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The present paper derives from two sources — one indirect, the other di-
rect. The indirect source ig the view of the operation and ehronology of umlaut
in Germanic as propounded, above all, by Professors Antonsen (1961, 1964,
1965, 1972) and van Coctsem {1968, 1970),! which derives further, in turn

! A note on the use of symbols in this article: wherevor I have felt the context to
demand the distinetion, sounds, even roconstructed proto-sounds, havo beon distinguished
through tho traditional use of paired slanted linos, squarc brackots and angular brackoets
to indicalo phonemes, supposod surface phonetic realizations, and corrosponding graphs,
respoctivaly.

Throughout the article I have endeavoured to make clear my standpoint on any con-
tentious issues in tho historical phonology of Old English/Germanic which are involved
in the matorial I wm dealing with, for I hope that the article will stimulate discussion on
the topic; mistakes which have been made still serve this purpose, misunderstandings do
not.

Whereas I am presumnptious enough to deal with phonctic detail (one is deomed to
this, [ am afraid, when treating wmlant phenomens in Germanic, unless one is to meroly
list morphonemie alternations in, say, Old English, t¢ document the importance of ¢-
umlaut to the phonoclogy of Qld English — e.g. Bennett 1969}, I am in complote agree-
ment with Pileh (1969 —70: 43) that 0ld English graminars must be rewritten with at
least an attempt at a clear soparation of diachronie rule vperations from synehronic re-
flections of these oporations. It will be noted in this regard that I often refor to the opora-
tion of a rule in pre-0ld English and the graphemes which stand in Old English as a result
of the rulo’s oporation. This is becanso I firmly believe that “a grammar’’ of Old English,
Old High German ste. is to a groat extent the description of a stage of a languagoe resulting
from a previcusly oporative set of rules, of anyone of which tho following may be true:

a} the rulo has been generalized and has coased to operate (has been lexicalizod)

b} tho rule has been generalizod and continues to operate (is synchronically recover-

able)
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in its general framework from the allophonic variant-loss of conditioning fac-
tor-phonemicization doctrine of change in phonological systems developed in
the American School of Structuralism.? The direct source was the question
why, whereas both Proto-Germanic diphthongs *e: and au arc apparently
monophthongized to fa:/ in pre-Old Frisian, it is exactly the diphthong of the
pair which according to the evidence of other Germanie dialects had a more
front realization of the low-vowel first clement which monophthongized to
ja:/ in pre-Old English, while the one which likely had originally an instial
voealic element that was more retracted displays a front vowel in its place in
OF <ea>.

The aforementioned works of Antonsen and van Coctsem agree in recon-
structing the origin of Germanic umlaut phenomena through phonetic condi-
tioning in, at lecast, late Proto-Germanic, and indced the phenomena are so
widespread in accord with the general principle in the various historical dia-
lects that, notwithstanding the lack of express evidence from Gothic.? T think
their view is a particularly compelling one providing a good working base deriv-
ed from comparative reconstruction for phonetic detail in Proto-Germanie
phonological systems.

In works on the history of Frisian it is made clear that PGme. *ai, au>>
OFris. fa:/ except where originally the conditions for i-umlaut obtained, where
then tho result is OFris. fe:/, the same, in graphic rendition at least, as the pro-
duct resulting apparently from raising of */e:/<NWGme. ¥/a:/=so-called
PGme. ¢!, Thus: ¢

O¥ris. mdre<<NWGme. *maira

OFris. déla <NWGme. *daljan

OFris. déd <NWGme. *da: d-

Ol'ris. dre <NWGmec, Taure

QFris, héra <NWGme. *haurjan

e) the rule has not yet heen goneralized, is siill operativo and in the procoss of de-

veloping

d} tho rule has not been goneralized and is still operative, but in an amended form due

to rule reordering or restructuring {i.c., other sound changes have begun or already
taken placo that impinge upon it)
T, offcet, ono is reconstructing the set of rules that account for arriving at the stago which
we wish to describe synchronically, but which we may bo able to define, due to circum-
stances in & given cosc, only in terms of the evolution of & rulo which will account safis-
fuctorily only for the synchrony of a succossor stage.

2 Documentbed in Joos (1066) and given perhaps its best, most coneise staternont in
Twaddell (1938), in works of Hoerbort Penzl such as “The phonemie split of Germ. k in
0ld English” (1947) and most recently Lautsystem und Lautwandel in den althochdewtschen
Dialekten (1971: 115 if. and passirn).

3 Of, Antonsen (1972: 140) on, Gtz Wionold {1967).

+ 3j6lin (1969: 19 ff.); Krogmaun (1970: 26 +—203),
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With PCGme. *a4 there is to be sure the further complication that Olrig, <Ce>>
is the result cven in some cascs where it cannot have resulted from the opera-
tion of ¢-umlaut — e. g. OFris. bén, sél; ncuter a-stem nouns: sére, seer<<NWGme,
saira; infinitives such as héte, adjectives such as bréd, Aél, and doublets such
as kldth, kléth — a fecl which then points to more than one factor having been
involved in the development of #ad inte Old Frisian: namely, that the nature
of the following consonantal element must have been involved in determining
the development to either fe:f or ja:/ where ¢-umlaut was not a factor, with
later dialectal mixture (from Low German sources event) or aralogical in-
fluences (since tho data are not amenahble to sn absolute formulation of appro-
priate cnvironments, but are tantalizingly clese). This in turn involved & con-
flict over whether the primary development of PGme. *ai into Old I'risian
was fe:/ with fa:f only in environments amenable to description as “lowering™
environments, or vice versa.® (I personally favour the vice verse standyoint
and will argue it in the discussion further bhelow.) However, common to alf
the views is that, when the implicit question at what point in the derivation
fe:f< *ai, auf — (i} {i) the s-umlaut factor was operative is faced and a state-
ment on relative chronology made, it is assumed that i-umlaut was operative-
relatively late. E. g. Heinertz {1912: 320):

Die erste Stufe, schematisch genommen, war wohl ae {s. Balbring 1 § 106}, spéter
wrde wohl daraus ein sehr offeries, cinem o n,&hestehgndcs 8 ... woraus vor kiirzon-
den Konsonantenverbindungen &, mit domsclbon g-éhnlichen Klang. a) Das lango
offere & hatte wohl naturgemiss eine Neigung zu & zu werden und ist auch unheein-
fluzst dieser Neigung gefolgt, B) Nur vor erhéhonden Faktoren 1st aus dein & ein e
geworden. Diese Erhéhungsfakioren “waren 1) umlauterzougendes i, j ...

For ai Krogmann notes (1970: 205): “Vertretung von germ. a¢ durch & oder
e, das bel Umlaut stets erscheint ... déla<*dailian ...””, but for «¢w hc notes:
“Yertretung von germ. aw durch &, das bei Umlaut zu é wurde ... héra<<*Aa-.
rian<< *hawrion < *hauzianan ...”

Campbeil (1939: 90):

Glorm a4 is monophthongized in OE to a and in OFris to e.* The OK developinent mnay
bo due 1o loss of the second element with compensatory longthening of the first,.
or to assimilation of tho sceond cloment to the first and subsequent contraction with
it into a long vowel. The final stage of this process must have been reached aller the.
fronting of WGerin @, or the new & (<ai) would have beon fronted nlso” On the other
hand, the monophthongization must, have becen completed boefore the fronting of”
Gorm @, or the first element of the diphthorg would have beon frontod, and a diph-
thong with = as its first element could hardly have been monophthongized to 4.
In Frisian, on the other hand, the monopthengization of Gerin et 1o e may well have
been over an interroediato stage e, which was veeasioned by the fronting of Gorm a
to @, [t ean be regardoed os certain that ad did not boeomo @ as in O, and subsequently

5 Cf. especially Heinertz (1912) and Canphbell (193%: 95— D8).
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share m the fronting of WGerm &, for tho é< e and the < a: were not idontical in
O¥ris. and are still distinguished clearly in meny living dialects ... @, {he mutation
of & (< au), was identical with tho older = (<Cai). Its product is still distinguished
from that of & (< WGerm 4, and the mutations of § and ) in the dialects of the
Saterland and the North ¥Frisign coast,

Campbell’s analysie is better than the others’ insofar as it accopts that
the *[w@:/ first resulting in pre-Old Frisian from PGme. *e¢i may have been
the result of monophthongization from a previcus stage of diphthong with
Jfeef as ite first element — */me/ or fwif — but it suffers from the same disad-
vantage as Heinertz’s, since Campbell entertains also only the possibility of
one initial development of PGme. *ai into pre-Old Frisian with subsequent
split and so must accept the “lowering’ theory to explain OF'ris. d<PGme.
*ai, a development which, as I have alrcady indicated, I feel is better explained
through “raising™.

In the case of the O reflexes of PGme. *ai it has likewise been stressed
traditionally that the reflex of *a¢ through i-umlaut cccupies synchronically a
structural position defined in terms of effect of i-umlaut factors relative to
otherwise occurring a:

OE (WS, Angl.,, Kent.) stdn<PGme. *slainaz
vs. OE (W3, Angl) d&len<<PCGme. *dailjonan
(Kent.) délan (with *&>¢)
OE (WS) in direct morphophonemie alternation — Adtan, (3 pers. sing.
pres. indic.) hé&Et, ete.

a3 a result of which the synchronic statement was posed with diachronic
validity, which then in turn likely furthered a belief that f-umlaut, rather
than being part of a continuous process of phonctic conditioning of vowels
-deriving from Proto-Germanic and estending into the early stages of the
attested dialects, “occurred” relatively late in Anglo-Frisian: “No one now
-guestions the late date of the Kentigsh and Frisian raising to e of the long @
which resulted from umlaut, for s-umlaut occurred in the seventh century”
(De Camp 1969: 359).

To be sure, Ross, following Luick (1964: 115, § 96; 123, § 122, Anm.},
reckong with a differentiated development of PGme. *at inte pre-0Old English
-and pre-Old Frisian;

I say then that the double phonomoe aé/e inostly matorialised as ae save where 1t was
Inter to be mutated (iuf. *yeetan ~ 3rd sg. pres. ind, *yaitip— OR. Latan, hcit),
(1) ae naturally gave (2} me with fronting. At this point thore are really only two pos-
sible dovelopmenta-—oither the diphthong is maintained or it is monophthongised.
In the former casce this will involve a subconscious tendency to dissimilato the two
eloments (for & and e lie very elose} and one way of doing this 18 to change tho first
clement to @¢. This process loads to Dovelopment L: (2} e (3) ge>>&. The nther pos-
sibility, monophthongization, may be offocted by assimilation--c.g. by making both
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eloments @—henco Dovelopment II: (2) we>>(3) =, It is to this Developmont IT no
doubt that ‘PGme, ai>> OFris. ¢’ is chiefly due, ‘PGme. a¢>OFris. a’ being due to
Development I (as in (d English), though thero arc doubtless intricacios of detail;
cf. for instance, OF'ris. dth, é&h=0FE. ap, Gothic aips (Ross 1951: §4).

By proposing that the gencral development of PGme. *ai was */aef through
a-fronting common to both pre-Old English and pre-Old Frisian he achieves a
common initial point of development for O¥ris. fe:/ and OE [a:f, yet the re-
mark about “‘intricacies of detail” with reference to the double development
je:/~/a:} in Old Frigian will, T think, prove to be too fucile, since one must
at least attempt to account for the fact that the OFris. fe:f reflex of PGme.
*ai i3 the one which also always occurs g8 the reflex where PGme. *ai was
followed by an é-umlaut factor, In addition, his wish o establish, in agreement
with Luick, a common starting point of */@e/ for the diverse developments
in Old English and Old Frisian through fronting of */a/ to fe/ makes for awk-
watdness in motivating the Old English monophthongization to fa:f, as
ghould be evident from the above quoted passage and as Campbell notes
{1939: 90, footnote 3). ‘

Antonsen and van Coetsem demonstrate convincingly the diphonematio
nature of the PGme. diphthong */eu/ — its reflexcs in the later dialects are
exactly explainable on the basis of development ag two (short) vowel phone-
mes 1n dircet sequence (je/+/fuf) (Antonsen 1972, 1967:8; van Coetsem 1968:
520 fI.). Now if this is true, it i8 o powerful argument that the diphthongs
*faif and Jau/ (en in dircct ablaut relationship with eu!) were also divhonemadtie
in nature (van Coetsem 1968: 521 ff.). But the proof must come finally from
putting the theory to the test — how well does it explain the facts which
obtain in the later dizlects, since, as Fowler (1963:323) has remarked, “in
prehistory therc can be no proof, only the hetter hypothesis®™,

The application of this view of the diphonematic nature of Proto-Germanic
diphthongs and of an early onset of the phonetic conditioning of vowcls of
stem syllables known as umlaut has indeed alrcady been made by Professor
Antonsen to the pre-history of Old English vowels {Antonsen 1967} and it
will be obvious that, whercas my analysis differs in details, it derives in itg
essential assumptions from that work. .

First, *ai: the PGme. diphthong /aif had two surface phonetic realizations
deriving essentially from the rule which specified the front vowel of the Proto-
Germanic underlying short vowel system as either plus or minwus-high de-
pending upon the umlaut condition prevailing; thus:

[ag] — €. g. *saero (OE sdar)

fal] — e. g *aaifepi (OE hatl)
The frequency of oceurrence of OE [a:/< PGme. */aif is thus due to the pre-
ponderance of back and low vowels as thematic vowels or in inflectional
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endings of Proto-Germanic and Northwest Germanic (d, 0, a) whereas je:/
< PGme. *faif is limited to environments: / _ (i) (j). Further, it is important
to notice that the monophthongization of pre-OE */me/ (with lowering of -4 to
-¢, as of -*u to -0 in o, ¢o; cf. further below) to OF [&:/ is ultimately due to
the first clement having been fronted */af> [/ through operation of the wmluut
Jactor; that is to say, the rules: 1) which umlaut fa/ to j=/ 2) further raise foef
to e/ and 3) monophthongize pre-OE *[xe] to /=:/ must be crucially ordered
as:

1) azef (i) (j)

2) mez [ ae>fa:f

3) ®>>¢

otherwise, e. g. NWGme. *dailjon > *dwiljan>>*deiljan, OF *délan instead of
W8S dwlan. Antonsen’s presentation (1967: 9—10) does not make the exact
chronology clear. Campbell wounld agree presumably, since he stresses that
monophthongization precedes the (more general) fronting of @ >z in non-Ken-
tish Old English (Campbell 1959: 52, § 132). Of course, the other order with
{®e]/>>[€] before monophthongization of */me/ is exactly the order which ex-
plains */se/>>*[ee] > [e:f < e> in Kcentish OF as in Old Frisian.

Thus, the set of rules relating to the development of PGme. */aif and jau/
into Old English dialects and their crucial ordering is as follows {first, the
basic rules are involved, then their ordering in the various djalects):

1} i-umlyut®
[+bck] = [—bek] Vi3ix) [—ens
—bek
— -~high
CONDITION: X contains no segment which is [4-vocalic]

2) lowering of second element of diphthang
[+high] — [—high]/V o [V:|

(#=no gyllabic juncture}

% I believe that an i-umlaut rule was still operativo until into the 0ld English poriod
itself, just as into the early stages of other attested dialects with phonotie (and lator, par-
tially, morphological} eonditioning (cf. Robert King {1969: 92 ff.); Karl Heinz Wagner
(1969: 227 1.); and Roger Lass {1959: 81, footnote 3; 85, footnote 7 and pasggint} on the re-
coverability of back vewels from morphonemic alternations in Old English and from cases
of phonological conditioning such as den [ < *cenaz] versus cene [ << *koni| liko corn [ < *hor-
na]}. Burely 15 was operative longer than the thecretical framework of taxonomic phone-
micg would permit, but however that may be, it must be recognized that the period in
which tho rules onumerated below operated initially was the pre-0ld English period, and no
one can deny that ¢-umlaut operated in the pre-Old English period (ef. my remarks on
synchrony and diachrony in footnote 13,
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3) monophthongization

SD V¥V 1= V ]

1l £ | —high

2=F V 7

—high

—low

SC 1 2 - 14length i .

(L.e. [ece]>>[ee:]/[ac]>=[a])
4) further raiging
[+]1low] — [-—]mv]/[V:I (X) [-—cns

—bceck

high
(ie. [w]>[el/— () () Tk

5) “Anglo-Frisian” fronting
[-+bek] — [+bck] v

+low
&l aF

Rule ordering:

Dialect type I (West Saxon QL) —

1) seifas

2) wmegfag

3) ®/a

4} =g

8) o>

Dialect type IT (Kentish OE, Frisian) —

1} eeifag

2) wmefag

4) egfas

3) e/d

5} aae

Dialect type IIT {Anglian OK) —

1} =ifasg

2} mefag

3) ®/d

4) =g

5) a=-w®

In addition, one necds to note the following: 1) Rule no. 5 must be appro-
priately constrained to account for the cases of retention of faf as deseribed
in the handbocks as retraction of & to @ in open syllable when followed by
back vowel, etc. In West Saxon, and to some extent in Anglian and Kentisgh,
the fronting product @ is followed by backing, in Wost Saxon to a position
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of approxima:tﬂly [0] — i.c., so-called “breaking”™ of EI-:}GL’I.T. 2) Anghian OE
dialects share with Kentish QR and Frisian an early rule raising *fa:/>> fs:/;
otherwise thev share the rule ordering for fronting and raising of non-back
low vowels wi;;h West Saxon. Thus it is exactiy the ehronology of the “furtiher
raising” rule {aeef _ {1) (11} relative to the mmmyht-hungizfltiun rule whicly
defines the difference between Wi, Angl. & and Went. &< PGme. ¥ai. The
Kentish, Anglian shared innovaticn of *@E>=E is cerininly the carviler of the
two (D¢ Canp 1965 362, (Campbell 1988; 52, § ¥31). #) The vi.cw that < e
for PG, *faif hefove 1, § derives from o developmmoent #jeeef = Fles]>[e1] 13
consonani with the fact that this e is kept phonologically distinet from
< o< PCme. & (61 in Frisian dialects (Carmpbell 1833 160-- 101), so that
fei/z=ferf i o secondary development, (Cf. in this regard Kt. OF < o> along-
side <o < PCrae, # alf under i-umlaut conditicas, which is normally explain-
condforion of e~ amoeng the lax short vowels

—

ed as due to the
5 754 the variation in the long vowel system then even spills

{(Brunner 166 |

over into the designation for the reflex of Flme. *& (&) upon the further
development #fe:/>fer] (Brunner 1555 42, § 62 Anm. 2), 4) 1t s further
intereating that the previ wusly mentioned double reflex of PlGme. *aif in
Old Frisian is paraileled in Anglian O — Vesp. Ps. lored, feeved; aledde, cladde
ete. (Brunner 18650 75, § 97, Avm. 1), The paralichisn seems faulted by the
faol that the eases u Old Frisinn are reflexes of Plbwe. Flaif belofe other
i-amlaut conditions. The pucallellam however cousists 1o a) the feet that
Both are cases of eoised versus non-raised stem vowels, b) hoth ere reflexes
of a Trote-Germanie Jdivhithong #/aif, and ¢) both vepresent so-to-speal in-
trusion of consenarts] inflience on an origing! pattern of V-V influence
(divection of infarencs: indicated Dy she arrow) n the sense of van Cootsem’s
previouvsly cited wrticle on umlaut and econsonanta] influence In Germanie.
The whols presentstion I huve given abeve bespeaks my belief with Heinertz
(1912} and againet Camphbell (1539) that the cases in Old Frisian of <e¢>
versus < a s> ag reflexes of PGme, *faif before other than ¢ or j reflect a raising
envirenment in isrms of the consonsutel factor folloswing the stem vowel;
¥ think the evidenee clear]ly reflects this tendeney. In other werds, in tm‘ms‘
of my analysis, the realization of *fuif as *[ag] was reversed by the onset of
the eonsonantal influencs faccording to Huinertz): dentals, d, ¢, I, », ¢, 8 and
in final position under primary word stress, thus resulting in BGH]E.ESCEHGE
with *[z1], (It must be noted, however, that there are enough exceptions 1o
Heinertz’ formulation of the “raising’” environments, which he duly attempts
to account for, to peint to the fact that this was a rule which was not fully

7 Thus in essentisl agreement with the monophthonge! interpretation of Old Engligh.
“‘short digraphs’” deriving from Stockwell and Barritt (1951).

The Cermanic diphthongs *ai and au 63.

generalized before it was lost from the grammar with subsequent lexicaliza-
tion?). In the case of the <e> ~ < @®> voriation as a reflex of PGme. *laif
under ¢-umlaut conditions in Anglian OE texts, one can imagine that there
were cagses of *[see] which did not monophthongize in the environment before
—grave | consonants and thus became *[ee] wpon the further raising of
“+coronal
(umlaut) fwe/>/e/ in Anglian dialects of pre-Old English, with *[eg] thus.
vielding [e:/.® &) Finally, it is to be noted that there is an argument against
tmy supposition of a change of PGme. */aif to pro-OX */@:/ through mono-
phthongization from *[ee]: namely, that whereas palatalization of wvelar
consonants in Old English and Frisian occurs before */af<*fa/ through
i-umlaut or “Anglo-Frigian” {ronting, it supposedly does not oceur before
*feo: [ PGme. *faif, just as it does not cither before */v/, fvif, [e/, and [a:/
{(doubtless snother reason for assuming traditionally that PGme. *faif > pre-OE
*fa:f with {-umlant to [ee:f in appropriate environments). Interestingly en ‘ugh,
ncither Campbell nor Brunner in their Old English grammars cite examples
for non-palatalized velar before fe: /< PGme. *faif, and Luick cites only
c&g and gélan, g&lan, both of which are not at all so certain in their etymology..
Other cases such as g&red, g&ls, g@glisc, sig@re, goten are derived forms and
still paired m Old BEaglish with forn:s with 4: gara, gél, gdgol, gar, 9dt, o situa-
tton which notoriously leads to levelling in favour of the velar obstruent,
Admittedly, it is less than satisfactory to say in effeet that the cvidence.
availabie does not disprove your thesis, but at least it means that my analy-
s1s must be accepted or rejected with refercnec to other factors than OK/Fris,
palatalization of velars.

It remains yet to expand the rales relating to the development of PGime,
*faif to include *fan/ — if they are correct, they shonld ,and mnst, adequately
account for this developmoent ag well.

The Old Frisian reflexes [fa:f and fe:/ are casily accounted for by way of
*lau[ = oa]>>*ae], OFris. [e:/ and *fau/>*[ey])>¥ey]= *[ee]>0F s, [e:f
under fumlaut conditions, thus coalescing with je:/< LPGme. *[z1]. This
time it is the Old English reflexes which are more complicated. NWGme.
¥[av]/[ao] counlesee in wo due to the pre-OT: rule lowering [4high] scoond cle-
ment of diphthongs to [—high]. The fronting of */a/z-/e/ results in *{mo],
with unrounding of the second element [wa] (Luick § 119), with subscquent.
velor umlaut (backing of e/ [of) joa/, <ea>.

It is uswally supposed that so-called velar umlaut of *fw/ (<pre-OE.

?Cf. list of van Helten's lexicological studios in Heinertz (1912: 317).

® Cf. tensing and diphthongization of {6}, {e:) before n and € in Frisian (8jolin, 1969:
24) and presorvation in Middle Duteh of e€ (< PGme. *¢i indoer 4-umlaut conditions) bofore-
d, I, n (heidign, deilen, ghemetne, cleine, steinijn}; Adolphe van Loey (1970: 259).
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#fgf) did not operate in West Saxon, sinec it had only a nota in the environ-
ments in guestion when the retracting effect known as velar umlaut was
operative, yet if retraction of stressed syllabics was a relatively late pheno-
menon as some ovidence seems to suggest (e, spellings with @ instead of
ea in the oldest glosses (Brunner 1965:84, §109, Anin. 2), the fact that the
#i g, and @ in question generally caused palatalization of preceding velar
stop before their retraction), it is indeed possible that cases such as Wi slean
{< pre-OK #slahan) ete. do represent velar umlant of *fef in hiatus with
directly following vowel (in spite of Luick and Brunner 1965: § 108.3), thus

chapging the formulation of the rule for “breaking” to: r, ¢, h+{4{1’;}

To propose that the case of *[#n]>[e0]>>[oa] was thus, under the given cir-
cumstaneccs, the regular development in West Saxon seems to me preferablo
to claiming that */a/ in the doubly retracting environment of a-+velar conso-
nant--bhack vowel was first fronted to m, then “broken” (retracted) to-fo/.
The history of conditioning of vowels in root syllable in Germanic points to
the primacy of the “vowel4Ci4-back vowel” formulation for preservation
of /af in West Saxon, with fronting to J@/ in closed syllable (including vowel —
close juncture — vowel) and subsequent rctraction of fef either with intru-
sion of congonantal influence (“breaking”) or under the backing influence of
-a, -0, -u operative on front vowels (“velar umlaut”). It is then this <ea>
(< <Cwa>>) which viclds the designation for a refracted [oe/.

To understand the W& designation for the {-umlaut of <ca>-, I think,
we must consider first the likely origin of the 4e spelling, and for this we must
retmim to the *fufewfeo diphthong of Northwest Germanie. This diphthong,
subjected to the previously cited rules in the three dialects, yields:

Dialect T (WS):

1) Ty/enfen

2) icefeo

(Note that at stage 3 the diphthongs do not meet the struetural descrip-
tion of the monoplthongization rule; with subsequent unrounding of e,
[Te] i — ceosan, cicsd.)

Concerning non-W8H <Cio» <{eo>>, see further below.
'The PGme. diphthong *au~do, subjected to the rles in question, vields:
DiJeet types IT and 1T (Kent. and Angl. Ol Yrisian):

1) aoyfaufa
2) eawfan
3 — — = = = -
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4) geefao

§) eoefeo

{With unrounding of the second element, *[ee]>fe:/ and [eaf; with “velar

umlaut”, [ea], <Cea>>. Note that rule order 4,3 — Kent. OE, Fris. — gives

the same result.)

Dialect type T (WS):

1) sy /au/ ao

2} moefan

3) — — — — —

4) soefan
~ B) ecefx
At this point, the unrounding rule should have applied, yielding */e:/ ~ fea /.
Since it, didn’t, there is obviously some development which has infervened,
and I belive that it was a restructuring based on the underlying forms recon-
structed for the diphthongs in the phonological system of the dialect of West
Saxon at this stage.

First we need to consider the underlying forms which would be reconstruct-
ed in terms of the phonological system of the vowels at each stage of deriva-
tion for the diphthongs;

*feu/ *faif *fau/

1} Iy fenfen  ®>Ifas &Yy fao
Underlying forms are unchanged; umlaut rulc specifies sarface phonetic
realizations,

2) Icefen seefae 20efad

The underlying forms which are entered into the phonological compo-
nent of subsequent grammars ave: fes/ — /ag/ — fas/ — i.e., the second
elemsnt of the diphthongs, following the lowering rule, is lexicalized.
Surizce occurrences of ¢, %, and ce are defined by the still operative
t-umlaut rale,

3} Im/ed &% e a0
The diphthong faif is lost.

4) and 5)
Tce/ed gce/a0

Therc would still be no further change in underlying forms, with /s/ simply
a function of the ¢-umlaut rule expanded to include the “further raising’’ of
®>g, except that exactly in West Saxon there were more numcrous cases of

R

1* For the sako of simplicity I will give tho forms of tho diphihongs as they enter the
P-rule component (namely, after segmient structure rules have specified lexically rodun-
dant features for the sogments in question). To break them down into true underlying
representations with attendant segment structure rles would in no way affect the pre-
sent argumont and would only lengthen the presentation.

I 9L a0 Ry L . L T e S s T [ . m -
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« under s-umlaut conditions which, for whatever reason, where not further
raised (Brunner 19635: §96.3), meaning that occurrcnces of [£] under i-umlaut
conditions were lexicalized. Tf there were still cases of morphonemic variations
such as (later attested) efan, ifest, ited, which demanted rctention of an e>i
raising operation yet in the formulation of the t-umlaut rule, this new /ef
of fee| could have boen subscquently resubmitted to the operation of -
umlaut. Then the question is of course why was this case of [£] under ¢-umlaut
conditions resubmitted &s [e/ to the raising opcration, whereas other cases of
[¢] under i-umlaut conditions were simply lexicalized. Consider the form of
the diphthongs in which they werc submitted to the P-rule comyponent of a
grammar of West Saxon Old English at stages 4,5 fenf; feo~ao/. In the first
case raising through i-umlaut operated on both elements of the diphthong.
When jzof (~ /ao/) was then submitted for operation of ¢-umlaut, it may have
heen extended to the first element also as in the feof diphthong. This, I think,
accounts for the representation of */au/ under i-umlaut conditions as WS
{ied.

The next, and last question, which remains to be answered is why WS
{ie> stands in environments where non-W§ dialects have <io). It is to be
supposed that non-W§ io) indicated a retracted variety of [1], and it is to
be noted that WS (ied (where not <PGme. *feuf) stands in the same sort
of environments in West Saxon as in non-West Saxon dialects — namely,
as the representation of NGWme. */af or fif which had stood in pre-Old English
in both retracting and s-umlaut conditions, thus standing in morphoncmic
alternations with (ea) (retracted [@]) and (eo) {(retracted [g]), respectively.
In the case of the (ed> for PGme. *feu/ under ¢-umlaut conditions one can
refer to the {original or still valid) diphthongal quality to explain the ortho-
graphy, but in the previous cases, if Qe) stands for {1] developed through
the operation of i-umlaut before later pre-OF retraction of [#] and [g] in the
same environments, why the designation {ie) and not (i)? And if {ie) did
stand for a retracted variety of [1], why the diacritic e, whereas e and & were
paired with -0 and -a respectively to give ¢eo) and {eay? The answer, I think,
lies in the direction of Prof. Antonsen’s (1967: 6 - 7} remarks on the common
origin of spelling innovations. The O “long diphthongs”, whether or not
they had already been monophthongized, cbvicusly offered the graphie
combinations <eo), {cad, {io}, {ie); thercfore we must seek the value of the
(e) digraph in its previously suggested origin, the PGme. diphthong *leuf
under i-umlaut conditions. At the Ieefeo stage in the development of this
diphthong with the underlying /feaf representation, the retracting rule was
added to the grammar resulting in leefe”o. Bince [T] would not be derived
from [¢” /through the normal operaticn of the i-umlaut rule, a grammar would
have to be constructed which would cperate with the restriction of special
ordering of i-umlaut and retraction in that order, whereas this ordering is
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not demanded otherwise by surface phonetic forms of Old English. An initial
reordering of the two rules relative to each other — i.e. retraction, then a'rl-
umlaut — results in [g5/>1"0/e” o, which reduces complexity in th:a phono-
logical component of the grammar to the extent that the two rules need not
'be constrained to a definite order (i.e., either /I/ is retracted before underlyin
fof,orelse fe” [ israised throughi-umlautto 17) and that the central (or ba,ckg)
spread vowels /e”/, f#” [ are balanced by inclusion of the member /1> /.

It will not have escaped notice that I have failed to account for (ie} as the
reflex of pre-OE */a/ which is first subjected to {-umlaut (with “further rais-
ing”’) and then to retraction {*‘breaking’). If this reflex followed the pattern
resulting in e.g. georn ~giernan, weorpan ~wierpd, the result should be (ea) ~
~{e0) — o.g. eald~%*eoldra, eqrm~*eormdu, yet {co)> oceurs in such cases
neither in West Saxon (zeldra, termdu) nor in non-West Saxon (Kent. eldra
Kent. Angl. ermdu), although OE [ef <NWGme. */a/ through the opera,tim;
of s-umlaut is subjected to retraction through velar umlaut where the { was
replaced with a back vowel in the suffixal or inflectional syllable (Brunner
1965: 86, § 110, Anm. 2). Yet, I feel that something valuable has been aceomp-
lished in spite of this shortcoming. In summary, I have attempted to isolai)e
the origin of the WS digraph (ie) in the */en/ diphthong from Proto-Ger-
manic and account {(on the basis of diachronic analysis) for its likely extension
from a reflex of this diphthong to the indication of (expressed in synchronic
te.srms) the “s-umlaut of (eo)”, especially in light of the W8 {ie)/non-W8
{io) equation. I have also attemptod to account for W8 (e (again, expres-
sed in synchronic terms) as “the {-umlant of (ea)”’, Where{PGm;* *fau/
I am at a loss to account for WS (e where it is “the f-umlaut’’ of (ea>-=:£
<PGme. *a without recourse to an ad-hoe rule formulation further raising
these cases of */gf to [1] before retraction through “breaking’’1t. This PI‘UF__'!IBIH
may indeed be an indication of our lack of knowledge of the parametors de-
fining the distinction of “long” versus “short” in the OE vowel system!?
{here, namely, what is the relationship between OE (id NWGme. *7 b (dey<<
NWGme. *eu, (de><NWGme. *¢, and non-WS8 (&> < NWGmec. *« an;i {ed<
<NWGme. *¢ and {ed><NWGme. *au). However, I am still convinced that

11 AI?tDnEEIl (1967: 12—13): “When [a]—-[#]*> when not followed by low vowels and
[113 -»[@]%, in the Anglian dialects [e]* before velar consonants and in clisters fell topethor
T..vlth [o]%. In West Baxon, however, this [o]! also took part in, the shift, undergong i ru;s-
ing {the general tendoncy of the entire shift was one of raising and fronting). Although
[a].1 was an allophone of the low phoneme fa/ in Northwest Germsnie, from the' sbructuri,l
point of viow 1t was a mid neutrsl vowel. Whoen the raising oceurred, this mid vowel be-
cama & high vowel”. Thus he athieves in effoct. a further raising by one degree to a high
mid [1] for the {-umlaut reflex of “broken’ eq. = -

12 Of. oditor’s note to Professor Antonson’s “On tho origi : .
ST o S gin of Old English d
spollings™ {1967: 16 —17); Stockwell (1962). & B

E*
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Professor Antonsen is correct in seeking the origin of the Old English “short
digraphs” in phonetic values deriving from the (original} diphthongs. Hockett’s
analysis (1969:128) of the fashioning of the “short digraphs’ on the basis
of a principle: lip position and height of the first element, retracted tongue
position of the first, is valid only because he specifically excludes the WS
digraph (e} (his analysis is based on a Mcrcian text, the Vespasian Psalter
and Hymns}, nor can one understand the replacement of {iu) (early variant
for [1] in retracting environments) with {(io) except in terms of the develop-
ment in the original diphthong, especially if one believes (iud~ (io) to re-
present not a “breaking diphthong” but a retracted [I].

Most importantly, I have attempted to demonstrate that the view of ¢-
umlaut phenomena as an operative rule antedating specifically Anglo-Frisian
sound-changes encounters no more problems than the view that they were
later, and indeed solves a few at least with reference to the development of the
long vowel system and Proto-Germanic diphthongs into Old English.
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