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1 Introduction

The dentalpreteriteof weakverbsremainsone of the mosttroublesomechapters
of Germanichistorical-comparativgrammar The morphologicalprovenienceof
its dentalformative-d- hasbeendebatedor nearlytwo centuriesandthereis still
no consensusn whetherit is areflex of oneor moreof the Indo-Europeardental
suffixes,a grammaticalizedorm of the light verbdo ‘do’, or somemix of these.
Thecategorys phonologicaldevelopmentithin early Germanigpresentawhole
seriesof other mysteries. Why doesthe effect of syllable weight on umlautin
preteritestemsdiffer in North andWestGermanicandfor that matterwhy should
umlautbe sensitiveto syllableweightat all? Why doesthe dentalpreteriteseem
to undergotwo distinct “phases”of umlautin North Germanicandwhy doesthis
categoryaloneundergoa specialearly phaseof syncopein WestGermanic?

Lahiri 2000 was the first to connectthe morphologicalpuzzle of the weak
preterites etymologywith someof the main phonologicalpuzzlesof its divergent
evolutionwithin Germanic. Sheproposedhat the form’s periphrasticorigin can
actuallyexplainits phonologicalpeculiarities.The purposeof this paperis to pro-
posea different way to makethis link, which startsfrom the samemorphological
hypothesishut suppliesa muchsimpleraccountof the phonologicaldevelopment
within the Germanidanguages.

Theideathatthe dentalpreteriteendingis descendeffom the pasttenseof the
light verbdon ‘do’ goesbackat leastto Bopp 1816. Thoughnot uncontroversial,
it is perhapsthe mostwidely acceptedetymology of the dental preterite (Streit-
berg 1896, Sverdrup1929, von Friesen1925, Tops 1974, Bammesberget986).
From a morphologicalpoint of view, the assumptioris certainly attractive. The
templatic ablautmorphologyby which “strong” verbs formed their pasttenses,
inherited from the Indo-Europearperfect, was restrictedto monosyllabicroots.
Longerverbsin Germanicwould accordinglyhaveformedtheir perfectswith an



auxiliary, just asthey do in Sanskrit(wheredisyllabic stemslike cint-ay- ‘think’
form perfectwith “be” or “do”, e.g.cint-ay-amas-a(or cint-ay-amca-kar-a). The
Germanicperiphrasticforms could havebeenlater grammaticalizednto inflected
forms, exactlyasthe Sanskritperiphrasticforms weregrammaticalizedn Middle
Indic. (1) showsthis familar grammaticalizatiorirajectory on the assumptiorthat
thereductionfrom secondnembersf compounddo suffixesgoesthrougha clitic
stage(Lahiri 2000). (The symbolsw anda standfor ProsodicWord andProsodic
Stem,respectively)

(1) a.Compounding: [[ Verb+ Suffix], + [ LightVerb+ Inflection],, ].,
b. Cliticization: [ [ Verb+ Suffix], + Clitic + Inflection],,
c. Suffixation: [ [ Verb+ Suffix ], + Tenset Inflection],,

An uncontroversiainstanceof this trajectoryis the grammaticalizatiorof Latin

canfare habeo to Frenchchanterai‘l will sing’. Lahiri 2000 presentsa parallel
developmentn Bengaliwith aninterestingadditionaltwist. In this languagethe
auxiliary at” ‘to be’ hasbeenrecruitedto supplythe endingsof boththe progres-
sive andthe perfect;in the formerthe grammaticalizatiorhasgoneto completion
andtheerstwhileauxiliary is nowjustasuffix, while in thelatterit hasonly reached
the clitic stage.The Germanicdentalpreteritecanbe assumedo havefollowed a

similar pathfrom the original light verb don to the suffix -d-.

(2) Latin: [[cane + re ], + [habe + 0], ]o
OldBengali [[bOS + i ] + [&a + 0]]
Germanic [[tal + i ] + [ded + un]]

to

(3) French: [ chant+er+ai],

ModernBengali [bOS+ (i) +C+0],
OldHigh German [ zel+i+t+un]

Lahiri 2000 posits that the new dental suffix goesthroughtwo stages,one
whereit is a stemextensionpn a parwith derivationalsuffixes,andanothemwhere
it is treatedasaninflectionalending.

4 a. [(Verb+ Suffix+d)gen + Inflection],,
b. [ (Verb+ Suffix)gsemn + d + Inflection],,

Thesedifferent morphologicalstructures,she proposesare associatedvith dif-
ferent phonologicaleffects, along the lines of level-orderedphonology This is
certainly a possibility thoughonemight wonderwhatwould drive a reanalysisn
whichtheendingmigrates‘downwards”from the stemlevel, the oppositedirection
from whatis usuallyobserved.

Thelink betweenthe morphologyand phonologyof the weak preteritethat |
will explorehereis moredirect,andmoreradical. Thecoreideais simple: umlaut
andvowel deletiontook placebeforethe light verb wasmorphologizedo a suffix
in WestGermanicandafter this morphologizatiorin North Germanic.Unlike all
previousaccountsthis achievedully 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 both branchessubjectto
the respectivesyllableandfoot structureof each.No distinct“phases”or “stages”
needbe positedfor of eitherprocess.



Let ustakea closerlook at the phonology In a nutshell,the problemis that
WestandNorth Germanicseeminglydiffer in the conditionsunderwhich umlaut
andsyncopeapply— adifferencemanifestednlyin thedentalpreterites Whereas
WestGermanicumlautslight stemsand syncopatefieavystemg(see(5a)), North
Germanicumlautsheavystemsand syncopatesdoth light and heavystems(see

(5b)).

5) Germanic Old High German Old Icelandic
a. Lightstems: **talida zelita talda  ‘counted’
b. Heavystems: *domida tuomta domda ‘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, asin
(6a),a consonantluster,asin (6b), or ageminateconsonan{which thenshortens
againbeforethe dentalsuffix), asin (6c¢). After shortroots(whosefinal consonant
aregeminatedeforethe stem-formingsuffix -j-), -i- is normallyretained see(6d).

(6) a. tuomta‘judged’, horta ‘heard’

b. dampfta'steamed’(from dempfei starcta'strengthened{from sterken,
dursta'‘thirsted’ (from durster) wanta‘turn’ (from wenten

c. stalta‘put’ (from steller), branta‘burned’ (from brennen, kusta'kissed’
(from kusseh

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 putative syncopeprocesswould be extremely problematic,for
it doesnot apply elsewheran early Old High German,andis in fact massively
contradictedby the data. Outsideof weak pasttenseforms, Old High German
regularlyretainsmedialvowels,evenafter heavysyllablest

(7)  Synkopevon urspiinglichenMittelvokalen, die in deniibrigenwestgermanSprachemach
langer Stammsilbesehrverbreitetist ... tritt im Ahd. konsequentnur bei demi im Praet.
(Part.Praet.)derlangsilbigenschw V. | auf, z.B. nerita, gineriter, aberhorta, gihorter... —
SonstigaurspiiinglicheMittelvokalewerdenm Ahd. (abgesehewondenq65A. 3 genannten
Faller?) durchausbewahrt;also z.B. Part. Praet.auf -an: gibuntarer, eigan— eiganemu;
offanesschw V. offaron; Adj. auf-ag, managheilag Gen.managesheilages Komparative
wie lengiro zu lang. (Braune/Mitzkal961:63).

The periphrastioorigin of the weakpreteritesmplies thatthe medialsyllables
of heavy-stenpreteritesneednot havebeenlost by medial syncope:rather,they
couldwell havebeenlost by word-finalapocopeat a stagewhenthelight verbhad
notyetbecomeasuffix, whenthe stembeforeit wasstill anindependenphonolog-
ical word. Thatassumptionmmediatelyresolveshe phonology for it is afact that
WestGermanicapocopeook placepreciselyafter heavysyllables. The distribu-
tion is especiallyperspicuousn Old Englishand Old Saxon(high vowel deletion

1SeealsoBaeseckd 918:66,225ff. for thedetails.

2This refersto asmallsetof wordswhoseoriginal medialvowelshavebeenanalogizedo words
with original epenthetiovowels. E.g. meistar~ meist(e)ra— anoriginally disyllabicstem(in facta
loanword)which follows the patternof anoriginally monosyllabicstemsuchasfingar ~ fingra.
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asin sunuvs. word is a muchdiscussedtasein point). In spite of considerable
analogicalreshuffling® Old High Germarreflectsthe samedistribution:

(8) Old High Germani stems(original distribution)
-i stems Light  wini ‘friend’, quiti ‘saying’, turi ‘door’  (-i retained)
Heavy gast‘guest,anst‘favor’, durft ‘need”  (-i deleted)
-ustems Light situ‘custom’, fridu ‘peace’,fihu‘cattle’ (-u retained)
Heavy hand‘hand’ (laterjoinedthe-i stems) (-udeleted)

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

Anotherbenefitis thatit directly explainsthe lack of umlautin the formswith
a deletedmedialvowel, suchas tuomtaversuszelita (see(5)). For we know on
independengroundsthatword-finalvowelsweredeletedbeforethey couldtrigger
umlaut— thatis why long -i stemdike gast'guest’ andanst‘favor’ havenoumlaut
(contrastmeri‘sea’ from *mari).

Note alsothatthe proposedsolutionreduceghe burdenon the morphologyto
theirreducibleminimum. All we needin orderto getthe phonologyright is that
theweakverbstemwasa separatgrosodicword in WestGermaniovhenapocope
took place. It neednot havebeena separatanorphologicalword at that time, or
indeedat any time. The identities of the morphologicalcategoriesare also not
importantfor our purposes— the phonologyworksregardles®f whetherthe stem
wasaninfinitive, or averbalnoun,or somethingelse? andwhetherwhatfollowed
it wasaseparatavord (alight verbor anauxiliary, stage(1b)), or alreadydegraded
to aclitic, asatransitionalstagebetweerword andsuffix (stage(1b)). Theanalysis
is evenconsistentvith theideathatthe dentalsuffix is aconflationof thelight verb
don with one or more of the Indo-Europeardental suffixes (suchas the perfect
participle-to-), aslong asit inheritedits prosodiccharactefrom the former. Nor
doesit matterwhetherthe tensesuffix, oncereanalyzedbecamea classmarkeror
aninflectionalending(or a stem-levelor word-levelending). Sortingout all these
optionsis an engrossingask for future researchput the phonologicalevidence
discussedheredoesnot contributeto it directly. By the sametoken,the hypothesis
that the weak verb stemhad the statusof a separateprosodicword at the point
at which West Germanicapocopeapplied standson its own feet, being robustly
compatiblewith awide rangeof morphologizatiorscenarios.

2 Explaining the phonologicaldivergence

Now let us examinein moredetail how the conditioningof apocopeand syncope
can be understoodon theseassumptions.With Optimality Theory we suppose
that phonologicalprocessegrelimited by rankedviolable constraintsdefinedon

Sultimately, mostlight -i stemsadoptedthe declensiorof heavystems,andnearlyall heavy-u
stemgoinedthe-i stems.

“In Sanskritit is a specialnominalizedverbform derivedby affixing -a to thepresenistem E.g.
cint-ay-‘think’ formsthe periphrastigerfectcint-ay-amas-a(or cint-ay-amca-kar-a).



outputrepresentationsin particular,vowel deletionis governedoy constraintson
the prosodicform of words. The two mostimportantfamilies of suchconstraints,
in Germanicandelsewherearethoseon foot structureandon syllable structure.

Feethavebothalowerboundandanupperboundontheirsize.In the Germanic
languagesinderdiscussion—- asin modernEnglish— the basicmetricalunit is
amoraictrocheethatis, a bimoraicunit consistingof two shortsyllablesor along
syllable. As is notuncommonin moraictrocheesystemsLight—-Heavysequences
could be parsedinto feet as a last resortin order to avoid metrically homeless
syllables (the phenomenorcalled resolution.>  An additional proviso, formally
correspondingo high-rankingNONFINALITY , is that word-final consonantsre
weightlesg“extrametrical”).

If feet musthaveat leasttwo moras(FOOTBIN) and words must containat
leasta foot, thenwords mustbe minimally bimoraic; this minimum word length
requirementaxcludes[CV] words,and,insofarasfinal consonantareweightless,
also[CVC] words. Sucha word minimality requirementwill block word-final V-
deletion(apocope)n disyllablesaftera shortsyllable,viz. [C\7€V]w > [C\7C]w.
Finnishis anexampleof just this prosodicconstellation.Monosyllabicwordsmay
beof theform CVC, but cve wordsareexcluded for theywould be monomoraic
becausdinal -C is weightless.In certainregisters Finnishfinal -i is deleted,e.qg.
olisi — olis, nousi— nous veisi — veis this option is disallowed preciselyin
CVCYV disyllables: pesi 4 *pes kosi *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 an upperboundon the complexity of the syllable rhyme,or on the number
of morasin the syllable. A commonrestrictionof this type is the prohibition of
superheavy3-mora)syllables.

(9) *ppp: A syllablerhymeis maximallybinary

In alangagewith this constraint,medial V-deletion(syncope)might fail to apply
afteralong syllable: CVC.CV.CV 4 *CVCC.CV, andCV.CV.CV 4 *CVC.CV.
An exampleis Cairo Arabic, wherewordssuchas*kalbna, *baabnaarenot pos-
sible for this reason,andthe syncopeprocessseenin wordslike ‘i.di.la — ®id.la
‘straight’ (f.) is blockedin yik.ti.bu-% *yikt.bu ‘they write’. Asin Germanicword-
final consonantareweightlesssowordsof thetypebaal kalb areadmissibleput,
by the sametoken,*bab, *kal arenot possiblewords.

Now let usapplythisideato Germanic.

In WestGermanicpy hypothesis;i/j- in pasttenseformsof -jan verbswaslost
atatime whenthe stemof weakpreteritesvasstill aphonologicaword in its own
right; hence-i/j- in theseformswaslost by apocope Apocopewould havehadto
applyto the-i- in the preteriteof -jan verbsin heavystemsutnotin light stems,
becausef FOOTBIN. Sincethe umlaut-triggeringvowel waslostin heavystems,
the later umlaut processcould take effect only in light stems. Moreover, there
is no needto assumean early medial syncopeprocesswhich would be otherwise
unattestedn thelanguage Thisaccountdor all the WestGermaniaatadiscussed.

SFor argumentghat the Germaniclanguagesave moraictrocheesastheir basicfoot type, see
Kiparsky 2000,andfor otherviews, seelLahiri, Riad,andJacobsl999.



(20) Light stems Heavystems
clitic stage: [[zali],ta), [[hori].ta],
apocope: [[zali],ta), [[hor].tal.,
reanalysis: [zalita], [horta],,

In light stems the umlaut-triggering-i- is retainedbecause *zalita — zelita
‘told’.  In heavystems,apocopetakeseffect, bleedingumlaut: horta ‘heard’ (/>
*horta).

Polysyllabicstemsare correctly predictedto patternwith the heavymonosyl-
labic stemsin undergoingvowel deletionand no umlaut,for FOOTBIN doesnot
block apocopédn them,e.g.[[mahal+i] ta],, — [[mahal], ta], ‘magnified’.

The apocopeprocessust discussedwhich appliedearly in West Germanic,
did not extendto North Germanic ascontrastssuchasOld Icelandicgestir (runic
-gastiR versusOHG gast demonstrate.4th-7th centuryrunic forms like paliR,
horna, dagar sitiR preservdinal vowelsconsistently We cansafelyconcludethat
in this branchof Germanicword-final vowelswere still intact at the point when
the mainverbfusedwith thefollowing light verbinto asingleword (at stage(1c)).
This conclusionis fully supportedby runic weak pasttenseforms from the same
period, suchassatido, tawido, fahido, which retainthe medialvowel, confirming
that syncopein this categorytook placemuchlater, perhapsot until the 7th-8th
centuries— well afterthe weakpasttensewasfully grammaticalized.

If North Germanicweak pasttensedost their medial vowel when the weak
preteriteswere alreadysingle words, their deletionmusthave beengovernedby
the constrainton medialsyncope— not by the constraintson apocopeasin West
Germanic.

Its subsequendeletionis not governedby final apocopebut (ashasof course
alwaysbeenassumedpy medialsyncopewhich is not constrainedoy FOOTBIN
but by syllable structure.What arethe relevantNorth Germanicsyllable structure
constraints?I'he Runic evidenceshowsthatearly North Germanicunlike the Old
Icelandicof laterwritten texts,wassubjectto the three-morgrohibition (9) * ppy.

(12) attestedRrunicform  ON version
irlaRr (early7thc.) iarl ‘earl’
asugsalas(ca.400) Asgsls (compoundPN)

wandaradas (6thc.) Vandraps  (compoundPN)

This suggestdhat therewas a shift in the syllable structureof North Germanic
betweertherunic periodandlaterOld Icelandic,datingperhapgo the 7th century:

(12)  a. Early North Germanic(Runic): the . constraintlimited syllablesto
maximally two moras(CVC, CV), exceptingmonosyllabicwords as
usual.

b. Later(Old Icelandic):CVCC-andC\70-sy|Iablesbecameadmissible,
andarosethroughsyncopeapocopeandcertainotherprocesses.

Independenevidencefor the morerestrictivesyllable structureof early North
Germaniccomparendo West Germanicis that North Germanicevaded3-mora
syllablesboth ‘actively’, by deletionof -j- in overlongsyllableandby shortening,
and‘passively’, by failing to lengthen.In all theserespectst contrastswith West
Germanicwhich tolerated3-morasyllables(Kiparsky 1998):
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(13) a. North Germanic: [*hird.joo] — NGmc *[hir.60] (ON hirpa); light
stemskeptj, e.g.nipja.

b. WestGermanic:no deletion,e.g.OHG hirtio [hirt.joQ].

High ranking of the *ppp constraintalso blocks Codageminationin North Ger-
manic,leadingto anothelisoglossbetweenhetwo groups:

(14) a. North Germanic*[tel.jan] (ON telja).
b. WestGermanicttal.jan] — *[tell.jan] (OHG zellen

Anotherconsequencef high-ranked- pyy is thatit constraineddpocopeascanbe
seenin in -i stems(herewe canassumehat-r is parsedasanextrasyllabicmora):

(15) Apocopein light stems: [stadi(-R)] — [stad(-R)] (-4 *[sted(-R)])
No apocopdn heavystems: [gas.ti(-R)]— [ges.ti(-R)](+4 *[gast(-R)])

From (12)-(15)we caninfer thatin North Germanic,medialsyncopewould have
beenoriginally restrictedto light stemsby *uup. Therefore,syncopewould have
removedthetrigger for umlautin light stemsJeavingscopefor it to applyonly in
heavystems.Hencewe would haveoriginally had*domida — *démida (later*do
'mda), buttalida — talda (andnot - *tel 5a).

(16) Light Heavy
Structureat suffix stage: [CVC+i+d+al, [CVVC+it+o+al,
Syncopén light stems: [ta.li.da], — [tal.déal, [do.mi.oa]

We cannotbe surethat this wasa synchronicallystablestage but if it was, it
is of the type thatis intractablein parallel OT. On the otherhand,it canreadily
bemodeledn StratalOT (constraint-basetexical Phonology).A stem-levelcon-
straintsystemwith therankingFOOTFORM > *3-MORA >> * ¢ providestheinput
to aword-levelconstraintsystemwhere*o>> *3-MORA.

Our conclusionthat medial syncopeappliedfirst in light stemsandthenin
heavystemseverseghetraditionally assumedhronology Thebasisfor thehand-
books’assumptiorof theoppositechronologyis the analogyto apocopen disylla-
bles which indeeddid applyfirst in heavystems,e.g.kupumu[n]t, sunu(Helnees,
ca.800),whichwould be ON Gupmund,sun([gupu],,[mundul,, [sunul,). In view
of the considerationgpresentedabove, this inferenceis invalid. If both the mini-
mum foot/word constraintFOOTBIN and the maximumsyllable constraint* .
weredominantin early Old Norse,andfinal -C wasweightlesSNONFINALITY ),
then final apocopewould havetakenplacein heavystems,and medial syncope
would havetakenplacein light stems. This would be a systemlike the one of
Cairo Arabic, mentionedabove. And it fits exactly both the syncopedataandthe
distributionof umlautseenin theearlyrecords.

In the last period of apocope,t seemshat the effectsof *3-MORA become
morphologizedo someextent.In the-ja stemsit dominated=OOTFORM:

(17) Light-jastems: kyn‘kin’, ber‘berry’, fen‘fen’
Heavy-ja stems: rike‘kingdom’, kuaghe ‘saying’, dome‘judgment’

Ontheotherhand,3-morasyllableseventuallypbecamedmissible sothatsyncope
is extendedo heavystems:

(18) *domida — domda, gestR — gesR.



Analogicaldevelopmentsuchastalda > telda andN.PI. stedir > stadir alsoindi-
catemorphologizationof Umlaut. Apparentlyit becamea stem-levelprocessand
ceasedo betriggeredby word level (inflectional) suffixes. (Cf. Lahiri 2000,and
the parallellater developmenbf u-Umlaut, seeKiparsky 1984.)

c. Apocope heavystems light stemsJaterheavystems

Light -i stems wini vin (> vin+r)
(Ab)-guti gup

Heavy-i stems  gast *gestir > gest+r (Umlaut!)
-durft pyrft > purft (Umlaut!)

Light -ustems  sunu(> sun son(> son+r)

(19) fridu *fri 9 (> frid+r)

Heavy-u stems hand hond

Light -ja stems  beri ber

Heavy-ja stems tuom(> a-stem) dome(Umlaut!)

Light -wastems haro,-u hor ‘flax’

Heavy-wastems drang(?) prong ‘throng’

I concludethat the proposedperspectivas no lessfruitful on the North Ger-
manic side. It sweepsaway the unnaturalrestriction of umlautto heavy stems
positedin previousanalyses. Umlaut can now be assumedo apply identically
andin full generalityin all branchef Germanic.And we canbid goodriddance
to any weight conditionson umlaut, which were phoneticallyquite arbitrary —
why would a heavysyllable be morelikely to assimilateto a following high front
vowel? — aswell assuspiciouslyredundanion accountof repeatinga condition
whichis neededor syncopeanyway whereit doesmakeexcellentphoneticsense,
for thereasongust explained.In any case thereis plenty of evidencethatumlaut
did apply alsoin shortstems,suchasthe nounstelip, lykell, fetell (versusRok
fatlapR from /fatilasVr/, whereit wasbled by syncope).Thesedatathenfall out
straightforwardly

A secondyainfor North Germanids thatthedifferencebetweerthecondition-
ing of final apocopeandmedialsyncopéds derivedon principledgroundsfrom the
factthatthe outputof theformer(but not of thelatter)is subjectto word minimality
constraints.

3 Conclusion

| summarizemy conclusionsasfollows:

a. Germanichasthe samegrammaticalizatiorirajectoryasRomanceandMid-
dle Indic, wherebylight verbs/auxiliariesbecomesuffixesviz. (1). Lahiri
wasright in seeinghis morphologicaldevelopmenasthekeyto the phonol-
ogy of the Germanicweakpreterites.

b. The -i- of weak preteriteswas lost in WGmc before grammaticalization,
henceby apocope,n NGmc after grammaticalizationhenceby syncope.
This explainsthe divergenceof forms in West Germanicand North Ger-
manic.



c. Thedifferencesin V-deletionprocessebetweenwWestGermanicandNorth
Germanicfollow from the respectivesyllable structuresof thesedialects.

d. Umlautneednot be restrictedto heavystemsin North Germanic. There-
striction is ratherthat heavystemsdo not lose the umlaut-triggeringvowel
by medialsyncope becausef early North Germanics resistanceo super
heavysyllables.

e. Thereis no needto positanotherwiseunattesteanedialsyncopeprocesdgor
earlyOld High German.
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