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1 Introduction

Thedentalpreteriteof weakverbsremainsoneof themosttroublesomechapters
of Germanichistorical-comparativegrammar. Themorphologicalprovenienceof
its dentalformative-d- hasbeendebatedfor nearlytwo centuries,andthereis still
no consensuson whetherit is a reflexof oneor moreof theIndo-Europeandental
suffixes,a grammaticalizedform of the light verb dō ‘do’, or somemix of these.
Thecategory’s phonologicaldevelopmentwithin earlyGermanicpresentsawhole
seriesof other mysteries. Why doesthe effect of syllable weight on umlaut in
preteritestemsdiffer in North andWestGermanic,andfor thatmatterwhy should
umlautbe sensitiveto syllableweight at all? Why doesthedentalpreteriteseem
to undergotwo distinct “phases”of umlautin North Germanic,andwhy doesthis
categoryaloneundergoaspecialearlyphaseof syncopein WestGermanic?

Lahiri 2000 was the first to connectthe morphologicalpuzzle of the weak
preterite’s etymologywith someof themainphonologicalpuzzlesof its divergent
evolution within Germanic.Sheproposedthat the form’s periphrasticorigin can
actuallyexplainits phonologicalpeculiarities.Thepurposeof this paperis to pro-
posea different way to makethis link, which startsfrom thesamemorphological
hypothesis,but suppliesa muchsimpleraccountof thephonologicaldevelopment
within theGermaniclanguages.

Theideathatthedentalpreteriteendingis descendedfrom thepasttenseof the
light verbdōn ‘do’ goesbackat leastto Bopp1816. Thoughnot uncontroversial,
it is perhapsthe mostwidely acceptedetymologyof the dentalpreterite(Streit-
berg1896,Sverdrup1929,von Friesen1925,Tops1974,Bammesberger1986).
From a morphologicalpoint of view, the assumptionis certainly attractive. The
templaticablautmorphologyby which “strong” verbs formed their past tenses,
inherited from the Indo-Europeanperfect,was restrictedto monosyllabicroots.
Longerverbsin Germanicwould accordinglyhaveformedtheir perfectswith an
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auxiliary, just asthey do in Sanskrit(wheredisyllabic stemslike cint-ay- ‘think’
form perfectwith “be” or “do”, e.g.cint-ay-̄amās-a(or cint-ay-̄am. ca-k̄ar-a). The
Germanicperiphrasticformscouldhavebeenlatergrammaticalizedinto inflected
forms,exactlyastheSanskritperiphrasticformsweregrammaticalizedin Middle
Indic. (1) showsthis familar grammaticalizationtrajectory, on theassumptionthat
thereductionfrom secondmembersof compoundsto suffixesgoesthroughaclitic
stage(Lahiri 2000). (Thesymbolsω andα standfor ProsodicWord andProsodic
Stem,respectively.)

(1) a. Compounding: [ [ Verb+ Suffix ]ω + [ Light Verb+ Inflection]ω ]ω
b. Cliticization: [ [ Verb+ Suffix ]ω + Clitic + Inflection]ω
c. Suffixation: [ [ Verb+ Suffix ]α + Tense+ Inflection]ω

An uncontroversialinstanceof this trajectory is the grammaticalizationof Latin
cant̄are habēo to Frenchchanterai ‘I will sing’. Lahiri 2000presentsa parallel
developmentin Bengaliwith an interestingadditionaltwist. In this language,the
auxiliary ačh ‘to be’ hasbeenrecruitedto supplytheendingsof both theprogres-
siveandtheperfect;in the former thegrammaticalizationhasgoneto completion
andtheerstwhileauxiliary is nowjustasuffix,while in thelatterit hasonly reached
theclitic stage.TheGermanicdentalpreteritecanbeassumedto havefollowed a
similar pathfrom theoriginal light verbdōn to thesuffix -d-.

(2) Latin: [ [ cant̄a + re ]ω + [ habe + ō ]ω ]ω
Old Bengali: [ [ bOš + i ] + [ ač + o ] ]
Germanic: [ [ tal + i ] + [ dēd + un ] ]

to

(3) French: [ chant+ er+ ai ]ω
ModernBengali: [ bOš+ (i) + č + o ]ω
Old High German: [ zel + i + t + un ]

Lahiri 2000 posits that the new dental suffix goesthrough two stages,one
whereit is astemextension,onaparwith derivationalsuffixes,andanotherwhere
it is treatedasaninflectionalending.

(4) a. [ ( Verb+ Suffix + d )Stem + Inflection]ω
b. [ ( Verb+ Suffix )Stem + d + Inflection]ω

Thesedifferent morphologicalstructures,sheproposes,are associatedwith dif-
ferent phonologicaleffects,along the lines of level-orderedphonology. This is
certainlya possibility, thoughonemight wonderwhatwould drive a reanalysisin
whichtheendingmigrates“downwards”from thestemlevel,theoppositedirection
from whatis usuallyobserved.

The link betweenthe morphologyandphonologyof the weakpreteritethat I
will explorehereis moredirect,andmoreradical.Thecoreideais simple:umlaut
andvowel deletiontook placebeforethe light verbwasmorphologizedto a suffix
in WestGermanic,andafter this morphologizationin North Germanic.Unlike all
previousaccounts,this achievesfully generalandmaximally simpleformulations
of umlaut and vowel deletion, both of which moreovercan now be seento be
invariant throughoutGermanic. In particular,umlaut appliesto light and heavy
syllablesalike, andapocopeandsyncopeapply freely in bothbranches,subjectto
therespectivesyllableandfoot structureof each.No distinct “phases”or “stages”
needbepositedfor of eitherprocess.
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Let us takea closerlook at the phonology. In a nutshell,the problemis that
WestandNorth Germanicseeminglydiffer in theconditionsunderwhich umlaut
andsyncopeapply— adifferencemanifestedonly in thedentalpreterites.Whereas
WestGermanicumlautslight stemsandsyncopatesheavystems(see(5a)),North
Germanicumlautsheavystemsand syncopatesboth light and heavystems(see
(5b)).

(5) Germanic Old High German Old Icelandic
a. Light stems: **tali da zelita talda ‘counted’
b. Heavystems: *dōmida tūomta dȫmda ‘judged’

In Old High German,then, the distribution of medial -i- in dentalpreterites
is governedby the weight of the precedingroot syllable. The vowel is without
exceptionlost after a syllable that is heavyin virtue of a long root vowel, as in
(6a),a consonantcluster,asin (6b),or ageminateconsonant(which thenshortens
againbeforethedentalsuffix), asin (6c). After shortroots(whosefinal consonant
aregeminatedbeforethestem-formingsuffix -j-), -i- is normallyretained,see(6d).

(6) a. tuomta‘judged’, hōrta ‘heard’

b. dampfta‘steamed’(from dempfen), starcta‘strengthened’(from sterken),
dursta‘thirsted’ (from dursten) wanta‘turn’ (from wenten)

c. stalta‘put’ (from stellen), branta‘burned’ (from brennen), kusta‘kissed’
(from kussen)

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

The distribution in (6) seemsto indicate that medial vowels were lost after
heavysyllablesin Old High German. That is indeedwhat hasalwaysbeenas-
sumed. Yet this putativesyncopeprocesswould be extremelyproblematic,for
it doesnot apply elsewherein early Old High German,and is in fact massively
contradictedby the data. Outsideof weak past tenseforms, Old High German
regularlyretainsmedialvowels,evenafterheavysyllables.1

(7) Synkopevon urspr̈unglichenMittelvokalen,die in denübrigenwestgerman.Sprachennach

langerStammsilbesehrverbreitetist . . . tritt im Ahd. konsequentnur bei dem i im Praet.

(Part.Praet.)der langsilbigenschw. V. I auf, z.B.nerita,gineritēr, aberhōrta, gihōrtēṙ... —

Sonstigeurspr̈unglicheMittelvokalewerdenim Ahd. (abgesehenvonden¶65A. 3 genannten

Fällen2) durchausbewahrt;also z.B. Part.Praet.auf -an: gibuntanēr, eigan— eiganemu;

offanes, schw. V. offan̄on; Adj. auf -ag, manag,heilag, Gen.manages,heilages; Komparative

wie lengirozu lang. (Braune/Mitzka1961:63).

Theperiphrasticorigin of theweakpreteritesimplies that themedialsyllables
of heavy-stempreteritesneednot havebeenlost by medialsyncope:rather,they
couldwell havebeenlostby word-finalapocope, atastagewhenthelight verbhad
notyetbecomeasuffix, whenthestembeforeit wasstill anindependentphonolog-
ical word. Thatassumptionimmediatelyresolvesthephonology, for it is afact that
WestGermanicapocopetook placepreciselyafter heavysyllables. The distribu-
tion is especiallyperspicuousin Old EnglishandOld Saxon(high vowel deletion

1SeealsoBaesecke1918:66,225ff. for thedetails.
2This refersto asmallsetof wordswhoseoriginalmedialvowelshavebeenanalogizedto words

with original epentheticvowels.E.g.meistar∼meist(e)ra— anoriginally disyllabicstem(in fact a
loanword)which follows thepatternof anoriginally monosyllabicstemsuchasfingar∼ fingra.
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as in sunuvs. word is a muchdiscussedcasein point). In spiteof considerable
analogicalreshuffling,3 Old High Germanreflectsthesamedistribution:

(8) Old High German-i stems(original distribution)
-i stems Light wini ‘friend’, quiti ‘saying’, turi ‘door’ (-i retained)

Heavy gast‘guest’,anst‘favor’, durft ‘need’ (-i deleted)
-u stems Light situ ‘custom’, fridu ‘peace’,fihu ‘cattle’ (-u retained)

Heavy hand ‘hand’ (laterjoinedthe-i stems) (-u deleted)

By attributing the deletionof of the medial vowel in weakpasttenseforms
to normal word-final apocopeprior to grammaticalizationwe can eliminate the
anomalousWestGermanicsyncopeprocessoutright — obviously a good result
becauseit simply doesnot work outsidethe weak verb preterites,as shownby
formslike wirsiro ‘worse’, blintemu‘blind’ (dat.sg.)or thosecitedin citedin (7).

Anotherbenefitis that it directly explainsthelack of umlautin theformswith
a deletedmedialvowel, suchas tuomtaversuszelita (see(5)). For we know on
independentgroundsthatword-finalvowelsweredeletedbeforetheycouldtrigger
umlaut— thatiswhy long -i stemslike gast‘guest’andanst‘favor’ havenoumlaut
(contrastmeri ‘sea’ from *mari).

Notealsothat theproposedsolutionreducestheburdenon themorphologyto
the irreducibleminimum. All we needin orderto get the phonologyright is that
theweakverbstemwasaseparateprosodicword in WestGermanicwhenapocope
took place. It neednot havebeena separatemorphologicalword at that time, or
indeedat any time. The identitiesof the morphologicalcategoriesare also not
importantfor ourpurposes— thephonologyworksregardlessof whetherthestem
wasaninfinitive, or averbalnoun,or somethingelse,4 andwhetherwhatfollowed
it wasaseparateword(a light verbor anauxiliary, stage(1b)),or alreadydegraded
to aclitic, asatransitionalstagebetweenwordandsuffix (stage(1b)). Theanalysis
is evenconsistentwith theideathatthedentalsuffix is aconflationof thelight verb
dōn with one or more of the Indo-Europeandentalsuffixes(suchas the perfect
participle -to-), aslong asit inheritedits prosodiccharacterfrom the former. Nor
doesit matterwhetherthetensesuffix, oncereanalyzed,becamea classmarkeror
aninflectionalending(or a stem-levelor word-levelending).Sortingout all these
options is an engrossingtask for future research,but the phonologicalevidence
discussedheredoesnotcontributeto it directly. By thesametoken,thehypothesis
that the weak verb stemhad the statusof a separateprosodicword at the point
at which WestGermanicapocopeappliedstandson its own feet, being robustly
compatiblewith awide rangeof morphologizationscenarios.

2 Explaining the phonologicaldivergence

Now let usexaminein moredetail how theconditioningof apocopeandsyncope
can be understoodon theseassumptions.With Optimality Theory, we suppose
that phonologicalprocessesarelimited by rankedviolable constraintsdefinedon

3Ultimately, mostlight -i stemsadoptedthedeclensionof heavystems,andnearlyall heavy-u
stemsjoinedthe-i stems.

4In Sanskrit,it is a specialnominalizedverbform derivedby affixing -ā to thepresentstem. E.g.
cint-ay- ‘think’ formstheperiphrasticperfectcint-ay-̄amās-a(or cint-ay-̄am. ca-k̄ar-a).
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outputrepresentations.In particular,vowel deletionis governedby constraintson
theprosodicform of words. Thetwo mostimportantfamiliesof suchconstraints,
in Germanicandelsewhere,arethoseon foot structureandonsyllablestructure.

Feethavebothalowerboundandanupperboundontheirsize.In theGermanic
languagesunderdiscussion—- asin modernEnglish— thebasicmetricalunit is
amoraictrochee,thatis, abimoraicunit consistingof two shortsyllablesor a long
syllable.As is not uncommonin moraictrocheesystems,Light–Heavysequences
could be parsedinto feet as a last resort in order to avoid metrically homeless
syllables(the phenomenoncalled resolution).5 An additionalproviso, formally
correspondingto high-rankingNONFINALITY , is that word-final consonantsare
weightless(“extrametrical”).

If feet must haveat least two moras(FOOTBIN) and words must containat
leasta foot, thenwordsmustbe minimally bimoraic; this minimum word length
requirementexcludes[CV̆] words,and,insofarasfinal consonantsareweightless,
also[CV̆C] words. Sucha word minimality requirementwill block word-finalV-
deletion(apocope)in disyllablesaftera shortsyllable,viz. [CV̆CV]ω 6→ [CV̆C]ω.
Finnishis anexampleof just this prosodicconstellation.Monosyllabicwordsmay
beof theform CV̄C, but CV̆C wordsareexcluded,for theywouldbemonomoraic
becausefinal -C is weightless.In certainregisters,Finnishfinal -i is deleted,e.g.
olisi → olis, nousi→ nous, veisi→ veis; this option is disallowedpreciselyin
CV̆CV disyllables: pesi 6→ *pes, kosi 6→ *kos. The sameconstrainingeffect of
word minimality on apocopeis seenin Germanic,asillustratedby the Old High
Germani-stemsin (8).

Vowel deletionis alsosubjectto constraintson syllables. Thesetypically in-
volve anupperboundon thecomplexityof the syllablerhyme,or on thenumber
of morasin the syllable. A commonrestrictionof this type is the prohibition of
superheavy(3-mora)syllables.

(9) *���: A syllablerhymeis maximallybinary.

In a langagewith this constraint,medialV-deletion(syncope)might fail to apply
aftera long syllable: CVC.CV.CV 6→ *CVCC.CV, andCV̄.CV.CV 6→ *CV̄C.CV.
An exampleis CairoArabic, wherewordssuchas*kalbna, *baabnaarenot pos-
sible for this reason,andthe syncopeprocessseenin wordslike ci.di.la → cid.la
‘straight’ (f.) is blockedin yik.ti.bu 6→ *yikt.bu ‘they write’. As in Germanic,word-
final consonantsareweightless,sowordsof thetypebaab, kalbareadmissible,but,
by thesametoken,*bab, *kal arenot possiblewords.

Now let usapplythis ideato Germanic.

In WestGermanic,by hypothesis,-i/j- in pasttenseformsof -jan verbswaslost
ata timewhenthestemof weakpreteriteswasstill aphonologicalword in its own
right; hence-i/j- in theseformswaslost by apocope.Apocopewould havehadto
apply to the -i- in thepreteriteof -jan verbsin heavystems,but not in light stems,
becauseof FOOTBIN. Sincetheumlaut-triggeringvowel waslost in heavystems,
the later umlaut processcould take effect only in light stems. Moreover, there
is no needto assumeanearlymedialsyncopeprocess,which would beotherwise
unattestedin thelanguage.Thisaccountsfor all theWestGermanicdatadiscussed.

5For argumentsthat the Germaniclanguageshavemoraictrocheesastheir basicfoot type, see
Kiparsky2000,andfor otherviews,seeLahiri, Riad,andJacobs1999.
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(10) Light stems Heavystems
clitic stage: [[zali]ω ta]ω [[hōri]ω ta]ω
apocope: [[zali]ω ta]ω [[hōr]ω ta]ω
reanalysis: [zalita]ω [hōrta]ω

In light stems,theumlaut-triggering-i- is retainedbecause: *zalita → zelita
‘told’. In heavystems,apocopetakeseffect, bleedingumlaut: hōrta ‘heard’ (6→
*hȫrta).

Polysyllabicstemsarecorrectlypredictedto patternwith theheavymonosyl-
labic stemsin undergoingvowel deletionandno umlaut, for FOOTBIN doesnot
block apocopein them,e.g.[[mahal+i]ω ta]ω → [[mahal]ω ta]ω ‘magnified’.

The apocopeprocessjust discussed,which appliedearly in WestGermanic,
did not extendto North Germanic,ascontrastssuchasOld Icelandicgestir (runic
-gastiR) versusOHG gast demonstrate.4th-7th centuryrunic forms like paliR,
horna,dagar, sitiR preservefinal vowelsconsistently. Wecansafelyconcludethat
in this branchof Germanicword-final vowelswerestill intact at the point when
themainverbfusedwith thefollowing light verbinto asingleword(at stage(1c)).
This conclusionis fully supportedby runic weakpasttenseforms from thesame
period,suchassatido, tawido, fahido, which retainthemedialvowel, confirming
that syncopein this categorytook placemuchlater, perhapsnot until the 7th-8th
centuries— well aftertheweakpasttensewasfully grammaticalized.

If North Germanicweakpasttenseslost their medial vowel when the weak
preteriteswerealreadysinglewords, their deletionmusthavebeengovernedby
theconstraintsonmedialsyncope— notby theconstraintsonapocope,asin West
Germanic.

Its subsequentdeletionis not governedby final apocope,but (ashasof course
alwaysbeenassumed)by medialsyncope,which is not constrainedby FOOTBIN

but by syllablestructure.WhataretherelevantNorth Germanicsyllablestructure
constraints?TheRunicevidenceshowsthatearlyNorth Germanic,unlike theOld
Icelandicof laterwritten texts,wassubjectto thethree-moraprohibition (9) *���.

(11) attestedRunicform ON version
irila R (early7th c.) iarl ‘earl’
āsuḡısalas(ca.400) Āsḡısls (compoundPN)
wandarādas (6th c.) Vandrāps (compoundPN)

This suggeststhat therewas a shift in the syllable structureof North Germanic
betweentherunicperiodandlaterOld Icelandic,datingperhapsto the7thcentury:

(12) a. Early North Germanic(Runic): the��� constraintlimited syllablesto
maximally two moras(CVC, CV̄), exceptingmonosyllabicwordsas
usual.

b. Later(Old Icelandic):CVCC- andCV̄C-syllablesbecameadmissible,
andarosethroughsyncope,apocope,andcertainotherprocesses.

Independentevidencefor themorerestrictivesyllablestructureof earlyNorth
Germaniccomparendto West Germanicis that North Germanicevaded3-mora
syllablesboth ‘actively’, by deletionof -j- in overlongsyllableandby shortening,
and‘passively’,by failing to lengthen.In all theserespectsit contrastswith West
Germanic,which tolerated3-morasyllables(Kiparsky1998):

6



(13) a. North Germanic: [*hir d.joo] → NGmc *[hir .do] (ON hirpa); light
stemskept j, e.g.nipja.

b. WestGermanic:nodeletion,e.g.OHGhirtio [hirt.joo].

High rankingof the *��� constraintalsoblocksCodageminationin North Ger-
manic,leadingto anotherisoglossbetweenthetwo groups:

(14) a. NorthGermanic*[tel.jan] (ON telja).

b. WestGermanic*[tal.jan]→ *[tell.jan] (OHGzellen)

Anotherconsequenceof high-ranked*��� is thatit constrainedApocope,ascanbe
seenin in -i stems(herewecanassumethat-r is parsedasanextrasyllabicmora):

(15) Apocopein light stems: [sta.di(-R)] → [stad(-R)] (6→ *[sted(-R)])
No apocopein heavystems: [gas.ti(-R)]→ [ges.ti(-R)](6→ *[gast(-R)])

From(12)-(15)we caninfer that in North Germanic,medialsyncopewould have
beenoriginally restrictedto light stemsby *���. Therefore,syncopewould have
removedthetrigger for umlautin light stems,leavingscopefor it to applyonly in
heavystems.Hencewewouldhaveoriginally had*dōmida→ *dȫmida (later*dö
m̄da), but talida→ talda (andnot 6→ *telda).

(16) Light Heavy
Structureat suffix stage: [CVC+i+d+a]ω [CVVC+i+d+a]ω
Syncopein light stems: [ta.li.da]ω → [tal.da]ω [dȫ.mi.da]

We cannotbesurethat this wasa synchronicallystablestage,but if it was,it
is of the type that is intractablein parallelOT. On the otherhand,it canreadily
bemodeledin StratalOT (constraint-basedLexicalPhonology).A stem-levelcon-
straintsystemwith therankingFOOTFORM� *3-MORA� *σ providestheinput
to aword-levelconstraintsystem,where*σ� *3-MORA.

Our conclusionthat medial syncopeappliedfirst in light stemsand then in
heavystemsreversesthetraditionallyassumedchronology. Thebasisfor thehand-
books’assumptionof theoppositechronologyis theanalogyto apocopein disylla-
bles, which indeeddid applyfirst in heavystems,e.g.kupumu[n]t, sunu(Helnæs,
ca.800),whichwouldbeON Gupmund,sun([gupu]ω [mundu]ω , [sunu]ω ). In view
of the considerationspresentedabove,this inferenceis invalid. If both the mini-
mum foot/word constraintFOOTBIN and the maximumsyllable constraint*���
weredominantin earlyOld Norse,andfinal -C wasweightless(NONFINALITY ),
then final apocopewould havetakenplacein heavystems,and medial syncope
would havetakenplacein light stems. This would be a systemlike the one of
CairoArabic, mentionedabove.And it fits exactlyboth thesyncopedataandthe
distributionof umlautseenin theearlyrecords.

In the last period of apocope,it seemsthat the effectsof *3-MORA become
morphologizedto someextent.In the-ja stemsit dominatesFOOTFORM:

(17) Light -ja stems: kyn ‘kin’, ber ‘berry’, fen ‘fen’
Heavy-ja stems: rı̄ke ‘kingdom’, kuǣpe ‘saying’, dȫme‘judgment’

Ontheotherhand,3-morasyllableseventuallybecameadmissible,sothatsyncope
is extendedto heavystems:

(18) *dȫmida→ dȫmda, gestiR→ gestR.
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Analogicaldevelopmentssuchastalda> telda andN.Pl.stedir > stadir alsoindi-
catemorphologizationof Umlaut. Apparentlyit becamea stem-levelprocessand
ceasedto be triggeredby word level (inflectional)suffixes. (Cf. Lahiri 2000,and
theparallellaterdevelopmentof u-Umlaut,seeKiparsky1984.)

(19)

c. Apocope heavystems light stems,laterheavystems
Light -i stems wini vin (> vin+r )

(Ab)-guti gup
Heavy-i stems gast *gestir > gest+r (Umlaut!)

-durft pyrft > purft (Umlaut!)
Light -u stems sunu(> sun) son(> son+r)

fridu *fri d (> frid+r)
Heavy-u stems hand ho̧nd
Light -ja stems beri ber
Heavy-ja stems tuom(> a-stem) dȫme(Umlaut!)
Light -wastems haro, -u ho̧r ‘flax’
Heavy-wastems drang(?) pro̧ng ‘throng’

I concludethat the proposedperspectiveis no lessfruitful on the North Ger-
manic side. It sweepsaway the unnaturalrestrictionof umlaut to heavystems
positedin previousanalyses. Umlaut can now be assumedto apply identically
andin full generalityin all branchesof Germanic.And we canbid goodriddance
to any weight conditionson umlaut, which werephoneticallyquite arbitrary —
why would a heavysyllablebemorelikely to assimilateto a following high front
vowel? — aswell assuspiciouslyredundanton accountof repeatinga condition
which is neededfor syncopeanyway, whereit doesmakeexcellentphoneticsense,
for thereasonsjust explained.In anycase,thereis plentyof evidencethatumlaut
did apply also in short stems,suchas the nounstelip, lykell, fetell (versusRök
fatlapR from /fatiladVr/, whereit wasbled by syncope).Thesedatathenfall out
straightforwardly.

A secondgainfor NorthGermanicis thatthedifferencebetweenthecondition-
ing of final apocopeandmedialsyncopeis derivedonprincipledgroundsfrom the
fact thattheoutputof theformer(butnotof thelatter)is subjectto wordminimality
constraints.

3 Conclusion

I summarizemy conclusionsasfollows:

a. GermanichasthesamegrammaticalizationtrajectoryasRomanceandMid-
dle Indic, wherebylight verbs/auxiliariesbecomesuffixesviz. (1). Lahiri
wasright in seeingthismorphologicaldevelopmentasthekeyto thephonol-
ogy of theGermanicweakpreterites.

b. The -i- of weak preteriteswas lost in WGmc beforegrammaticalization,
henceby apocope,in NGmc after grammaticalization,henceby syncope.
This explainsthe divergenceof forms in West Germanicand North Ger-
manic.
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c. Thedifferencesin V-deletionprocessesbetweenWestGermanicandNorth
Germanicfollow from therespectivesyllablestructuresof thesedialects.

d. Umlaut neednot be restrictedto heavystemsin North Germanic. The re-
striction is ratherthat heavystemsdo not losethe umlaut-triggeringvowel
by medialsyncope,becauseof early North Germanic’s resistanceto super-
heavysyllables.

e. Thereis noneedto positanotherwiseunattestedmedialsyncopeprocessfor
earlyOld High German.
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BAESECKE, GEORG1918.Einführungin dasAlthochdeutsche. München:Beck.

BRAUNE, W., AND W. MITZKA 1961. AlthochdeutscheGrammatik. Tübingen:
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