & tendency
'fgr the unite to be of spproximstely the came duraetion.
Given these sscsumptions, we can eeseily imegine that when
e phonologicsl form like L£itt, ‘few’ (neuter), one syl
iable with e phomologicelly long vowel followed by'a
geminste, which was presumably relatively long in its
phonetie durstion, was prbnounced as & phonetic, ctresced
#yllsble, its vowel tended to be shorter then the vthono-
logicelly srme vowel of the form‘xéﬁ *confusion’ which
was followed by only one consonent. We ¢2n thus imegine
thet the shortening of long vowels wee originslly ini-
tiated by & tendency of the long vowels to adapt to their
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phonetic surroundings. These phonetic surroundings were
the stress and the foliowing consonantism. The phonetic
stres: delimited the immediate context of the vowel, and
when a2 part of the context was a long following consonant-
ism (2 geminate or a consonant cluster) the vowel was rela-
tively short. At first, this shortening of the vowel was
prdbablyrirregular and veried sccording to speakers, some
speskers shortening the vowel more often and more regu-
larly‘than others. This cen well have varied according
to dislects or class, and it should be easy to fit this
cort of thing into & model similar to the one used by
Labov (1965) and Weinreich, Lebov and Herzog (19€8) for
variation in American dialects,

At a later stege we can assume that the shortening
of long vowels became ﬁore reguler, until some language
learners picked 1t up ac 8 full-fledged phonological rule
of the language end made the generslization that all
stressed vowels are short when occurring in front of two
or more consonants. It is obviously a difficult problem
to decide exactly at what stage a new rule like this be-
comes, =0 to speak, an integral part of the phonology, so
thet all or the majority of ﬁhe speekers have it as a
regular phonological rule, as opposed to a more or less
irregular phonetic alternation, and indeed it may be that
it 1s theoretically unsound to make such & distinction,
since it would seem that borderline cases will elways
come up, vhere it is imposcible to decide whether to call

something a low-level phonetic alternation cr a regular
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phonological process. One might perhaps say that the
problem is a pseudo-problem, only created by an unjusti-
fied dichotomy between phonetics and phonology. Bubt it
seems necessary, at least for practical purposes, to
draw some distinction between cbmpletely phonetic alter-
nations, conditioned, e.g. by the capecities of the
speech organs or some physical IQWS of scoustics, and
systematic phonological slternations, defined by the
rules. of the grammar, phonologicsal rules which are
langusge specific and 1earned'by speakers when they are
learning the lenguege, but not explainable in general
phonetic termss :

In this context one méy ask, from the point of view
of historical linguistics, what 1n.the process we have
been describing sbove, we should c¢sll the linculstic
changes, Is it the sprearance of the phonetic tendency
to shorten long vowels in ceftain phonetic environments,
or is it the actuzl incorporation of the phonologicel
rule into the langusge system, that is to say, the change
in th;"competeﬁces' of speskers of the language? We are
evidently faced with a situestion which is reminiscent of
historical structural linguistics, where there is 2
distinction between an sllophonic chenge and the restruc-
turing of the phonological system, the phonemicization
of @ previously ellophonic difference. It was common
among structurslists to claim thet the only thing that
mattered was the structurasl chenge: "Trhonetic change
acquires significance only if it results in & change of
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the phonemic pettern.” (Bloomfield 1933:33¢9), This may
be true to o certein extent,but as soon ss it comes to
ecking questions of Row end why (inctead of only what)
the rhonetic drift becomee extremely impertsant. I we
only bother sbout structursl chenges, we may in fact end
up comprring c¢ifferent synchronic steges without being
tble to exylsin their relstion. 2 historicel linguict
chould be Jjust es interecsted in the phonetic acpect:c ec
the ctructursl rerects of changes, 2ni thereforc there
doec not cecm to be any Jjustificatlion for giving one
acpect more priority than the other by singling 4t out
ac the change proper. ‘
We heve now set forth o hypothesic concerning the
couse and nature of the chortening of long vowels before
two or more conconsntc. ’'e could sy thet we hsve pro-
pored ot least a pert of an ex;lenation of that pert of
the gu~ntity shift, It is now reesonsble to ask, on what
grounds we may think that it is velid, that ig, do e
hsve some evidencelto cupport 1it? TFert of the justifi-
cation of our hypothe is i: iwmplicit in our deceripiion
of it, :hich we have given sbove. .e tried to give the
explenstion some pleusibility by meking it believable
from the phonetic roint of view. But we mey ocks ‘hat
elce do we have? The encwer to thrt quectlon 1g3 Very
littles '& we have crld before, the tecting of hypo--
thece: like the one e heve proposed igs en empiricel
nottere Ideerlly, we would simply go out and see whether

our hyrothesis fit: the fact: « But the problem ic thet
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we don’t have direct access to the details which would con-
firm or refute our hypothesis. We don’t have access to
speskers of Old Icelandic who show or don’t show a tendency
to have all stressed syllables of the same length or have
an irregular tendency to shorten long vowels in front of
more then two consonsnts in stressed syllebles. We don’t
know either exactly whet Old Icelandic stress was like,
There mey also have been other factors at work, like some
laws of tonelity, which, it is ascumed, were the historicsl
origin of the modern Norwegien and tSwedish word-tones.
There ere all sorts of things we would like to know, but
we don’t. In the sbsence of relevent date, we ¢en only
make guesses which seem more or less likely to be true.
Ideslly, the likelihood of the truth of hypotheses which sere
not directly supported by data should be measurable on some
sort of an independently Jjustified eveluetion scale, based
on some notion_Of natural sound change, which could help us
to decide what is most likely to have been the actusl state
of affsirs or course of events. We have already touched on
the subject of eveluation of different hypotheses in hisf
torical linguistics, and since & further discussion of the
matter would lead us too far afield, we will leave it at
that and cerry on as if we knew what we were "##lking about,
We will now turn to the question of what caused the
lengthening of short vowels. We have already sssumed that
in 0ld Icelandic there existed an articuletory unit which
we celled the stressed syllable. We 8lco assuﬁed that there

was a tendency to have these stressed syllsbles of approxi-
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mately the some durstion. On these grounds we proposed
an explanation of why the old long stressed vowels were
shortened before two or more consonants. Obviously, if we
believe in these assumptions, we can use them to explain
why the old short vowels lengthened, When & sylleble

like fot ‘e plece of clothing”, in which 2 short vowel

is followed by only one conconent, was pronounced as @&
stressed ﬁhonatio éyllable, we can look &t the lengthening
of the short vowel as resulting from the tendency to have
éli the stresced syllabiel of the ssme durstion. If the
vowel was stretched, the duration of the syllable could
come to mateh approximetely thet of long syllsbles like
L8t or Latt ‘erect’ (neuter).

It should perheps be emphasized thet we are not
saying that the vowel was stretched ip order for the syl-
lsble fat to get the seme durstion as the long syllsbles,
rether we assume thet et the initisl stage the lengthen-
1ng was an sutomatic consequence of the stressedness of
the sylleble. This seems to be & reasonsble assumption,
given the close relation between stress and duration which
phonetic studies have shown to exist in meny languagese
Obwiously, +t is rossible to stretch a short syllsble
ending in a short vowel followed by one consonant in two
ways, that is, either the vowel or the consonsnt could be
stretched. However, there are probably differences in
the ‘stretchability’ of different segmentsj for exemple
it would seem to be eacier to prolong the durestion of

vowcls then that of ctopse Other consonent segments, like
nasdls, would seem to be quite “stretchable’. At the
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earliest steges of the lengthening of o0ld short syllebles,
it is, then, quite possible that some syllables were
lengthened phonetically by stretching the consonsnt, (as
must have been the case in many Swedish and Norweglan
dialects), and it is also possible that both segments
were sometimes stretched at the seme time., Indeed, there
are examples to be found which seem to reflect a ¢onso-
nant lengthening. One of these examples is the adverb
frem ‘forward’, which has in Modern Icelsndic, when pro-
nounced under stress, a8 long consonant and a short vowel,
but seems to have had a short vowel snd a short conso-
nant in Old Icelandic. As we have seen, a2 lengthening of
the consonent is quite common in Norwegiean and Swedish
dialects, and it has been suggested that lexical doub-
lets in Modern Icelandic, one form showing & long con-
sonant and the other a short one, e.g. reamurirsmmyr
“strong” (Sigmundsson 19703325) could derive from a stage
of phonetic indeterminacy as to the length of the seg-
ments, It seems very likely that at the earliest stages
of the phonetic lengthening of o0ld short syllables, there
existed forms in which a phonologically short consonant
was stretchec, ﬁut most likely @ lengthening of the vowel
was more commons When the lengthening of old stressed
syllables became a part of the phonological system, the
generalization that was mede by new speskers was that all
stressed vowels were long before one consonsnt, but in &
few cases, like in the form fram, restructuring took place
in the lexicon so that the old short consonant was re-

placed by en underlying geminétes



3,4 A shift or s conspirecy?

In dicscussing the dating of the chenies, snd on veri-
ous other occesions, we have touched on the que:tion of
whether the quantity shift was comething which we could
properly e¢nll a “shift®, or whether the term “conspireey’
shoald rother be spplieds Obviously, in crder to be
able to desl rencibly with csuch & quection, we would
heve to give the:e two notions :come cleer meaninge. One
of the things we have assumed could be used to dictin -

gdch betveen the two notions ig the timing of the event:,
If we have reacon to believe that come comrliceted chonge
took plrce in ‘one stege’ or over e short veriod of time,
ve would presumably tend to call it & s«hift or o single
change, whereng if & number of c¢hanges which tnke vlace
ot different times “conspire’ to form = unified, simply
stetable result (cf. Lass 1974), we would tend to cell it
e concpirecy. /‘nother factor which will have some bear-
ing on vhether we c¢all something » conspiracy or a2 shift
is the ccuse (or csuces) of the change (or changes), If
we ss8y that 2 complicsted chenge wa: csused by one singlq
factor, we would tend to call it a =hift or 2 single
change, wherecs i1f & number of changes which forn 2 uni-
fied recult (that recult being apperently the only thing
the changes heove in common), are relatsble to different
conditions or perhsps no prior conditions 2t 211, the
only rescon for their teking place perhops ceemins (o be

the result, we would tend to cell that » consriracye.
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We have cet forth hypotheces a: to what caused the
chortening of old long vowel: and the lengthening of
0ld chort ones in stressed syllsblec. ‘e relsted both
of these chirnges to ctres:s, &nd in thet recrect we can
séy that there 1s a comnon element in the cesuces, ond
conseguently we chould perhaps ¢nll the quentity chift
a proper chift, Ve notice, however, that stress vac
cleired to be releted to the changes in different wayc.
In the case of the chortening of o0ld long vowel:, one
can sny thet the strec. wes not e direct cause of the
chortening, but rether, we ascumed that the stress-
poattern defined the context in which ‘the chortening
took plece. Vie cugrested thet within the context of en
articulatory unit which we celled & ctrec. ed sylleble
the long consconenticm ceaused the long vowels to develop
chortened allophones. In the case of old chert vowelc,
however, we cen cay that the stres. was 2 more immediate
context for the lengthening, there being sssume’ = cloce
phonetic connection between stress snd durstion. In
this light we cee that the questlon whether the chorten-
ing of 013 long vowele snd the lengthening of old chort
ones were ceuced by the same factors cennot be sncwered
eimrly with & yes or 2 no. Even though the most im-
mediste phonetic features which we connected the change:
with ore different, on the one Fend e lons following
conconantism =ond, on the other, stress end 2 short {ollow-
ing conconsntism, we cen =8y that 2 common factor was

workin: in the background, nsmely (eccording to our
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ascumptions) a tendency to have all stressed syllsbles
of the seme duretion. One might perhaps make an objec-
tion here and ssy that this common factor is not a his-
torically pri.r csuse &s we claim, but simply the con-
spiratorial result of the two changes. That is, we
are perhaps not Justified in saying that a tendency
for sll stresced syllebles to have the same duration
was a part of the environment of the phonetic proces-
ses involved, and ell we are allowed to say is that it
was a consequence of the two changes thet 2ll stressed
syllables crme to have the ssme duration ( and phonologi-
cal or prosodic lenmgth)., If this objection is velid, we
could perhaps turn sround and szy that the same duretion
of all s.ressed syllsbles wa: the ' aimed-at result’ of
the chenges, to borrow a phrase from Lass (1974:512),
and it is not the cese that the tendency to obtain the
seme durstion for all syllables was a prior phonetic
ceuse of the changes, but rather that it was the ‘pur-
poée' of_the changes thet all stres:ed syllebles were
to have the seme duration, In terms of causality, one
could then say that the uniformity of the length of
stressed syllables was the “final [orthogenetic] cause’
(ef. Lass 19743312 and 333) of the changes. ﬂooked at
in this way the quentity shift seems to quelify es a
historical conspiracy.

It seemé, then, that the answer té the question
'whether to call the quantity shift @ conspiracy cr a
chift cen derend (apart from the question of the dating)
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on whether the tenlency for all stressed syllables to

be of the same length can be seild to have been & rele-
vant feactor in the phonetic processes resulting in the
systematic chenges of vowel shortening and vowel lendthen—
ing; We have elren.y suggested thet this was the cace,
but we mey of course wonder .hether we ore righb. e
cen put the question like thiss Is it more likely that
what the two changes have in common is that they were
partly triggered off/@ybommon environment or thet they
rimed at the same result, which could then be cnlled the
’finel ceuse’ of the change? One might soy thet the
sn:=wer to this question will depeﬁd on what generel view
we have of linguilctic chernge and its crucec. If we lock
at lanruage chenge 2c in genersl ceused by phonetic sand
other factors present at the time of change or chortly
before it, we would tend to f£avourthe explanstion which
saye that the changes were csused by e phonetic terndency
to have 21l stres:ced syllsblesof the esrme duration.
fnother way of looking at lengusge change 1c that it i«
in genersal, or cometimes, teleological, that is, the
chnanges that occur sometime: aim et come terget resch~
gble in the (nmeer or distent) future. If one accepts
that as @ more plausible view, one would precumebly
favour the conspiratorial explenstion, Of co.rse the
tvo points of view are not mutuslly exclusives 4t is
roscible to be . er eclectic and sry thst :tome chenges
are teleological. and others mechenical, and indecd one

can meintein thet come (or all) chenres rre poartly teleo-
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12)
logical and pertly mechanical. T Will Bot: sabavk on

a long discus=ion of these matters, since they involve
methodological questions which I am not prepasred to deal
withe I will content myself with steting thet, genersally,
it seems less to be expected that languasge change has
some predetermined purpose, and therefore, if another
explanation is poszibie, I think that an explenation
meking thst essumption in some way necessary should be
avoided. Gonsequently? I will assume that the lengthen-
ing of short vowels and the shortening of long onec are
traceable back to a common phonetic element, namely s
tendency to have all stressed syllables of the seme du.~.
ration. (The shortening of long vowels, of cource, being
more indirectly relatable to this tendency as a éause,
the more immediate casuse being a long consonantism fol-
lowing.) : _
It should be emphasized that although it seems to
me that the term conspiracy should not be applied to
refer to the Icelandic quentity shift, that does not
mean that it should not be applied to other phenomens.
For instance the changes in English discus:ed by Lass
(1974), which graduslly, over & long period of'time,
 ’pim at’ elimineting vowel quantity ss a parsdigmatic
feature, 2re much less amenable to & mechanistic exple-
nation of the sort proposed here for the Iceleandic
quantity shift, because the changes forming the quantity
conspiracy in English, culmineting in ’itken’s law in



- 311 -

Modern Scots are much more formally heterogenous and
chronnlogically fer apart than the Icelandic changes
seem to have been. It seems that the term “his-
toricsl conspiracy’ cen be used to refer to the English
changes, at least until a more satisfactory explanation

presents itself which mekes the term unnecessary.
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In the foregoing treatment of quantity in Icelandic
and its history, we have carried on without stopping to
consider whet is meant by the term length or quantity in
phonology. In order to try to compensate for this, I
will devote the following chapter to the question of what
phonological quantity is.

It seems to be genersl practice to use the terms
duration end quantity-in such & wey that duration de-
notes sbsolute physical length, but the term gusntity is
used to denote duretion when it functions “as an inde-
pendent varisble in the phonological system of a lane
gusge’s (Lehiste 1970842) I will try to follow this
practice in my discussion. It seems, then, quite con-
venient to use the term length in any context in which
one either does not want to make this distinction or
where, for some reason, neither is applicsble. The term
length can then for example be used when talking about
the properties of phonological units when discusced by

themselves,
l., Ways of accounting for length

In genersl, in analyzing length phonologically,

there is more than one option open for a linguist. These
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alternstives cen be summerized (of. Lehiste 1970843~
44) =2s being basically four.

It is possible to look upon quentity acs being 2
feature of the segments of the lenguage (mout typicelly
vowele, but consonents may alco be enalysed z2c¢ long or
chort)e In this enelysis, some cegments of the lengu-
age erey then, long, wheresec others are short nuch in
the srme wsy 08 €.7e cOme vowels are rounded  end others
unrounded, This festure can be ‘distinctive’ or ‘non-
distinctive’, 5ust as sny other feature con be “distinc-
tive’ or ‘non-distinctive’. For quantity to be = ‘aic-
tinctive feature’ of o segment it 1s o neces:ary condition
thet there be at le=st two degrees of length in the zeg-
ments, Jjust eec roundedness is not distinctive unless
there are bofh rounded and unrounded vowels in the lan=
guage. There are other conditions for quentity to be phono-
logically ‘distinctive’, for exemple that the length of
segments 1s not predictable by feetures in the environ-
ment, (I will meke some further comments on ‘distinctive-
ness’ hortly.)

‘nobher way of aﬁr~lyzin@ length i to sssign it
more or less & status of phoneme. In this way one can
e.gs 2nnlyce the difference between Cld Icel~ndic gat rnd
80t ec being thet in the latter cember of the pair there
ic prezent a& phoneme of length. The pair could be tron-
scribed like this /sat/ vse /sast/, /8/ being the lensth-
phoneme. Cbviously this sort of jphoneme has e peculiny

ctrtus conpared to other phonemes, for exomple in thet
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its phonetic reslization varies greatly, being (apart
from_the element of Jdurstion) completely determined by
adjacent (preceding ?) segments. This peculiar status,
it has been suggested, should be indicated by giving it
a special neme and calling 1t ‘prosodeme’ (Haugen 1949)
or “chroneme’ (Jones 1962). This anslysis would probebly
not have very much appeal to others than the mocst abstract
minded (pre-generstivist) structurslists. It seems, for
example, that there is something missing as far as the .
representation of the reletionship between the length
phoneme (chroneme or whatever), and the sctual segment
that is phoneticslly long. (See, though, Haugen 1949
who suggests an secount of length and other ‘prosodemes’
(Like tor.s) in terms of timing within the syllablé.)

A third wgy of accounting for length is to assign
it to higher order units like syllsables, or still larger
units, even words (ef. Lehiste 1570350 ff.)n In this sort
of anslysis, the duration of segments is determined by
their position within these larger units, i.e. their
relation to other segments and their structural status in
the unit. # very simple case of a system describasble in
this way would be one where vowels are 1ong in open syl-
lebles, but short in closed ones. (Thus, every syl-
lable, open or closed, would have similer duretion),
Questions of “distinctiveness’ may get unclear answers
in this sort of csituation. 'rhis was reflected in our
discuscion of Modern Icelandic (Chepter II., Séction 1.),

where there was 8 question as to which wac 'distinctive',
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.vowel length, conéonant length or perhasps something else.
A generstive anslysis of this situatvion would be one
which left segments unmerked as to length at the under-
lying phonologiqal-leveI‘ and then dictributed it on the
aprropriste cegments by 2 rule defined on the higher
order unit (the syllable or whatever)._ It is, in this
connection, an interecting question what sort ﬁf-an
entity length is. 1Is it'appropriafe to use the seme

sort of theoretical notion to represent this and the
length that belong:s to segmentc? Cen one use a feature
[4long] for both, say, a vowel that has been lengthened
by a2 rule of the sort mentioned sbove and one that is
underlyingly long, without meking any notationel distinc-
tion betieen the two types of length? A similer question
arises in connection with pslatalizstion, which can be
either & feature of an underlying segment occurring in
all (or most, if it is sometimes neutraiized) environ-
‘ments or else & secondary feature occurring in specisl
surroundings predictaeble by rule. It is common to look
upon this as d;fferent aprlicetions of the seme feature
(cfs e.g.Halle 1959/1971:61~-62)s If length 1s treated
similerly, one could then say that one and the same fea-
ture is in one casse inherent to & segment and in 2nother
imposed by 2 phonological rule. The difference is, then,
not in the nature of the phonologicsl concept of quantity,
(denoted by the feature [+long]), but in its function and
place within the syctem. .I am not sure that this is @
permiscible way of looking at the two different func- -
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tions of length, I am not even certain that the question
of whether or not the two types of quantity functions
have & common element is & sensible'question to ask.
Anyway, what is a phonological feature? 1Is it something
positive that can show up in seversl langusges and dif-
feren. surroundingé'and be always the ssme thing, or is
it‘ngre sensible to look at phonological features as
basicelly relational, having different mesnings accord-
ing to the system that they work in? OCertainly, it can
be s8id that a feature like [+high]| has & different
‘velue’, in the Saussureiesn sense, in & system with two
vowel heights than when it occurs in a system with three
‘vowel heights. Is there something pogitively the seme
about the two instances of the helght feature? I am not
sure. Their phonetic (acoustic and articulatory) cor-
relates may be similar in some ways, but does that mean

‘that their phonologicel contept (if any) is the same?
The basic function of distinctive features is to keep
phonemes apart, and their value or content depends on
the system they work in.

It the.phonologioal content (value) of a feature
[+high] mey be different in any two different langusges,
one may well wonder whether it maskes any sense to spesgk
of universel phonological features. It would not sur-
prise me if it turned out that the whole idea of univer-
sal distinctive features is wrong, since things like [ +high],
[+back] etc. can never have exactly the same velue in two

different languages. I think Trubetzkoy is right when he
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sayst '"Des thoneminventar einer tprache ist eigentlich

nur ein Korrelat des Systems der phonologischen Oppg-
sitionen' and that "in der Thonologie die Hauptrolle «..
den distinktiven Oppositionen zukommt" (1958:6€0). So,

from the phonologicael point of view the thing is not the

positive properties of distinctive features, but their
negative distinctive function, and systems of oppositions
are in principle either wholly different or wholly identi-
cel. Parts of these systems can’t be identical without
the whole systems being identical.

S0, if it 4s in principle so that two diffevent
phonological systems have ﬁb entities which are exactly
the same, then the feature [tlong] will Lave es meny
values as the systems within which it operstes. (Of
course, the phonetic correlates may be similer from one
language to enother, but that does not mesn phonoloricsal
identity.) And 2 fortiori, the length in a system where
it ie predictable by rule will be a'quité~different thing I
from length in o system where it is phonemic. It may,
then, seem grossly misleading to use the same term fo.
both. But granted thet we know that Jlength, highness,
frontnegss etc. may never mean exactly the same within
gremmars of two different languages, we are all right.

We don’t assume that quantity in 0ld Icelandic was the
some thing as in Modern Icelandic, even though we use

1)

the ssme word to denote thei.
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A fourth way of deasling with length is to snalyce
*long” segment: o5 clucters of identicsl :egments.
"ecording to that principle the difference between gat
and g8t in Old Icelsndic could be eecounted for in cuch
o way that'ggg would be anslysed phonologically ac /sat/
with » single vowel, but géj:as /sact/ with a double
vowel or vowel cluster. There are ceveral thingec that
heve becn listed as cigns of this sort of underlying
phonological structure.s Trubetzkoy (19583170-174) lists
five phenomens which could be teken es¢ indienting thet
2 lengusge enclycses it: long vowels 2c geminntes.

If morpholoricel boundaries can f2ll within o
‘long” cegment, s in Pinnish, for exam:le, where there
are persdigms like felo “house’, partitive faloz ond
kukka ‘flower’, pertitive kukkao, Trubetzkoy (op.cit.
pe 170) suggests, long vowels chould be snelysed ac
geminatese The idea ic thet g + g in this cate gives 2
long vowel, and thet thic enslysis cen be extended by
enaslogy .0 other long vowels of the langucges I om not
cure that thic is a2 very ctrong argument, slthough I mey
heve used 1t when suggecting en analysis of long con-
conents in lModern Ic landic o: geminates (ef. p. 29) in
Chapter II, If, for independent reasons, it seenc
naturel to anelysce length of vowels es belng, -9y, an
‘inherent feature®, 1t is difficult to see how, when two
identicel vowels ore brought together by morpholopical
rules, they cen be anslysed phonologicslly a: enything

other than lon- vowelce This argument ic beced on & sort
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of & “free ride'-principle: since a clucster-enelysis
seems to be appropriate in this set of ceces, one might
as well epply it to other cases, even though there 1s
no independent motivation for it in these other caces,

A second indication of geminateness, Trubetzkoy
suggests, is to be found when long monophthongs and
diphthongs have a similer phonologicel status. That is,
when long vowels end diphthongs seem to form a ‘natural
class’ in that they can be represented as one in é;me
phonological rules. He mentions (ppe. 170-171) a case
in Central“Slovek dialects, where there is a “rhythmi-
cal law’, according to which long vowels ere ‘shortened
after long syllebles. Long vowels.anﬂ diphthong: con-
tribute equally to the length of the cyllaeble that is
the environment for the shortening of the following
vowel. .

A third sign of the geminateness of long vowels is
to be found, according to Trubetzkoy, when in phonologi—
cal procecses, long vowels (or syllsbles) have the
some status as two short ones. The archetype of this
sort of thing is the stress rule of Classicel Latin,
which states that stress fells on the second ‘mora’ pre-
ceding the last sylleblej if the penultimate syllable
was long (i.e. ended in a long vowel or was closed by e
consonant), the stress fell there, but if it was chort,
i.e. ended in a short vowel the stress fell on the ante-

penul timate syllable.ia)
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Trubetzkoy's two remeining criteria have to do with
tonal or accentual variation within long segmentc. ihen
there is & difference in tone or “accent’ at the beginn-
ing and the end of & long vowel, that, Trubetzkoy seys,
is 2 sign of ‘Zweipliedrichkeit® of the vowel (pp. 172-
173)s A similer idea is proposed by Woo (1972:24-4C),
only here the geminateness of vowels is used to Jjustify
» particular enalysis of the ‘moving® tonec of lendarin
Chinese. But 700 8lso mentions some other phenomens
which seem to surport a geminate-anslycsics of Chinese
long vowels independently of the tone phenomenon. There
is 2 rule according to which in the ebcence of stress,

1) 1long vowels (VV) become short (V),

2) diphthongs (tend to) become monophthongs and

3) @& cequence of a vowel plus ns:el becomes 2 single

vowel. (Woo 1972:35.)
This could perhaps be teken to show that the second “more”
of a long vowel end a8 segment following a short vowel
have a similar ctatus.

Although these criteria may seem plsusible ennugh,
it ceems to me that one criterion for showing thet length
is gemination of cegments is missing: Let us asccume thet
in some language long vowels 2re geminates, ond let as
sny that the canonical form for a syllable is CV(V)(C),
i.e. the syllable types thet occur are CV, CVV, CVVC,
CVC, and le. us say that ites becic vowels ere five, 2 ¢ 1
2 1y and thece can combine to form vowel-geminntes 22, éﬁ

uu, ee, 90 One could cay that it is & characterictic
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of this langusge thet it allows vowel-segments to com~
bine to form long syllasble nuclei. It sllows sequences
of two identical vowels, and so . one would expecl it to
allow sequencés of two nonidenticel onec; and grented
'that this is not prohibited by some other rrincirples,

the language cshould allow any'combination of its five
segﬁents. (In other words, we might suggest that one

- of the phonotactic principles of this languare is some-
thing which saﬁs: for every V there is a VV, where V

is any vowel of the lsnguege.) We would expect the
languege to heve not only vowel clusters (diphthongs)
like agi, ei, 8y, but also ge, iu, ul etc. altogether,-

20 diphthongs., Of course, one might expect some of these
vowel clﬁsters to be excluded by specisl phonotectic con-
straints,'just as certein consonant clusters sre often
excluded from syllable initial position, but it seems
that these should be looked at as exceptions to 2 general
rule. It might turn out that many of the logically ﬁos-
sible vowel clusters could be disposed of as unfit
either for articulatory or acoustical reasons,but one
might still exrect a vowel geminating language to be
rich in diphthbngs.3)

Another thing that would seem to follow from a
geminate-anelysis of long vowels is connected with this.
If long vowels and diphthongs are besically the =sene,
i.e. two short vowe}s combined; one would expect, other

things being equal, that the components of diphthongs
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get the same treatment acs single short vowels, and each
part of the vowel geminates should behave like & cingle
short vowels. This could possibly be detected in hic-
torical changes like vowel shifts. If in a sycstem like
the one we mentioned above, g is fronted to g by a con-
text free change, one would expect 88 to go to @z, i
to go to gl and ay to go to zu, etc. This criterion, of
course, needs a historicel perspective which makes it ﬁ
bit more difficult, but it has been used, successfully,
I think,to demonstrate that Old English hed & VV struc-
ture for its long vowels (Vachek 1959:446), cimilsarly
it is shown by Las:z (197¢8394) thet some generalizations
concerning the great vowel chift in English can be
captured easily by enslysing long vowels as two identi-
cal vowelse For example, changes like that of ge (long
g) to ii (long 1) end that of gu to iy can be described
as a cingle change of g to J.

To sum up, there are certain things that it seeas
should go with vowel geminetion, and thece things can be
used as clues 8s to whether a2 lenguasge has geminntes
underlying its long vowels.l It may be that none of these
clues sre conclusive, but when one or more of thege is
~present, it can be taken as a sign that long vowel: are
rerhaps underlying geminates.

I have cet up & distinction between four ways of
anelyzing lencthy as an inherent feature, as a cseparate
rhoneme (prosodeme), as predictable or belonging to

higher order elements, and as gemination. But it is
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 conceiveble thrt there exist syctems with 2 sort of e
nixture of more thon one of thecees In Laéss and /nder-
son (1975) end Less (1974 end 197(a) it is escumed thet
2 geminate anelysis cen be combined with predictability
of length in certsin enviromments. In this anelysis s
lensthening rule cen cimply be streted as & gemination
rule (snd e divrhthongization sc epenthesis), and-conw
ver:ely, if ne«ded, 2 shortening rule can be formnlized
ng o deletion. This would seem to be & proper wey of
doing thinge, if there is motivation for o geminate =ps-
lycis of vowels (or consopantc) but there ere still some
cynchronic proces:es at work, chenging the lencth of

sernents,

2e Types of correspondences between dichotomous systems.

Las: (197Cat43) points out th-t there are basicelly
two waye (with a cline of mixtures of both) in which two
dichotbmous rhonologlical systems like the ones split by
quentity crn be related to each others It con be o
quertion of correcponding peirs, co thet there ic a2 onc:
to-one functicn between the tio cy:tems, glving pelirs
where esch phonene from one system correspondc 1th one
fron the other. Las:c calls thirs ‘pair-beced’ relrtion.
Un the other hend o dichotomous system c¢c=n be srlit infto
two without the:'e being a corre:crondence between any
units in the subiystems. Iiere, the :ub:tystems ore oppoced

cs wholecs 1l the segment: of one :ub y tem heve o
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property (or properties?) which members of the other
subéystem don'tihave, but there sre no segment-psirs
which are kept spart by only the dichotomizing festure.
This sorﬁ of relstion, Lass suggests, should be called
‘cet-based’. As en exemple of this type of dichotomy
Lass takes the German vowel system, which has two sets

of vowels, sometimes said to be distipguished by 1ongth,‘
and sometimesr by ‘tenseness: Among the things that

seem to Jjustify a dichotomy is the fact that only vowels
fron one of the subsystem (the long or “tense ones) ean
appear in final stressed open syllables. In this type

of situetion & question to ask is what it is that makes
some vowels but not others able to stand at the ends of
finel open stressed syllebles. In principle dne can look
et this in two weys. One can say that there seems to be
some property of the vowels that makes ﬁhem able to take
up thoce position, i.e.that a phonotectic constraint
determining which vowels can stand in thils particular
pqsition is steted in terms of some feature of the vowels,
Or one cen say that the ability of the vowels to stand in
this position is & property in itcelf. What the ‘tense’
vowels have and the ‘lax’ ones don’t is the feature
[ebility to stend in open finsl stresced syllables]. An
obvious way to try to decide between thece two alterns-
tives, is to see if the two sets show similar behaviour
in =some other respects, to try to see whether some pther
phonological regulerities (or irregularities) can be
explained in terms of the “tense/lax’- dichotomy. In
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English, which has a similar distinetion, there seems to
be justification for a dichotomy independent of the
positional argument in that the vowels that can stand in
open final stressed syllables show special behaviour

with respect to stress-patterns (ef. Lass 197¢a:34 and
Chomsky and Halle 1968369 and passim). Once this is
clear, it becomes des;rable to find one property which
can be used to explain the two phenomena., It seems to

be very clumsy to have two features shared by a set of
vowels [ability to stend in open final stressed syl-
lables] end [having function £ in stress-rules], or one
feature which is these two properties combined into one.
But of course the problem still remains of finding one
neat propeity which can be used to asccount for these two
facts (and perhaps some others). Lass has shown that
using the feasture tense/lax, as Chomsky and Halle and
many others do, amounts to nothing but inventing a cover;—
term for the properties in question, since the feature
*tense’ seems to be phonetically empty, its phonetic
correletes having little or nothing in common but the
fact that Chomsky and Halle (es well as others) zssign
them to the underlying feature ‘tense’. So, whatever the
motivation tor the tenseness feature as a rhonological
entity, it is not phonetic. Lass suggests that the “tense’
vowels of father, boot, bite etc. be analysed as under-
lying vowel-clusters. Another line along which it has
been suggested that the difference between tha two séts of

voweis can be accounted for is to emphasize that there is
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a difference in the contact the short ( nontense’, ‘non-
geminate’) and the long (’tensey geminate’) vowels make
with following consonants (cf. Trubet%!py 1958:176).
Pairing reletions and set-based relations can theo-
retically be.based on any sort of features. One can for
example imagine & system where the feature rounded/un-
rounded splits the system into two subsystems, and there
can, theoretically, be 8 one-torone function between the
two systems, based on the roundness feature. We are
interested in cacses where there seems to be some plausi-
bility in assigning the dichotomizing function to duration
or length. Indeed, it is to be expected that the question
of dichotomy in vowel systems érises in connection with
length, *since length has a very independent status as @
*feature’ in vowels. There seems to be very little in
the way of merkedness relstions between length and other
features that usua]ly.oqour in vowels. 'hereas we seem
to be sble to detect some general laws of naturelness (of
merkedness) of combinations of “segmentel’ features like
roundedness, frontness and height (high back vowels tend
to be rounded etc.), it seems to be much lnss obvious that
gquasntity as & phonologicel entity combines more or less
favorably with one vocalic festure than others.  True,
the “intrincic duretion’ of high vowels is seen  to be
shorter than that of low ones (c¢f. Lehiste 1970:18-19),
but that does‘not seem to lead to the £oct that high

vowels are worse adapted than other ones for taking part
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in a quaentity correlation acs a phonological opp051tioﬁ.
The fact that length seems to be easily combinable with
other vocalic features makes it a good candidate for
dichotomizing vowel systems. It seems to be relatively
easy to keep everything constsnt except the duration.
Thet does not mean, of cource, that length is always
independent. As I have said before, there seems to be,
in languages like Icelandic and Feroese, a connection
between diphthcngal quality and length, snd in standard
German and Swedish, there seems to be some connection
between height and/or peripherality end durstion (cf.
e«.g. Lass 197€at46-49), but it is fer from obvious that
quantity cen be said to be in some ‘markedness’ relation
to other features as for example frontness/backness is
to roundness.

Let us now try to clarify the connexion between the
question of how to deal with length phonologically and
the question of the relstion between the subparts of a
dichotomous vowel systems It seems that the ideal function
of quantlty within vowel systems is to establish a paired
relation between two isomorphic systems. By adding length
to a system, one can get a set of pairs of long and short
vowelse

In this sort of situation, where we have a pair-
baced relation between two systems, it is not a matter
of the relation between the subcets themselves how length
should be @analyzed. It will be dete&minéd by considers
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ations of the sort we described abéve. For exsmple, we
may ask whether long vowels behave like two-segment |
sequences, to see whether we should znalyse these as
vowel geminates or not. Vhen we look at set-based
dichotomies, howevgr, it seems that it is no longer an
independent question how to analyze quantity. A priori,
it seems that if two long and short subsystems are to
some extent in & set-based relation, in that there is
not & one-to-one relation between them, the most likely
place for length is inside the segments,.in other words,
thet it is en inherent feasture.

A set-based relation between a long and short vowel
system seems to be theoretically impossible in anslyses
like the one proposed for lModern Icelsndic in Chapter II-
sbove, where length is assigned to vowels by a simple
rules The long and short “systems’ (if that term is
appropriste here) are automatically related by pairs of
long and short (lengthened/shortened (non-lengthened))
vowels. It seems also rather odd to think of length as
a prosodeme in the context of dichotomous systems in a
set-based relation. A set-based length dichotomy is by
definition such that there sre no pairs kept apart only
by length. o the ‘prosodeme’ would have to be something
more than length. It seems that basically the alterna-
tives thet we are left with as pleusible ways of analys-
ing length in set-based dichotomies ere geminete enalysis
vs. inherent festure-snalysis. In the following I will
try td show that & geminste-analysis is basically such |
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thet it only fits a psir-based dichotomy and consequently
that in a set-based dichotomy an inherent feeture ana-
lysis is, other things being equsl, the most appropriate
one. '

If we have & dichotomy eppearently based on quantity,
but there is not & one-to~one relstion between the two
sets of vowels, that means thet there are some vowels
that don’t tske pert in the correlation and/or that some
other features go with the length, which make an addi-
tionel (secondery) distinction between the two systems
or potential peirs of vowels. If we wented to analyse
quantity in sﬁeh a system in termes of gemination, it
seems that problems would arise thet don’t arise in an
inherent festure analysics. In the former case, where
there are vowels that don’t toke pert in the correlation,
we would like to, or should be able to, explsin why
certain vowels occur as geminmtes, but not others., ITf
~ gemination of vowels is to be stated basically in terms
of & principle of the sort mentioned sbove (pe321 ), it
would seem that we would have to explain the non-occur-
rence of some geminates in terms of cpeciel phonotactic
constraints, In an anslysis giving length the status of
an inherent feature this problem does not srise, since
there is no reason to expect every vowel to hsve distinc-
tive length even though some vowels do, any more than
roundedness/unroundedness has to be dicstinctive in every

vowel of a system where it occurs. In the second case,
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where there are other features that go with the length,
the problem is different. Here, we are dealing with a
situation ﬁhere there are no pairs where long and short
vowels have the same quelity. (It is, of course, theo-
retically poscible thst there are some long and short
vowels of which 1t can be said that they have more or
less the same quslitye. But having slready assumed that
the relation between the subsystems ic set-based, we
will exclude this possibility for the purposes of our
discussion., The fact that there are some peirs that are
only kept apart by length could be teken as ( some)
indication that the subsysteme are in a pair-based rela-
tion with secondary quality differences in some vowels.
It is also possible that one is in cases like these
dealing with subsystems in a ‘mixed relation’, having
some pair: and the rest in & set-ba:-ed releation. I am
here, for the sake of the argument,only talking sbout
clear cut casess) _

If we wanted to decide whether a system thet on the
surface seems to have a set-based dichotomy ic snaslysa-
ble in terms of gemination, we would of course go out
and look for clues of the sort mentioned above. Thece
clues might lead us to decide that a geminate analyeis is
indeed spprorriste, but I maintain that by that we have
autometically claimed (or should have cleimed) that the
relation between the two systems is fundementally pair-

based., Ascuming that there is some logical difference
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between a geminete-analysis and en inherent festure-
analysis, it seems to me that this should be so as 2
matter of theory. If & long vowel is analysed &8s a.
sequence of two identical vowels, one is in fact claiming
that a long vowel is not one unit, but twos [a:] is
really not a2 single long vowel but two segmentc occurring
. together, As I have said before, in slightly different
words, it seems to me that the fact that a vowel has two
perte should lead us to expect that it can be split up
and each part can occur independently of the other. fo
if we have & nucleus like /ea/ we would, granted that

the langusge has single segment (short) nuclei, expect
/8/ 8lso to occur,'and yice versa. But this would evi-
dently leed us to expect & peir-based syctem, where there
is a set of double syllable nuclei and asnother set of
single nuclei in one-to-one correspondence.

We can put the metter in e slightly different per-
spective like thist: 4Af we have on the surface & dicho-
tomous system, where there are no qualitatively identical
reirs of long and short vowels, i.e. the dichotomy seems
to be cet-bacsed, there are two options open for someone
who wants to mske an anslysis in terms of geminateness.
Eithen one can say that esch vowel, long or short, has
its own quality, and the difference between the long and
the short vowels is that the long ones only occur as
geminates and the short ones can only occur ac nongeminates.
There seems to be no way of cépturing this other than by

stating for each vowel quelity, whether it is geminete or
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not. But theh of-course, one will ack, what is the dif-
ference betweecn this and an analysis where length ies an
inherent feature? Isn t a geminate snelysis of this sort
equivelent to an inherent feature analysis? If two or
more wajs ere possible for snalyzing length phonologi-
cally, one would like these to have different empirical
(in the Toprerien sense) implications. (One would, in
other words, like them to be more than ‘notationsl vaeri-
ants’ of the seme thing). If the prediction of the gemi-~
nate snalyscis that the same segment can occur either
single or geminsted, is teken away from it, as in our
hypothetical example, the distinction between geminate
analysié and festure-gnalysis will move closer to empti-
ness and the grounds for making the distinction wesken,
The othér way to deal with a surface system that seems to
have a set-based dichotomy is to invent an ebstrect gemi-
nate analysis. One can for example suggest to account
for two vowels, say [a] and DA{L that both occur in some
langusge, in terms of geminate-ness, setting the long one
up 8s a double and the short one as & single inctance of
the same vowel by abstracting. This could be done by
setting up 2n abstract entity, which is eithef underlyingly
back (as [@1]) or non-back (es [a]) or perhaps unmarked
with respect to backness. The surface forms would then be
derived by a rule (or a8 cet of rules) adjusting the back-
ness of the surface segments. But evidently, what is
being done by this is to introduce pairing into the
abestract cystem: |a| and |ai| 4 not being a pair dictinguished
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only by length on the surface, “re made such by analysing
them as respectively 2 single and a double instance of
the same phonological element.

I hope that the foregoing has sho.n that claiming
‘that length, diGhdtomizing a vowel system into two csub-
systems, should be snalyzed as gemination of vowels im-
plies, or should imply as & matter of principle, thet the
rel-iion betieen the two subsystems is fundamentally
pair-based. But it has also shown 2nother very importent
thing, nemely the influence that allowing for abstract-
ness has on the way phonologicsl phenomena can be ana-
lyzed. If one has a system thet on the surface appears
to have a set=bazsed dichotomy &nd seems therefore not
suitable for a geminate analysis, it can be mede amenable
to such an snslysis, if & certain amount of abstraction
is ellowed. Civen the possibility of abstraction, all
sorts' of ways open up for analyzing systems &s some-
thing other than whet they seem to be.oh the surface. It
becomes possible to relate vowels of different surface
quelities to the same underlying quslity, based on gemi-
nation vs. non-gemination, as in the example above. As
usual, when abstract enalyses are proposed, this should
be jucstified by some regularities that can be captured.if
the abstrect anaslysis is aéopted. For example, if long
vowels behave like sequences of two segments with resyect
to some phonological phenomens, that may be used as an
argument for an abstract geminate analysis. But, of

course, the abstraction will have to be evaluated as .

’
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involving some cost, This brings out the familisar pr04
blem of how to weigh a complication in one part of the
grémmar sgainst a simplification in snother. Deriving

a8 surface quality from s different underlying one, as in
our hypothetical example, seems s familier enough pro-
cess in generstive phonology, &nd eQuipped'with that,
admittedly rether powerful, device one can account for
qualitetive differences between & pair of vowels dif-
fering in their underlying forms-only in length (gemi-
nation). Systems where, on the surface, not all vowels
teke part in the long-chort relation, as I said before,
demand another type of solution in an sbstract geminate
(by implicsation psir-bassed) asnslysis. Here, 1t ssems
most naturel to account for the lack of peiring in terms
of phonotsctic constraihts. For example,in & systen
where 8ll vowel quslities except one appesr freely as
long or short;_it may be plsusible to set up & (perhaps
independentlf motivated) phonotectic'constraint prohi-
biting the occurrence of two inctrsnces of this particular
vowel one after the other within one, syllable. .In this
case the coct of the ﬁhonotectio constraint will, of
course, have to be measured against the gein msde in
other psrts of the grammsr by analyzing long vowels as
geminates,s It follows from this that the more constraints
that have to be set up to prevent the otherwise predicted
free occurrence of vowel geminates, the les: plausible
the geminate anclysis becomes, and the greater the other

gains made by it will have to be.
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From the foregoing it should be clear that sllowing
for abstractness in phonological solutions, leaving
acide the question of the lingulstic plausibility of
abstract solutions in genersl, complicates the distinc-
tion we are discussing between geminate-ness or “4n-
herentness’ of phonological length. ILong and short
systems that on the surface seem to be in a set-based
reletion end therefore suited for an inherent feature-
enalysis ¢an be, by ebstraction, mede amenable to a
geminate analysis, which, I think, implies & pair-based

relation between the two subsystems.4)

3+ Diphthongs and long vowels

Up to now I have paid little sttention to the rela-
tion between diphthongs and long vowels, I suggested
that, other things being equal, & vowel-geminating langu-
age should be expected to be relatively rich'in diphthonés,
its basic principle being that vowels could combine freely
to form vocalic nuclei of double lengthe I 2lso mentioned
that Trubetzkoy suggested that if long vowels and diph-
thongs behave similerly, that could be tgken as 8 sign
that the lasnguege treats its long vowels as geminates,

Grented that 1t has been established that & langu-
age anslyses long vowels &s geminates, it seems to fol-
low that its diphthongs should be analysed as vowel
clusters. (This is of course circular to the extent

that Trubetzkoy s diphthong-criterion just mentioned is
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used to esteblish the geminate-nes:z of the long vowels,
but we will ignore thet for the moment.) But if it

has been decided on independent grounds that vowel length
in a language does not derive from geminate-ness, rather
thet it is & featurd (either inherent or assigned by
.rule) of the vowels thet is responsible for the long
duration, it is a different question how to desl with
diphthongse .

We can say that we are reslly faced with the question
of what a diphthong is. (From the phonetic point of view,
one can say that & diphthong 1s & vocelic part of one
sylleble that ends with a8 different quality from the one
it started with, but from/gﬁznological point of view
something more is needed.) According to my general belief
that phonologicsl entities are largely language-specific,
I shall meintsin that diphthongs can be different things
in different 1aﬁguages.- If diphthongs sre to be analysed
as vowel-~clusters in languages that treat their long
vowels as geminstes, it seems thsat in langusages that have
length as a2 feature of segments (at some level, segmental
or derived by rule), diphthongs sre most typicelly simply
vowels with two qualitatively different stages, moving
vowels, if you like. This corresponds in part at least
with H.Andersen’s (1972:18) distinetion between “sequen-
tial diphthongs® end “segmental diphthongs’. °Segmental
diphthongs’, according to Andersen’s definition, are
single segments “whose central phace is acoustiéally

heterogencous in its temporasl development’s A “cequential
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diphthong, on the other hend,is & ‘sequence of segments,
usually forming part of the same syllsble’. - I will use
these ternms in'the following, slthough I am not sure that
I use them in exactly the same sense as ‘ndercen. (It
seems to me that some comments of Andersen’s concerning
‘phonetic and phonological diphthongization’ may indicate
that he concsiders thnt.'segmental diphthonga' can not be
phonemically (underlyingly) defined as suche. I would
not want to subscribe to this.)

It should be made clear that I am not cleiming that
there is an if-end-only-if relstion between length &s &
segmentsl feature and ‘segmentsl diphthongs’ or between
length as gemination and 'sequehtial diphthongs'. I am
only seying that given one thing, the other is tc be
expected, I think that, in genersl, linguictic phénomené
are such that '1f-and-onlj-1f' statements, involving the
universel quantifier; are impossible.

A third type of diphthonge should perheps be added
to the two types mentioned sbove. I have in mind diphthongs
thet arise in morphologicsl slternations when more or less
vocelic segments, that there is resson to anelyse as
monophthongel segments in the dnderlying eystem, combine
to form phonetic stretches that have the sort of acoustic
and erticulatory petterns that charscterlize diphthongs.,
 These could perhaps be celled ‘combinatorisl diphthongs’,
An exemrle of this type of thing could be the Modern Ice-
lendic (except for south-eastern dislects) alternstion

betveen [0f] &nd [0i], [Y:] end [Yi], end [I:] and [Ii]
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in forms like bogi [p243I] vs. boge [bosye] “bow” (nom.
ve. acc.), Hugi [hY;jI] #s. Huge [hYIYB] (= man’s neme)
(nom. vs. eccs) and gtigi [stI;jI] or [stijsI] vs.
stigs [stIrye] “ladder” (nom. ve. sccs)s In the nomins-
tive forms of these words the voiced fricative following
the vowel is pelasteslized by the following front vowel,
but in the accusstive it appesrs as a velar in front of
e back vowel. When the palatel fricetive meets the pre-
ceding vowel, & sort of = high glide appears, ‘connecting’
the vowel with the fricative. There seems to be good
reason to enalyse the morphemes in question as having
underlying monophthongs - and to account for the glter-
netion accordingly, for exemple becsuse the 'diphthongs'
(21], [1i] ana [Yi] don’t oeccur in other enviromments,
and [y] does not occur before a fronmt vowel., We seem to
hsvey then, 2 cese where features deriving from segments
thet follow the vowel “move into it° to meke it diphthongel.
¢imilerly in English, the diphthong in forms like day de=-
rives higtorieslly from & sequence of & + & palatal.fri-
cative, and while this process still wes synchronicélly
eactive, one could perheps say that the form had é sort of
8 ‘combinatorisl diphthong’ resulting from the concateno-
tion of 2z and j. It will of cdarse have to be juctified
in each case that these ‘combinstorisl diphthongs’ have &
different phonological status from other, more “deeply
rooted” diphthonge.

An important question thet I will lesve undiscussed
here is the question of the 'syllabicitj' of the two
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parts of diphthongs. I will, in other words, not discuss
the distinction between s “rising’ and & “falling’ diph-
thong, which is commonly made. I hope this does not
invelidate the other comments I em making about the
nature of diphthongse

If it is true that there are “segmentel diphthongs’
with an internsel movement of'quality, it must follow
that it is not necestary that rhonologicel features like
[high], [front] and [rounded] slwey:c have whole segments
ss thelr domain., One can then have segments that are
[~high] (or mid) =t the beginning but [+high] at the end:
[ei], or rounded st the beginning but unrounded at the
end [00] etec. Although this fits rether badly with the
genersl practice in using phonological features (cf.
Chomeky and Hslle 19¢8 and Ladefoged 1971), it seems to
be inevitable to allow for such ‘movements’ in phono-
logical quality within single segments. This sort of
thing is by no means confined to vocalic diphthongs.
There occur in langueges in many perts of the world sounds
that ma2y be called consonsntel diphthongs, for exsmple
pre- and post-neselized consonants [fb, HJ, @é, bm] etce
(efe =y Anderson 197¢). These sounds behave phonologi-
cally 2e single csegments, but have a complex articuletion,
beginning as nasals, but ending as stopes or vice verssa.
Anderson csuggests that these, =2nd nassls in genersl,
should be trested as "orsl cstops on which e nagsl pattern
is realized: if the stop is nscal throughout, we get the

common primery nesels, while “contour’ nasality petterns
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give rise to pre=-and post-nasalized stoprs." (op. cit.:
343)s Anderson slso coneiders the possibility of treating
affricates &and labiovelers in s similar manner, but ic
rather in doubt that this is appropriate. Anyway, the
fact thet both pre- end post-nesslized consonsnts oecur
and behave like single segments, seems to cupport the

idea that diphthongs can be treated ss single segments
with chenging articulation. What sort of fafmalism is
needed for this is a different guestioh which I will not

discuss heres

4, The'phonclogical analysis of length in 0ld Icelandic.

Having given a rough outline of some of the points
that arise in geheral in connexion with guestions of how
to enalyse length phomologicelly, I will now move on to
consider what sort of enelyses are sppropriste for_the two
stages of Icelandic that we have beeh céncerﬁed with in
the earlier chepters of this study; I will start with,
0ld Icelendic and then heve 8 second look st the enalysis
proposed in Chapter II for Modern Icelandic.

4,1 The nasture of length about 1200 -

To summsrize briefly what was seld sbout the vowel
system of Old Icelendic in fection 1.1 of Chapter IV,
the vowel syctem of Icelandic shortly after 1200 probsbly
looked something like this:
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short long diphthongs
iy u i: y: u: el ey au
e # 0 et ¢g: o

a @ @8 as

Later in the 13th century, the merger of short /g/ 2nd
/9o/ into one phoneme, designated /6/ and of /#:/ and
/@23/ into something represented as /®t/ the system had
become something like this: '

chort long diphthongs
1 ¥ a2 . i: y: us el ey sau
e 6 o es os

a . ::H as

The diphthongs at both these stages had the some 'pro—
_sodic' stetus as long vowels. This can be deduced from
the fact that they, like the long vowels, in concate-~
nation with 2 egingle following consonant formed ceguences
that could function ac mohosyllabic ictuses in poetry.

If we now try to apply the notions we described
above to thece data, we cen ésk ourselves what sort of
an analysis 1s eppropriste for length in 0ld Icelandic.
hould we enalyse it as, (1) an intrinsic feature of the
vowels, (2) geminstion of vowels,(B) e cepesrate phoneme,
or (4) belonging to a2 higher order element, say & syle
1-ble?

It should be relatively sefe to exclude the lest two
alternatives. The last alternative ceems to be out cince
there are minimel pairs dicstinguished by long and chort

vowels: fat ‘e piece of clothing”: £&t “confusion”:
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14t “colour’s 1Lt I look’, yel ‘well’s y8l ‘= trick’
etecs, It zeems to meke no sense to set up, sey, different
syllable types to dictinguich between thece pair& only
to heve thic difference eppear as a surfece distinction
between the vowels. The phoneme (prosodeme) snalysis
seems implaucible on genersl theoretical grounds end
becauce the diphthongs have 8 long durstion, which it
would be umnetursl to sssign to an underlying length
rhoneme, =ince there are no short diphthongs.

We ere, then, left with en inherent feature-sneslysis
or on enslysis in terms of geminetion. If we start by
trying to discover the relationship between the two
systems, we discover that it is not entirely clesr whether
it is set-besed or peir-based, As fer =s limits on disfri—
1 ution sre concerned, there seem to be no constraints
except thet, sccording to one theory, only lung vowels
end diphthonge ¢an appesr when no consonent follove (in
atressed fiﬁal open syllsbles and in front of hietus).
There sre no forms like, *by or (bisyllebic) *bus, only
forms reprecented inthe ctandardized orthography &: by
and hﬁg. Aecording to Benediktscon (1968) vounl.length is
neutrelized in these environmentc, end the vhonetic duration
veries, From 8 generstive point of view, one would of
course have to Jecide what to put in the underlying forms,
long or chort, snd it ceeme thet comperative evidence
fave s long vowels aés the'underlying segments in thece
poritionss 1In Modern Icelandic the vowels of bis end by
have the MI reflex of (I long /ut/ snd in moct ceses thece
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vowels can be traced back to Froto-Germanic long vowels.
S0, it is possible that we have here & phonotactic con-
straint bessed on the long-short distinction. . The diph-_
thongs show the same behaviour as long vowels, i.e. they
can occur in stressed syllables without & following con-
sonant, as in hey ‘hey’. This, then, could be used ss

an argument for dilcstinguishing between two sets of vowels
'in O1d Icelandic: the short vowels vs. the long ones and
the diphthongs. We have slready mentioned the difference
in metrical function of these two sets of vowels. There
agein, we had the long vowels snd the diphthongs forming
a cless as opposed to the short monophthongs. Looking

at these fects we cseem to have a good cese for setting up
a dichotomous system, but we may seem to have a rather
poor candidate for a pair-based relation. True, we have
(eround 1200) correspondances like /i/ - /ii/, /y/ = /33/,
/u/ - /fus/y /e/ - [es/y /o) = [o3/y /#/ = /#2/y Dut thet
is sbout it, except if we went to s‘éy fhat /8/ and Jos/
constitute & pair. There is no long phoneme correspond-
ing to short /@/ and no short one corresponding to /e&:/,
and there are no short diphthongss (The lack of chort
diphthongs would, of cource, not be strange in & geminate-
account of the system, the diphthongs being vowel clucters.
I will come to this shortly.) Another thing thst will
have & bearing on the sort of relation thet holds between
the two sy:tems is the esmount of quelitative similarity
between the member: of the potentisl pairs /i/ - /is:/,
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/y/ = /y3/y /u/ = [us/, [e/ - /es/y /o/ - [os/ and /g/ -
/#:/« There is evidence thst slready in the 13th century
the corresponding long and short vowels were not com-
pletely identical in quselity. Thic is shown by a change
thet took place in the 13th century in the spelling of
the unstressed vowels /I/ and /U/, which, having been
spelled ¢ and o respectively, came to be identified with
short /i/ and /u/ end spelled accordingly as i and y.
This, accor@ing to Benediktsson (19¢2, cf,. 19653172-73),
was caused by a lowering in the short stresced vowels
/i/ end /u/, that brought them closer to corresponding
in quality with the unstressed vowels, It 1z further
likely thst the long vowels, /e:/, /®3/ and /23/, end
perheps /o3/ acs well, had started to diphthongize in the
13th century (e¢f. above pp.158-61 ). Both of these
changes must have diminished the degree of ‘paired-ness’
of the correspondence befween the two subsystems in that
the difference between the members of the pairs /i/ -
/i3/y /0/ = /us/, /e/ - /es/ and /fo/ - /os/ was now not
based on duration slone. This discrepancy between the
long and the short system was further increased in the
13th century by the merger of /#/ and /Q/ and /=3/ and
/#3/. There was now no long segment corresponding to
/6/ (< /8/y /Q/)y 8nd the new /w:/ (< /®3/, /#3/) had no
short correspondent.

Evidently, the answer to the guestion of what sort
of correspondence pfevniled between the long and short

systeme will depend on which stage we are talking about.
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The farther down the time scale we move, the more the
relation comes to look like.being set-baseds 2nd if whet
I sald before about the connexion between the sort of
relation that holds between two subsystems of & dicho=-
tomous vowel system and the snslysi: of length in terms
of geminateness or as an inherent feature is correct, then
the closer we get to the staege when the quantity shift
started to have its effects, the less attractive becomes
the geminate analysis of length.

It seems, however, that around 1200 the case for =
geminate anelysis is not so beds As I mentioned before,
the place of diphthongs in the dichotomy, heaving the.same
status &8s long vowels, 1s natufal in 2 geminate analysis.
The diphthongs would obviously be analysed ac vowel
clusters and should therefore have & phomological status
similsr to the\long vowels. Further, theré is a con-
siderable degree of correspondence between the long end
short vowels, and the facts mentioned above as speakiﬁg
against a pair-based geminate anslysis are mostly later
than 1200, Granted that we are willing to derive /a/
and /at/ from the ssme sbstract quality, by either 2
backing rule for the long voriant or a fronting rule for
the short verisnt or a8 two-sided rule, backing the long
variant and meking the short one non-back, the mezin pro-
blems are the lasck of @ short;version of /e3/, and the
lack of a long version of /¢/. But there are good reasons
to believe that st =lightly esrlier stages,both of thece

were precent.
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It used to be & common opinion that earliest Old
Icelsandic had a low front short vowel, the so called
‘Umleuts-e” (derived from g by i-umlsut), often denoted
¢y distinct from original g. Benediktsson (19643101)
concludes that a distinction between g (< Germanic g, 1
and § (in our notation /®/) (<a) did not exist around
- 1200¢s But there sre to be found in the very oldest manu-
écripts_signs of & distinction in spelling betwoen Hwo
g-sounds, which,according to Benediktscon,could be teaken
2s indiceting a distinction made in earlier (now locst)
manuscripts and simply copied by the younger writerse. £o
1t is poscible thet sround 1100 there still wes & short
counterpart to the long . And if we assume fhat around
1100 the long 2nd short subsystems (2nd the nasslized
system postulated by the First Grammerien, of. Bene-
diktsron.i972:1306137) were in a pasir-based correlation,
one c¢an perhaps expect that this relation would survive
2 minor blow like the one of the merger of /e/ and /2/,
leaving a gep in the short subsystem. This gap could be,
from the synchronic point of view, just en idlosyncracy
ceused by 2 historical change, foreign to the pairing
principie which still was valid in genersal.

Concerning the lack of 2 long counterpsrt to the
chort /Q/, it is éven probable thet in the first decades
of the 13th century there still prevailed in some dislects
2 distinction between 2 long /o3/ and /as/. The former
had aricsen historically &sc 2 y-umlaut variant of long
/a3/y juct ec /Q/ wes created by the umlsuting of short
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/8/, but in the early 13th century this long /Qi/ disap-
peared, merging with /o:/ in meny nessl envirommentc
(nd0tt ‘night” < ndtt < Gme. *pahty (the Gme. 8 is leng-
thened before the disappearing L)), but with the original
/at/ in other enviromments (rékum ‘' “we drove’  rokum,<
Froto~Scandinsvian *rekumBR ) (ef. Benediktsson 19¢5861-
€2) o

co, grented that the distinction between /Q3/ and
/as/ preveiled up to about 1200 and thet the merger of
/e/ snd [/ we: not eerlier then about 1100, it is not
at ell impleousible to scsume thet the long anc the =hort
vowel systems around 1200 were fundamentslly in a pair-
baced relation even though they had been and were being
hit by some disruptive changes, bringing sbout some
holes in the pattern. If the relstion between the long
and short monophthongs wec psir-basced and the diphthongs
behaved like long vowels, it secms naturel to escume
that vowel length in 0ld Icelaniic up to about 1200 was
geninetion (or cluster formestion, in the case of diphthongs)
of voweles.,

One finel point cshould be touched on in thi:s connexion,
and that is the number of diphthongs. In the vowel systems
cited =bove, there are only listed three diphthongs: gi,
&Y, and aue. I have mentioned that languages whose long
vowels ~re geminetes should have 2 tendency to be rich in
diphthongse In the light of what is said above it may
seem reother little for a langusge with eight or more vowel

quelities and @ principle of vowel gemination snd clucter
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forming to heve only threc diphthongs. In response to
this criticiem, it might be said in the first place,

that the:se are not the only diphthongs that can or have
been set up for the earliest steges of Icelandic. There
sre other cequences that heve been snalyzed ac rising
diphthongs”, beginning in & semi-syllebic i, ususelly
denoted in the standardized qrthography by 4 or J. These
ere iu (or jd) io (48) (both deriving from IE eu), is
(4a) and ;Q,(jg) (arising from ‘bresking’ of e), and per-
heps a f£ifth jas: (42) (distinct from js/j2.) In addition
to this, some comments made by the First Grammerian seem
to suggests that he looked upon the OI reflex of the MI
labiodental fricative [v], when preceding a vowel, 2s 2
nonsyllabic instance of /u/, since in listing examples

of cases where a vowel “gives up its nature and must then
be called & consonant rather than a vowel he cites the
exemple yin, ‘wine” (MI yip [visnl)., By enelogy with
this, one should then expect the First Grammarian to con-
sider any combination of 'y (perheps phoneticelly w )
with & following vowel as & rising diphthong (i.e. he
would consider y preceding a vowel to be a non-syllebic
/u/). However, in other instances he seems to treat it
ez a consonant, so there is some ambiguity here (cf.
Benediktsson 1972:154-155).

In general, . it seems thet it is doubtful that thece
‘rising diphthongs’ can be used to argue for & geminate
analysic of length. It-aeems that, if they were diph-
thongs st all, their status was peculisr, not only in
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that they were “rising” but also in that there seems to
have been & distinction between “long” end “short’diph-
thongs of this type. Forms with iu (dd), 49 (49) and
iss (j8) es their stressed nuclei function metrically

as long in poetry, but the “breeking” diphthongs ig and
ig function as short. The idez of short rising diph-
thongs /ie/ end /iQ/ as opposed to long rising diph-
thongs /ius/, /ios/ and /ias/, seems not to fit at all
into the geminaste length model. The only way a clucter
of 1 + a vowel can form & short nucleus in a geminate
anelysis is 1f the } functions as 8 consonsnt, and be-
‘cones & pert of the onset of the syllable. ﬁimilarly,
the “long rising diphthongs’ would, within a vowel clustef-
ing-framework, be underlying “triphthongs’/iuu/, /ioo/
and /iss/, end would only conform to the cenonigsl syl=-
lable structure (not sllowing, in generel, vocalic nuclei
of more than two morz), by either shortening the second
quality (by degemination) or by meking the i comsonantal
end es:igning it to the conconantel onset of the syllable.
These problems would not arise if the ‘ricing diphthongs’
were simply enalyzsble ac clusterc of a consonantal /j/

+ vowel, &8s seems to be appropriate for lodern Icelandic
(¢f. gbove Chapter IV, 2.3). This is, however, not
without problems, since in poetry all the way down to

the 1lcth century, (inital) j slliterates with vowelc.

(rorolfsson 1925:Xx¥V¥-XxVI))s. In generasl, the whole problem
of how to analyze the ‘rising diphthongs" end the question

of the phonological status of prevocelic i (J) 2nd u (¥)
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‘looks rather complicated historically end there is not
room here for a deteailed and sensible discussion of it.5)

Even though it seems difficult to get support for
the geminate-analysis of length from the "rising diph-
thongs”, ﬁhat end/or the psucity of diphthongs does not
ruin the case for it. We can still make a distinsction
that will help us to ignore this point. I suggested
above that it could be said of a language that is gemi-
nating in that it sllows every vowel to occur either
single or double and, ideally, should sllow clusters of
diseimilar vowels to form & relatively great number of
diphthongs, thet & part of its phonotactic principles was
something likes

For every V there is a VV.
(This is supposed to measn thet every vowel can combine

with another vowel (as well as itself) to form a long vo-
calic nucleus.) If such a system were to exist (I don’t
know thet it does; perhsps Finnish 1s close,cf. fn. 3),
i1t could be said thet the rule sbove would generate 2ll
the long/short vowel peirs of the language, as well &s
the diphthongse Suppose & new vowel were to be added into
this systemj then the phonotactic principle sbove should
allow for it to occur both as long and as sghort., (It is
of course a different matter whether lexical items can be
supplied to £ill the spaces allowed fory there might

be “sccidentsl gaps’e) Suppose, on the other hand, that
things were to happen to this system so that it would
not be possible to apprly the geminating principle in all
caseses If for exesmple there 1s a merger of two vowels

X 2nd ¥ into z in the short subsystem. lesving xx snd ¥¥
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in the long one without counterparts, and crenting 2z
without # corresronding - 2z in the long syctem, this
~would mean thet the princirle stoted sbove would not hold
for 81l vowelse. But 1t could still be velid for the rect
of the vowels in the system and be keﬁt with modifications
as a2 matter of inheritance. One could sey in this cace
that the vowel syctem (looking back) is ¢till geminsting,
but other forces heve undermined the effect of the gemi-
nating rulej it can be said to be “passive’, or ‘past-
oriented” (cf. Anttils 1975).

If 014 Icel=andic pbout'IEOO is to be snzlyzed es
having vowei length which is besically vowel=cluctering
(and gemination), I would maintsin that it was so 8s 8
matter of inheritance, end if we 2llow for thet, the
lack of symmetry between the long and éhort subsycstems
end the relative psucity of diphthongs can be looked on
as a consequence of the ‘passivity” of the geminstion,
When the umlauts produced new vowel:s, they did not have
to combine with the 0ld vowels and obther umlaut sounds
to form new diphthongs, oand when mergers took place in
one of the subsystems, reducing the number of vowels,
thet did not have to affect the other one. The geminste-
ness or cluctering relstion between the two subcystems
could still hold within old esteblicshed peirs 2lthough
new vowels apreared that did not take pert in it, ond
0ld ones disepreared leaving some vowels without corre-

spondentc. Thus the geminste-ness of vowel lenéth CALT At
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exicted) wem 8 matter of inheritance that ctill prevailed
in spite of some unfavorable eventse Evidently, the sort
of things that heppened to the old system were slowly
wiping out the signe of the old pair-baced reletion and
the geminste-ness of vowel length. _

This is exactly whet I will as:ume, ji.e. that the
gceminste-ness of vowel length that perhaps p#évailed as
far down as to around 1200, geve wey to an inherent fes-
ture of length in the 13th century. After the mergers
end quelitstive changes thet we have described in this
chopter and Chapter IV, it becomes more and more diffi-
cult to meintein that the systemé are in & psir-based
re;étion, and, proportioneslly, it becomes less likély
that the leﬁgth is geminate~ness.

Once the geminate-ness was given ur snd the inherent
feature [slong]introduced instesd, it is obvious that
length had a completeiy different status within the
aysﬁaﬁ from what it.had before. If we imagine thot
length was en inherent property of some vowels, but not
others, there is no strong reeson to'expeét there to be
paire that sre identicsl in everything but 1ength. On
the side of the formelism, & feature like [tlong] has &
similer status to [trounded| , and there is no necessity
for it to'hava 8 minimel distinctive function in every
instence. There is nbw less resson to expect that length
is superimposed on other feastures and that vowels that

differ in length only differ in that respect.
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4,2 The stacvuc of length as an inherent feature

I am greduelly getting closer to & problem thet I have
touched on before. (Chapter'IV, Section 1.2.2), nsmely the
question of the stastus of length relastive to other features
in the Icelandic vowel system from the 13th century down to
the time when the quentity shift wes completed. Having
aszumed that length hsd become an inherent feasture of vow-
els the quecstion srises what sort of a reletionship pre-
vailed between the length feature (responsible for the
long duration of the sppropriste vowels) snd other vowel
features; We may wonder whether some features of the long
vowels or, conversely, some features of the short vowelg
are predictable from length vs. shortnesc. .Or, is it per-
haps the cace that length'is predictable from some other
feature(s)? chould one perhaps invent an abstract festure
that cen be uéad to predict both the length end some other
features of the vowels (of. Sigmundsson 1970)? Indeed, do
we have to worry sbout this at s8ll? 1Is length perhaps
dusf 8 feature like any other with no specisl relation to
other features/? Is, for example, the relation between the
ppsitive value of length and diphthongal quality that we
have seen probébly prevailed quite early in the vowels
/e3/y /os/, /es/ snd /o3/, to be secounted for in the same
way as the relation between roundness, height and frontness?
An importent .point here is whether there really is any
need for abstracting and setting up some hierarchicsl order

of the festures. Several things may have & bearing on
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this. To start with, the system is dichotomous. There
are two facts thet chow this: (1) Tong vowels form long
‘syllebles’ when combined with 2 gingle following consowm-
nent; these have a specific function in metrics. (2)
Only long vowels and diphthongs cen sppear (we ag.ume) in
a stressed position when no consonant follows. It se:ums
that neither of thece facts demandson sbstraction of any
sort or 2 statement of the hiersrchy of features. The
length just is there and can be used in sccounting for
thise A more important question is perheps whether some
features are secondary, or redundant. One can say, for
exenple, that the diphthongal guality of the long vowels
just mentioned is “non-distinctive’ if we have already
distipguished the vowels in question from every other
vowel in the system, /#$/ as & long, front, low, spread
vowel, Jaz/ as o long, back, low (perheps rounded) vowel,
/es/ as a long front mid syread vowel and /o:/ 2s 2 long
back mid rounded vowel. But of course one can ack: Uhy
not have it the other way eround end “predict’ the length
of these vowels from their diphthongal character. Or is
there any reason to predic¢t enything? There are two types
of arguments, it seems to me, thet could be put forth for
an abstraction by which come feetures are in some sense
secondary and predictﬁble from come other underlying fes-
ture(s). There are considerations of formal simplicity
of the sort just mentioned, thet is that one should use

the fewest pos:zible festures to dictinguish between 211

[
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the vowels of the sy:tem snd make the others predictable
by rule. Although this typre of argument is very widely
used in modern linguistics, it is, I think, e bit denger-
ous (ef. frneson forthcoming) for very important reasons.
It i= not, for example, clear what justificetion there is
for escuming thet simplicity in terms of an invented
Lormaliem e¢an be used to Jjustify a tic analy=ic,
In other words, there seems to me tc be no guersntee

that the laws of the formalism of dicstinctive features

and redundency rules, which would te used in our cace,

can be used to mske  generalizstions® thot ere lincuisti-
golly significant (ef. Less 197¢b). Another type of argu-
ment of & similer sort sound:c more linguistic. This is
thet some of the features sctuslly charncterizing the
vowels have a more central functlion than the other ones,
They sre digtinctive, the others sre pon-di:ctinctive. I
heve slready touched on the'ambiguity of the term dictinc-
tive (Chepter II, fection 1). I sugcested thet ac @
technical term in structursl phonnlogy, it should only be
used in 8 csence comething 1ike “not predictavle from other
rhonologicel features”s This functionsl argument is then
similer in itc effects to the formel arzument sbove; it
leads to a dictinction between predict able and non-pre-
dictable festures, only here it ir assumed thet the moti-
véti;n for the abctrection is linguictice It iz not
notationsel economy thet is aprerled to, r=other it is
cleimed that the linpulctic system 1c such thet one fes-

ture 1¢ basic and the others sre derived from it. This
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would be reflected in the fact that speakers “see’ the
phenemes in question in our case /es/y /2:/, /o:/ and
/as/, 8s basicelly long but having diphthengel queli-
ties as secondary festures (ef. Durend 1939). This sort
of stetement is basically a cleim about feets, end is
either true or not true. The argument, or perhaps

rather the claim, seems to me to be purely linguistic
end, in theory, independent of formal considerstions, but
the problem with it is of cource the difficulty in veri-
fying it (our old problem from Chapter IV{3.l).

The cseme type of arguments can be set forth for an
analysis in terms of “tenseness’ as an sbstract feature
distinguicshing between the long vowels and diphthongs on
the one hand and the short vowels on the other. One may
argue that it is formslly simpler (true or false) to do
this, or one mey claim thet in reslity speekers °saw’
the two sets of vowels ag Jifferent, but conmnected the
difference with no specific phonetic characteristic,
neither long duration nor diphthongal quelity or anything
else, but added these together and subsumed them under
the term “tense’, or as is the common prectico in con-
temporary Icelandic school-books,  broad”.

I have to sdmit that I see very little evidence that
cﬁuld be adduced in choosing between these alternatives.
This is co because the possible difference in “empiricsl
predictions” (in 2 F@pperian cense) made by the different
alternatives are difficult to test from the synchronic
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point of view. If one were to s2y, for example, that
length was basic, one would perhaps expect the secon-
dary features (like thediphthongal quslity of the non-
high long ‘monophthongs”) to fluctuete. But since we

sre deeling with 2 historicel (“ideal”) stage, end there
are no signs of a fluctuation of this sort in the spelling
in menuscripts we can’t test this. The only evidence we
cen produce is comparative, snd this shows that st e
later stege the qualitative differences between the vowels
took over the function previously (perhaps) held by the
lensth. But this was a2 concequence of the quentity chift
which we have glready assumec to have arirén from cnuses
that, strictly spesking,lie outside the context of rela-
tions between segmental phonological features. Ve cen,
of course, say thet the lengthening and shortening pro-
ces: es eventually undermined the distinetive function of
the length feature, 2nd once these yroceszes began to
have their effect, the length festure could no longer be
central, but that does not tell us anything sbout the
stotus of the length festure relative to other feastures
before thece change: begsan to have a seriouc effect on
the cy:-tem.

In spite of this uncertainty we can set up the fol-
lowing ac a plausible model of what haprened: In the 13th
century at the letest the underlying nature of the length
correlation chenced from being thet of gemination and
.cluster-formation (vhich was sn inherited charscteristic)

to being & matter of an inherent feature of vocslic seg-
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mentss In the period immedistely efter this, it is likely
that the length was a ‘central”’ festure in the monophthongs
(having perhsps a different status in the diphthongs), but
gradualiy, 8s & consequence of the lengthening and short-
ening processes that later resulted in the quentity shift,
?he length featur§ lost its central statﬁs and the quali-
tative features assumed the distinctive role previously
held by length,

5 The phonmological anrlysis of length in Modern Icelandic,

8 quick second looke.

Having dealt reletively thoroughly with length in
Modern Icelendic in Ohapter II, I will make only a few
comments concerning this here. Uy conclusion wes that
length is predictable in vowels on the basis of stress and
the consonantism following within the seame syllable.

To put this in the perspective of the present chapter
we can segy thaet the relation between long and short vowels
is peir-basedj every vowel, diphthongsl or monophthongsal,
hes both a2 long and & short alternstive, depending on the
environment. We can slso say that length does not belong
on the segmental level, but is s feature.derivable from
the environment, most sbstrectly belonging to the stres:ed
syllable. It is limited in its distribution in that it
only apreers on the vowels (perheps s ‘tenseness’ or
‘half-length’ of consonsnts between e short vowel and an-

other Consonent &s. in hestur [hes-t¥r] “horse”j cf. Chapter
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II, Section 3.3) (It seems naturasl thet length is more
or lesc limited to vowels, =ince vowels are the most
'stretchable'segments, having & meximelly open erticu-
lation and greeter resonance than consonantess) In terms
of the nature of length end the appropriste wey to ana-
lyze it, it is impossible to say that the length rule can
be formulsted in terms of gemination, since long diphthongs
are not geminated chort diphthongs, nor are short diph-
thonge produced by deleting one mors of a “full’ (long?)
vowel. Whet heppens is that the segmente, diphthongal

or monophthongal, are stretched or chortened as wholes.ﬁ)
It seems, thus, most plausible to look upon length in
Modern Icelsndic es & derived festure of the vowels (we
can call it [+long]) which indicetes thet ‘the segment in
question is relatively long in duration. It nust be
hoted, incidentally, thet the fect that diphthongs can
appear either sas long'or short is strong evidence in
faver of our suggecstion above that diphthongs can be
seguents with moveble quelity, but ere not necessarily
clusters of vowels (¢f. Lass 1974, £n.9, p. 339).

One point remeins to be touched on concerning length
in Modern Icelesndiec. It has been chowed by Gernes (1974b)
that there are, in spite of what we have said so far,
«light differences in prhonetic quelity between the corre-
sponding long and chort ellophones of vowels. For example
the high vowels /i/ end /u/ ere more diffuse when long
than when cshort, and the diphthongs, /ei/, /dy/, /ai/,

/8u/, and Jou/ are * comewhat monoyhthongized' when chort
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(Garnes 1974bs3). Terhaps the moct important of the:e
qualitative alternations is the slight diphthongal
quality of the long variants of the non-high, non-low
monophthongs /e/, /oe/ and />/. Gernes (Table l.) tran~-
scribes the long 2lternatives respectively as [ef:], [doe 3]
end [02:], but the corresponding chort ones as [e], [ce]
and [9] « So, from the point of view of the short vowels,
the long alternants have raised their firct psrt, thus
forming & sort of diphthong. None of thic ic very sur-
pricing, &nd no doubt the diphthongel nature of the long
veriasnts of the mid monophthongs hes a quite different
phonological status from the diphthongsl quality of the
underlying diphthongs. It is only to be expected that
vowels with & long duration esre susceptible to «light
veriation in their quality, and we can see here the seeds
of a diphthongization similar to the one that secms to
have hit the long variant of old /a/ in faroese (see
Chapter III, Fection l.).

Evidently, these varistions of the quelity between
the long and short allophones of the vowels sre at a low
level in the phonology. But it would be & mistake to
shrug them off as “purely phonetic’ and therefore uninter-
esting from the linguistic point of view. The mere fact
that thece glternations are reguler mskes them, in .ome
sence af leect, a part of the linguictic sycstem, and they
cannot be s2id to be go?erned by genersl laws of & purely
phonetic sort. But it seems difficult to cry what their

status is relative on the one hend to firmly established
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phonological proce:ses like the length rule in Chapter IX
and ‘on the other hand to more or less accidentel or uncon-
trollable features of coarticulation etc. Indeed, there
is probsbly one more type of processes existing between
the highly systematic level on which rules like the length
rule 2nd (morpho-) phonological processes like devoicing
of /r/ in front of a volceless obstruent (yor [vasz]

yors [vors) “epring® (nmom. vs. gen.) exist and uncontrolled
procésses of coarticulsastion etc.e I am telking about
things thet occur in 'allegro speech', that are shown @ege
Zwicky 1972 and Dressler 1975.) to be reguler znd dialect
specific to a certein extent. Thece things probably abound
in every 1anguage.' In Icelendiec, we find slternstive
pronunciations, like enskur “English® (cf. sbove p.64 )i
[€n-sk¥r), [¥skYr] and clines like in yinfengi “friend-
shiv’ (8 compound word): [vIsnihip}I], [vinfeip}1],
Eﬁi?ftip}l] and, =till worse, complete los: of stres:-ed
vowels as in yiltu (koms) ‘will you (come)”: [vI+tY],
[qitY], [?tY] (with a syllebic (in some sense) lstersl
fricetive in the lect two ceses). And compare thece four
versions of bad getur verid ‘it mey be’: [@e:s Jec:tPyr
veesrld], [bedieastth vegerQ], [Qasietthvee:rIG],
[he$TsPyrvesrIs). Only the lact of these alternstives @en

be said to be.really fast speechs (211 of thecse prornuncia-

tions are my own.) It seems, @ priori, that thece proces-
ses in Icelendic cannot be said to be wholly unsystemaetic

and linguicstically uninterecsting. /flrendy from thece four



exemples we cee 8 very peculiar regul~rity, nemely that
reduction ceems to be more liable to take plrcc in cyl-
1sbles that sre ctressed rather then unstressed on the
word level. Ve get reduction in the nasal following the
stressed vowel in gnskur, & similar thing in vinfenci,
and in yiltu and getur (of pbad getur verid), the vowels
that appear in the stressed position in the word sre
affected more ceriously then the “unstressed’ ones in
faster speech, they cen be literally wiped out (1). This
soft of thing, it seems to me, is difficult to explain as

some sort of concequences of general phonetic laws of

coarticulation etce
It remains (for me at least) to be seen whether there

is a genuine difference of kind between the three type:c of
rules we have ceen, the well established length rule, the
perhaps not so well established, or secondary, rule of
quality variation between long and short vowels, and the
reduction rules of fast speech (which, indeed, only reduce
certain phonological forms and leave other:c more or less
intact). If these are three different kinds of rulec, it
would seem to follow thet there is much more compliceted
stretificetion in phonology than is usually implied in
the literature,

Evidently this question of stretification in phono-
logy is too importent and complex to be dealt with sensi-
bly in the context of this study, so I will leave it. But
to return briefly to the relation of the rules of guali-
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tative differences in the vowels to the length correlation
itsélf, let me say this: It seems evident that the
quality-variestion i1s dependent on the length variation, at
least historically, and it seems to maeke little sense to
imsgine enything else from the aynchfonio point of view.
In terms of rules and rule-ordering relations, the léngth
rule feeds the rules for quality slternstion, But does
that mean %hat the quslity rules are of a kind different
from the length rule (and the stress rule, and the cyllabi-
fication rule proposed in Chapter II)? That is not clear
at all. Indeed, one could imegine sll of these processes
as one big block of intrinsically ordered rules. The
stress rule and the syllsbificatlon principle define the
input of the length rule, which in turn defines the imput
of the rules sccounting for the quelity slternstions. If
that were the case, one would presumebly say that all of
~ these rules belong to the seme part of the gremmer. Butb,
still, one might say that the quality alternation rules
are somewhat more pheneticky’ then the length rule. Is
it then the case thaf all phonological rules are basically
| the seme, but that there is & cline of “phoneticness™ 4in
that some are more centrsl to the system than the others
end some sre closer to the actusl acoustico-articulatory
medium? In that case, where do the fast-speech rules fit
in, being only applied in éert&in situations, in fact.
sometimes undoing much of the work of our more abstracf
rules (wiping out long stressed vowels etc.). Do they
perhaps form a specigl part of the phonology, “the fast

speech component’s I don”t know.

L
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Chepter 11

le This rule is overridden in compound words, when the
first syllable of the second part of the compound hap-
pens to be the second, fourth etc. syllsble of the
word as a whole: héimkynni, see Section 4.

2. A similsr suggestion is made, sccording to Iétursson
- 1972), by A.S.Liberman (Islandskaja prosodikas..1971).
Libermen, it seems, conneéts length and stress in
Icelandic, end considers the latter simply to be (in
Fetursson’s transletion) the ’ t quantitetif; the
“quantitetive pesk’ of the syllsbles '

3« For the feature [+hard], see Chapter I, Section 3.

4, TFor an 2nalysis along these lines see ﬁrnason, forth-
coming. For & completely differert spproach, vhere
1t is suggested that the presspirstion is & reflex of
“Accent 2°, which shows up in most Norwegisn and
Swedish dialects, see Liberman (1971)s For guggestions
of the anslysis of preaspiretion in terms of degree of
glottel opening, see Préinsson 197€.

5 I will not desl here with the propossls, made e.g. by
Fudge (1969) and Ssmpson (1970) of “generastive phono-
tactics’ with the syllsble as an initisl symbol of a
rewrite grammsr. This does not meesn that I am sure
that they sre wrong, but there seem to me to be just
gs meny problems facing proponents of that theory sas
those that believe in interpretive syllebification
rules, and csince there seem to be more people that be-
lieve in some kind of an interpretive syllebificetion
theory, I will devote more ettention to proposals within
that theory.
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€e there is, sctuelly, o rather dubious assumption behind
this, namely that[8] is different from [6] at the level
on which syllabification teskes place., 'There are good
ressons to believe thet [6] and [@] are ellophones of
the szme phoneme (see Chepter I, Section 3). If we
note this, we have to teke account of the fact that
[6j] and [ev] sre permissible word-initisl clusters:
12188 [ejou:s] “nation; pyo [6va:] ‘wesh’. This may
leave [6j] and [6v], phonologically /@j/ end /&v/, in
exactly the sasme place as /sj/, /t}/ etc. and /nj/,
/mi/ etcs

7« 1t is worth pointing out in connection with the mention
of the law of finels and the law of initials, thet the
syllebification proposed by Garnes and Vennemann would
bresk the law of initials, since forms like laysrs [Loe y:sra]
“loose” (2dj. gen.pl.) would have to be syllabified
au-sra, giving syllable initial /sr/, which is not
permitted word-initielly, so their syllebification does
not seem to be prefersble on the groundé of the law of
finels and law of initiels.

8. I leave out of the discussion here whet to do with inter-
vocalic sequences of more than two consonents, mainly ;
because they cause no problem as far as the length rule
is concerned. At first glance it seems to me that they
should be syllsbified basically in the same way, that is
with as meny consonants &s possible belonging to the
stressed sylleble, the exception being when the clusters
end in /p, t, k, 8/ + /v, Jjyr/e This would for exemple

give $sk-re, £olsk-vi, but rmksn-i, berkl-sr etc.

Chapter III

l. This “overweéight’ on the second syllable. is perhaps
due to Accent 2, which in this ares has a pitech peak on
the second syllable as well as the firet sylisble (cf.
Oftedal 1952:223). '
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Chapter IV

l.

I em using the term “prosodic’ in 8 ra: her vague sense
here, and perhaps wider than e.g. Lehiste (1970, cf.
TPe 1-3) would subscribe to. I use it to cover things
to do with length of syllables in 0ld Icelandic, which
some might went to call phonotectic regularities. Iy
use of the ternm is j&stified, I think, in the context
of this study, since in Modern Icelendic at leact the
function of length is intimetely connected with stres:,
as I hope is obvious from my discussion in Chapter II.
It is only stetements about syllable length in Cld Ice-
landic which should perhaps be called phonotactic, butb
in connection with the changes thet were to follow, I
find it useful to apply the term prosodic to these
rhenomena as well as others thet are rerhaps more genu-
inely “prosodic’.

It will have been noticed that the term syllable is
here used in the msximal sense discussed =bove,

This does not mean thast the same gyllabificstion prin-
ciples were velid for Old Icelzndic as lodern Icelendic
(see fections 2.3-4 of this chapter).

The Icelsndic text is ac followe (in 2 standardized
orthography)s ret er leyfi hattanna, =t hafa samstefur
ceinar eds skjatar, sva at dragisk frem eda aptr or
réettri tolu setningar, ok megu finnask sva seiner, at
fimm samstefur sé { @bru ok enu fP®da visuorsi, své cem
héer er:

The original text: NQ skel syna sve skjoter somstefur
ok své settar ner hverjs emnarri, st af pvi eykr lengé
ordsins:

It is quite clear thet it is en oversimrplification to

stete an 'overnight hypothesis' and 2“consrirscy hyro-
thecis’ es the only two poscible alternatives, since in
actual fect linguicstic chenges need time to toke place.
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It seems th-rt the lengthening of short vowels both in
monosyllebles 2nd in bisyllabice tcok quite o long time
to be completed, and it is very likely that the ceanme

wes true of the shortening of long vowels. It may turn
out thet the difference between & single change or =
conspiracy will be neutrzlized because of the ‘eradusl-
ness of the change(s)e At this stage of the discuscion,
however, it seems profiteble to maske the simplifying
es:umption thet the changes were or could have been more
or less abrupt.

Prue, it is suggested by Sigmundcron (19770) that con-
fusion in the spelling of intervocszlic consonants {like
berra for bers) that occurs in l4th and 15th century
texts stems from chenges that were tsking plsce in the
quentity structure. It is quite possible thet spellings
like these represent sporadic lengthening of consonants
(efe pe 305).

In this whole discussion on metrics, & few comilications
are left out concerning the metricsl function of long
and short syllsbles. For example, it seems that verbs
could be metricelly unstressed, and thus long verbal
stems could function ss short (metricelly unstressed) as
well as long. Another embiguity in metricel function of
linguistic forms is to be found in comrounds, esrecially
prorer n:mes like Qlefr (fleifr), which could, it seens,
either have & metrical function or “ 4 or
cavzen"J « AMlthough thece facts mo;, meke it neces-
sary to mske some qualificsations to our stastements con-
cerning metricel rules, it does not affect our main
concern here, that is, whether it seems that old long
and short stressed syllisbles had different metrical
functions.
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The figures for Qlgeirs rigg;, gréxa;larigg; end Eﬁgg-
rimur were obtained by s speeiel survey., The meterial
investigated wes: Qlgeirsrimurs Rimyr nos 1, 1I, IV, V,
VII, VIII, IX, XI and XIII (Olgeirsrimur (1947) I:1-47),
13¢0 untruncated lines, 29 breachesj Brévellerimur:
Blmur no. I, III IV, VIII. (Bravellarimur (19¢5):1-67),
572 untruncated lines, 47 breachesy Numerimur: The first
zims (Breistjors 1937:7-20), 168 untrunceted lines, 30
breeches.

It is perhsps worth considering whether thece phenomens
could be explsined using Less” (1971) idea of looking et
bounderies as obstruents. One cen for excmple say thet
word boundaries are like obstruents in that 2 consonsnt
intervening betwec.. them and the preceding vowel will
close 2 gyllsble. One can say that a word-finel conso-
nent will have to belong to the same sylleble 25 the
preceding vowel, since the word initial csequence C# is
imrermissible in most languasges. There secmc to me,
however, to be something drastic about essigning the
end-signals of words in some way = phonological status
similar to regular segments. For one thing, boundaries
have a very peculisr distribution. I would, then,like to
find more positive evidence before using this interesting
idea to explein metrical behaviour.

It seems to me that a ‘non-reelist’ theory of lenguage

can only be saved from vacuity by cleiming some meta-
physicel reality which scts ec & referent for it. This
could be something like an sbsolute notion of simplicity
or harmony, which the different theories are evaluated
against. It may be that thie should be preferred to -

the reelism described above. Yet it seems that 2 mentsally
real competence or a soclally resl langusge cyctem, or
even an sbstract logic of langusge’ are not as far out

of reach a¢ a universel rule of simrlicity or ‘world
harmony . Notice too that i” some “world harmony’ ie
aessumed, egainst which & theory of lenpusge, ic ultimntely
to be tested, it is no longer “non-reslist’in o wider context
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Jon ’reson was the lact Cetholic bishop in Iceland, .
executed in 1550,

Terhaps one can say that structurel changes sre teleo-
logicel, introduced in order to restore order to some
more or less chaotic situastion creested by mechanical
phonetic tendencies.

Chepter V

1.

e

This whole (iscus:zion of distinctive features may
secm a2 bit conceited 2nd the assertions unsupported,
but I wonder whether the genersl belief in universel
rhonologicel features is e2ny better supvorted. It
seems to me that it is largely besed on the (severely
challenged, cf. Derwing 1973 and Futnam 1971) assump~
tion that children are equipred with s certain cet of
innste linguistic universals, emong which ore the
rhonological features, 30 or so (depending on your
creed). It seeme thet these  innate universals’
would by nature have to be positive entities or con-
cepts. oLut in actusl langueges the features are, I
think, defined by their function within systems and
largely negrtive. The only plece where universality
comes into the picture of distinctive features is in
the actual physical scsles on which the festures
operatecs DBubt thece universel scales ore non-linguis-
tic, rather physicol curroundings within which every
humsn language works. fome physical phenomens may

be better suited for use in lesngurge then others,

and are therefore used more comuonly then others,
perhaps even in every lengunge. (See “ampeon (1974)
for arguments agaeinst the existence of 2 “universal
phonetic slphabet, using dste concerning tones.)

Fhenomera of 2 similer sort in Lithusnisn are de-
scribed by Kenstowicz (1970). But Kenstowicz argues
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that other phonologicel regul~rities can be accoun-
ted for more eesily in terms of a feature anslysis’
of length and suggests that both 8 “sequence’ ana-
lysis and a feature analysis are needed for Lithuaa-

- hidnan,.

It seems thet Finnlsh is close to belng a language
of this kind, It has all vowels occurring as long
or short, end there seems to be good reason to ana-
lyse long vowels as vowel geminstes. The monoph-
thongs sre of eight quelitiess 2, e, 1, 0, Uy Iy 2
8y and there are seventeen diphthongs, having each

~ two consecutive qualities that can be identified

with one of the simple vowels. (Fromm and Sadeniemi
195¢320-21) True, we asre far from having the 56
theoretically poscible combinations of the eight
monophthonge, which indeed is not surprising (what
would @ language do ﬁith 64 vowel nuclei?), but

the prediction of a relatively high number of diph-
thongs is at least in some way borne out by the
facts. £Come of the theoretically possible combi-
nations of monophthongs into diphthongs are exclud-
ed sutometicelly by 2 rule of vowel harmony, which
demands that only front or only back vowels (with
the exception of i1 and g, which stend outcide the
domein of the vowel-hermony rule) can cooccur within
the same word. This excludes diphthongs like: 28,
08, U¥, OY, 2¥, €tce, altogether 18 dirhthongs. OF
the 38 remsining theoreticelly possible diphthongs,
the followling occurs 2gi, sau, ei, eu, ey, ie, 1iu,

oi, ou, ui, wo, yi, 33, 8i, 8y, 8i, 8y. It remains
to be seen whether the absence of the other 21

theoretically possible diphthongs can be stated
naturally in terms of phonotactic constraints, per-
haps of the same type that meke initisl clusters like
tk uncommon in languages. |
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It should perhaps be stressed,as must be evident
from our discussion of abstractness, that these
statements I have been making concerning the con-
nection between geminateness of vowel length and
‘pair-bacedness’ of relations between long and chort
vowel cubsystems, should not be interpreted in the
spirit of if-snd-only-if statements. It may be
that the grounds for s geminate-analysis are so
strong (apart from the question of ‘peir-baced-
ness’) that one would accept considerable 2d hog
constraints against V - VV pairs for every vowel
quelitye. I am only saying thet, other things being
equaly one chould erpect systems with length as
geminateness to heve s peir-becsed relation between
two subsystems.

For a suggestion of a phonological analycis of the
semivowels, see Benediktesson 1972:159-1(1 and re-
ferences. Benedilkitscon suggests that syllsabicity
and length belong to the same underlying feature,
thet the rising diphthongs are c¢lusters of & short
vowel + 8 long vowel snd the first vowel loses its
cyllebicity because of its chortness as oproced to
the length of the second vowel. Ihus [jo would be
underlying /io:/, and ei (falling diphthong) would
be underlying /ei/. 1t seems to me that this ana-
lysis is problematic in that it does not account
for the difference of ;j2 and ja (“long” and ‘short’
‘rising diphthong”.)

This is shown in cpectmgrams I have made of my own
spcech (cf. alsc Garics 1974b). Although the quali-
Tty novement in chort diphthongs is often not very
noticeable in listening, there is definitely 2 simi-
larity in the movement of the vowel forments in
rairs like lgst (lzst, which must be assipned to

the dirhthongsl nature o7 the 8i - sound. The
short variant looks like 2 miniature of the long
onee. (See spectrograms overleaf.)
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wing 2 long and a short [ai]

S] and lect [1aist]

ams, sho

Spectrogr

literate”

-,

n les [lai

i

(masc. vs. neut.).
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