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bissimilation in Gothic Without ThurneySen's Law®
Daniel P. Flickinger
University of Iowa

Traditional accounts of Gothic phonology inclode an
apparent generalizaticon known as Thorneysen's Law,?!
which states that voicing in fricatives after an
unstressed vowel dissimilates with the voicing of the
consonant immediately preceding the veowel (Chomsky and
Halle, 19688:352):

{1} =500 +Ccons *Voc
+cont| —} Eﬁc voiceﬂ /S |l-oivoice| |-cons
-stress

This ruole has been citad as evidence for the claim
{Chomsky and Halle, 1968:178) that phonclogical theory
must permit rules of a type referrsd to here as polar-
ity dissimilation, according to which omne sound in a
word reverses its value for some feature 5o as to disa-
gree with that feature's value in another sound. Ino
this paper, howaver, it will be shown that Thurnsysen's
Law is not motivatad by the available svidence, and
thus cannot be us=d to support the need for polarity
dissisilation rules.?

is forpulated in (1), Thurneysen's Law clearly is a
rule of polarity dissimilationm, for it asserts that
both voicing and devoicing of fricatives accurred in
Gothic, as evidenced, 1t seess, by the relic suffix
alternations in hat-iza 'hatred' vs. ag-isa *fright'
and fast-ubni 'position' ws. wald-ufni *power'.? In
arder to justify the [- o< voice] specification, how-
ayer, it would have to be shown that the underlying
representation for some =uffix contained a voiced fri-
cative, while soms other suffix had an underliying
voiceless fricative. But it would seem no demonstra-
rion of this kind is likely to be forthcoming kecaunse,
as will be shown, every Gothic fricative which appears
to obey Thurmeysen's Law itself derives from a Germanic
yvoiceless fricative (PIE voiceless stop), and would
therefore be subject only to the voicing subrule of the
pair abbreviated by Thurneysen's Law.

Yot sven this voicing half of Thurneysen's law
would have to be severely restricted morphologically,
as a synchromiec rule, because only a handfal of all
relevant suffizes exhibit the predicted voice alterna-
tions. Inr fact, given the 1imited evidence available,*
an exhaustive list of the forams supposed %o have under-
gone Thurneysen's Law ig not long, and serves to anderc-
Jine the limited applicability such a rule would have
had in Gothic. 1In total, omly five suifixes in Gothic
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show voice alternations among medial fricatives, and
all five were used to form nouns, all but the last of
thom ahstract. W®With the exception of the much more
common -ipa suffix, for which only representative words
are cited hers, all words containing these suffixes ats
given pelow. It should be noted that b,d medially
represent voiced bilabial and dental fricatives, res-
pectively, whkile £,p represent the voiceless counter-
parts of b,4.%

Iable &

1. znboi/-ufni
fastubni "position’ valdufmni ‘power"
fraistubni ‘'‘temptation' wnndufni ‘wound!'
witubni Tknowledge"

2. zodus/-gbus
manniskodus 'humanity’ gabaur jopus 'pleasure’
wratoduos 'a journeying' gauncpus 'mourning’
auhjodns ‘noise’'

3. -igas-isa

hatiza 'hatred"® agisa "fear!

rigiza rdarkness’ ganisa '"salvation'

swartiza 'blackness' rimisa ‘rast"
pewisa '*servant'

4. zida/-iba

aupida 'desert! alrziba Yarrorc!

wairpida tyorth' meripa ‘fame'

yeitwvodida ‘'witness' weitwodipa ‘'witness'
diopipa ‘depth'
puastipa 'safety’

5. -azna/-asnos
arhsazna tarrow' hlaiwasnos 'tomb'

Ia marked coptrast to these alternations, the num-
erons other suffixes in Gothic which show medial frica-
tives do not vary. For cxample, the snffixes -ba (used
to form adverbs of manner) and —iza {used to form the
comparative of adjectives] Davac alternate with *-fa or
*-iga, rcespectively, 2.9.;, frodaba 'wisely' and wair-
papa 'worthily', hardiza tharder' and sutiza 'sweeter'.

If the assumption is maintained that it is the con-
sonant preceding the fricative which triggers the voice
alternations seen in Tabls A, then the extremely lim-
ited applicability of Thurneysen's law is difficult to
sxplain, as are the exceptions to that Law even within
the set of five alternating soffixes (e.g., diupipa and
weitwodida). Thus, =ven +the restricted wersion of
Thurneysen's Law (the yoicing subrule of the pair
abbreviated in raule (1)) is highly suspect. Buot it is
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3lsg guite UNRecEsSSary, gither diachronically or syn-—
chronically, because the volice alternations cited above
esan be shown instead to result from the more general
Jarner's law, which voiced all fricatives immediately
preceded by an anstressed vowel in Proto-Germanic.

Row, at the time Verner's Law applied in Proto-Ger-
sanic, stress obviously sust not yet have shifted to
the initial syllable; rather, the position of sStress
must have varied from word to word as it did im San-
skrit and Greek, for otherwise there could have been no
reflazes at all of Verner's Lav. That is, just as somre
suffizxes in Sanskrit appear with stress sometimes
impediately preceding, and sopetimes mot, So must they
have in Proto-Germanic. ind since Verner's Law vaiced
fricatives only where strass did not fall on the immed-
iately preceding vowel, alternations in the surface
form of suffixes with basic voiceless fricatives would
arise naturally due to the regular application af this
yoll-known sound law to yords with varied stress place-
ment.
MoreoveL, taking these voice alternations to be dus
to Verner's Law instead of Thurneysen's Law implies
that voiceless fricatives =hould never arise from Fro-
to-Germanic voiced fricatives [(PIE voiced aspirates).
becaase Verner's Law Was strictly a voicing PLOCESS,
naver one of devoicing. Since no Gothic suffixes that
can be shown to have had a voiced fricative in Proto-
gaermanic show any alternations at all, the claim of
Thurneysen's Law that devoicing of etymologically
yoiced fricatives should al=o have occurred is not only
upnecessary, but false.

Ta show that Verner's Law is itself sufificient to
aceount for the alternations cited, though, it will be
necessary to trace the development of the suffix .allo-
porphs froo Proto-Germanic to Gothic. In general, any
alternating suffix that remained derivationally active
until after Verner's Law wWas 1ost from Proto-Germanic
should appear in Gothic with a voiceless fricative,
since its underlying form presumably still remained
voiceless. (Ao analogous levelling in favor of volce-
jesspess is seen in the zothic strong verb paradigas.)
If, howevear, there were only 3 few words containing a
suffix with voicing alternations in proto-Germanic, the
alloporphs of that snffix may well have fused semanti-
gallv with thelr stess sonetine pefore the loss of Ver-
per's Law, as argued below. Then it is likely that
restructuring of the words containing this suffix taok
place, with retention of voise alternaticns for the
fricative even after yerner's Law was lost. This lexi-
calization of suffix allomorphy will be seen to account
for the alternations cited above in at least four of
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the five Gothic suffixes.

In contrast, an early Proto-Germanic suffix with a
voiceless fricative that never appeared ismediatsly
after a stressed vovel would alse liave undergone res-
tructoring, but without any resulting alternations,
since, dus to Verner's Law, this kind of suffix would
always have had a voiced fricative phonetically, with-
out exception. Conversely, a suffix with a voiceless
fricative which always appeared imaediately following a
stressed vowWwel wownld not have heen modified by Verner's
Law at all, and would therefore have retained a voice-
less fricative in all words, so again no alternations
in voiging would have arisen. As elaborated below,
telics of both of these events are also to he foond in
Gothie.

In order to show that Vernsr's Law can explain the
alterpatinns cited in Table A, it must further be
demonstrated, first, that the five suffixes in guestion
did in fact bave voiceless fricatives at an earlier
stage, and second, that those suffixes appeared uonder
conditions of varied stiress placement in eatly Proto-
Germanic, Evidence for both claims will be dravn fronm
cognate suffixes in Sanskrit, which retains the "fres
stress™ assumed for sarly Proto-Sermanic.

ks evidence for the first claim, that the relevant
fricatives were once voiceless, Bopp (1885) gives the
following S5anskrit cognates for foonr of the five Gothic
suffixes seen in Table A (the cognate for the fourth,
sanskrit -sna, is probably correct, though it escapes
discussion by Bopp):

Gothic sanskrit
-opus/~odus -tu
-isas+iza -as
-ipa/s-ida -ta
-asno/-azng —-=na
=ufnis=obni -man

Regular application of Grimm's Law will give the voice-
less fricatives as basic in Proteo-Germanic for the
first four soffixes; the suffix -man (FIE #-men) dpes
not submit to egually ready amalysis, but it is plausi-
ble that the m lost its nasality and voicing to give
-ufni as basic in Proto-Germanic.®

As for the second claim, evidence regarding the
appearance of these five suffixes together with varied
stress placement is again found in Sanskrit. Whitney
(1889) states for words with four of the five cognate
sanskrit suffixes (but not for ta) that stress varied
its position, so that some words containing these suf-
fixes had root stress, while others had suffix stress.
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For exasple, Sanskrit noons with suffix -man generally
showed root stress if newter, but suffix stress if mas-
coline (Whitmey, 1889:437). A compariscn of this
stress pattern with that im Proto-Germanic is inconclu-
sive, however, since none of the five Gothic nouns with
-ufni/-obni are masculine, but rather only neuter ar
feminine. 5till, it is of interest to note that Gothic
neuters like witubni have pradictable veoiced fricative
if sarly Proto-Germanic stress was on the root for men-
tar nouns as it was io Sanskrit, (even though the San-
skrit cogmate videdn, also a neutar noun, has excep-
tional suffix stress (Whitney, 1839:438)).

In contrast to the other four suffixes, however,
sanskrit ta almost always occurred with stress falling
on the vowel immediately preceding the suffix, acceord-
ing to Whitney, and if ths same were true of its Proto-
termanic cognate, the result should have been virtually
sxceptionless -ipa in Gothic. Im fact, -iba very
nearly is exceptionless, for of the thirty-odd words
which have this suffix, only twe (anpida, wairbida)
always show —ida, and one {wsitwodida) shows both (com-
pare sweitwodiba). The most plausikle explanation for
these marginally alternating forms is that Proto-Ger-
manic probably had a few words with suffix -ipa that
showed exceptional stress too, just as @ia Sanskrit
with cognate tz (®.g9., avigats, vs5. devats (Fhitney,
1889:476)]) .

Having seen that the five suffixes almost certainly
had woiceless fricatives im esarly Proto-Garmanic, and
that four of the five influenced stress placesent, it
remains only to be argued that they were Do langer der-
ivationally productive, so that restructuring would
have taken place before the loss of Vernmer's law.

While ahsence of data Erom native speakers precludes
testing of this assumption, it is supported by Wright
(19103170}, who claims that by the time of the Gothic
records thnat survive, the suffixzes gsed to fors nouns,
in particular, were no longer viewed as productive.
fhis claim is also supported by the relative pauncity of
forms containing any of the suffizes except —iba, which
by virtue of its greater frequency has already besn
ceon to differ from the other four.

I+ would pe convenient if several cognats words
from Sapskrit with the reguisite suffixes were availa-
ble, showing stress on the proper syllable in accord
with the analysis given here for Gothic. But aside
from the clear cognate vidmin cited above (vhich actu-
ally runs cORLrary to presant assuEpticons), only two
other cognates from Sanskrit are given by Pokorny
{1959) that provide any evidence for or against the
analysis given. Even hare, only the steas are present
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in Sanskrit, withont the desired suffix:

Gothic Sanskrit
rigiza 'darkness* rdjani 'night!'
rimisa ‘rest! rand ‘dear!

But if the Proto-Germanic cognate Stems were stressed
as the Sanskrit =tems are, then the suffix would have
been affected by Verner's Law to give the corrsct
alternations seen as relics in the Gothic suffixes.
3ince no other cognate avidence sesms to be available
showing the interaction of stem ang suffix in both
Gothic §nﬁ Sanskrit, the above dataz must remain anly
suggestive, thoungh compatible with the analysis given.

One final, and wmore positive form cof svidence that
lands support to explaining the voicing altermations in
Gothic by refsrence to Verner's Law invelves Sanskrit
cognate suffixes for nop-alternating suffixes in
Gothic. The Gothic suffix -iz- (used to fors compara-
tive adjectives) has the cognate Sanckrit suffix
- (i) zas (Feist 1936:83), about which Whitney (1889:173)
reparks that stress always fell on the root syllable of
Words containing this suffix, without eXception. Thus
pracisely the correct developments in Gothic are
observed, in accord with the above analysis, for the s
in Proto-Germanic would have Leen voiced by ¥Vernsr's
Lav in every case, resulting in a Lestroucturing of s to
z, vhich is how it always appears in Gothic =jz-. In
contrast, the Gothic suffix -bro (used to foTm locative
adverbs) is closely related to Sanskrit =tra, abouot
which Whitney ([18B3:4008) states that stress always fell
on the vowel preceding the suffix., Thus the corres-
ponding Proto-Germanic suffir —pro would never have had
the b voiced dus to Verner's Law, because the preceding
stressed vowel prevented its applicatian. So the unpi-
form -bro im Gothic is exactly as it should be, given
the analysis here (cf. e.g., iupabro 'from ahave?, uta-
bro "from without', and also jnnapro "from within'),

To suommarize, then, it has been shown first that
only suffixes with etymologically voiceless fricatives
show relic alternations in Gothic, so only voicing of
cartain fricatives occurred, nevar deveicing. Second,
Sanskrit cognates support the claim that these five
suffixes appearsd with varied stress in Proto-Gersanic.
Thus regular application of Vermer's Law would itself
produce the voice altersations in suffix fricatives
that remain as relics in the Gothic words given in
Table X.

Two distinct results follow from the foregoing ana-
lysis of Gothic soffix fricatives. First, Thurneysen's
Law is fully unnecessary, and should be discarded (or
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raepealed) , since the gemeralizaticn it purporis to cap-
ture is already captured, mOre adeguataly, by the regu-
lar application of Verner's Law. Cne slightly awkward
hut necessary conseguence of removing Thurneysen's Law
j= that it must now be maintained that the few voicing
alterpations that do appear +o ohey Thurmeysen's Law
are only accidental, and Dot the result of any r=gular
process of dissimilation. Of course, it still might be
argued that sone minor version of Thurneysen's lLaw
sarvad to "even out any irregularities” in voice dis-
tribution that remained after regular application of
yerner's Law, 2.d., by voicing any fricatives in these
five suffixes that wvere preceded by & volceless conso-
nant (and intervening vowal) . But since Ferner's Law
alone cogld have produced precisely the alternations
that appeat in Table 2, +he burden carcied by any ver=
sion at all of Thurneysen's Law would be negligibly
light.
3 =econd result of the above analysis is that the
anly known plausible example of a polarity dissimila-
+ion rule? is actually Ro gxample at all, for mo dissi-
pilation in voicing took place in Gothic. As a result,
the claim that phonological theory pust be powarful
enough to permit polacity dissimpilation rnles is in
serious douoht. That no clear cases of such rules have
heen brought forth im fact suggests that phonological
theory should be restricted to exclude polarity dissi-
@ilation rules, thus restricting the powsr of the
theory in conformity with the evidence (OT lack of 1it)

from natural languages.®

Foptnotes
*icknowledgenents: I am grateful to Bobert Fulk,

Andreas Foutsoudas, Catherine Ringen, and espacially
Greg Iverson for helpful criticisms and soggestions on
earlier drafts of this paperL. of course, I hear sole
responsibility for any shortcomings of errocs the paper

might contaizn.

iThis rule is named for R.
1898 article in which he praposed the genecralization
The alternations ip gothic were noted
nn and Streitberd,

Thurneysen, based on his

given in SBE.
aarlier by scholars such as Erugma
though they too assumed some Process of dissieilation
yas at work to account for the alternations. 0Only a
few scholafls, such as Hirt (1931 and Weod (1895)., have
suggested an alternative analysis gimilar to the one
given here, pased on esarliez applicatinn of ?ﬂtnEF‘E
taw, but none of thaese developed a careful analysis
along this line. Indeed, Thurneysen explicitly denied
the possibility that Vernec's Law could account for the

gothic alternations (p-214) -
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2It iz not clear that Thurneysen presented his Law
as a synchrenically valid generalization, as Chomsky
and Halle interpret it. If only a diachronic rule,
Thurneysen's Law wonld obviously provide no evidence
for {or against) allowing polarity dissimilation rules
in synchronic theory, even if this Law were a valid
diachronic gemeralization about Gothic.

35tress was always on the initial syllable in
Gothic, except in compound verbs (Wright 1910:15).

4¥irtually the only corpus of data from Gothic is
from a translation of the Rew Testasent from Greek into
Gothic by Bishop Wulfilas in the fourth century.

Sinalyses of Gothic pronunciation and spelling are
given by Wright {1910:9ff.). The list of altermnations
in Table A is compiled from lists given by Hraune
(1B89) , Thurneysen (1898), Wood (1895), and de Tolle-
naere (1976). It is possible that words with the
Gothic suffixes -ah-/-ag- form a sixth set of gltarna-
tions in volecing, but the presence of thece suffixes
and their origin are obscure in too many cases to per-
it a conclusive decision. They may have as cognate
the Sanskrit suffix —aka. If so, they are in accord
with the analysis given, becaunse the Sanskrit suffix
-aka appears with variable stress as well.

tinalogous developmnents from nasal stop to non-na-
zal obstruent are found in other Germanic languages
{(01ld English and Icelandic), though the stages involved
in suoch sound changes are not well understocod. Appar-
ently no independent evidence is available to decide
batween eithar the voiced -ubni or the voiceless -—nfni
as basic, but -ufni is takenm here to bs tha Proto-Ger-
manic underiying form.

TChorsky and Halle offer only one other example of
@ polarity dissimilation rules, a dobicus case involwving
the Znglish Great Vowel sShift (1968:178), but even hers
they provide no evidence that their rule must be a
polarity dissimilatien rule in order to capture the
desired generalization.

sone way of effecting this restriction would he to
adopt the Simplex Feature Hypothesis propeosed by 5an-
ders (1974), which, though presenting a more general
challenge to the need for Gresk letter variables, makes
precisely the correct predictios here, viz., that
polarity dissimilatien rules like that of Thurneysen's
lLaw do not Cepresent processas occarcing in natural
languages.
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