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In this paper | discuss the relationship between two sound changes in Gallo-Rufieomting of
/al in stressed open syllables, and the palatalization of /k, g/ before /a/ in addiiti@n!/. 1 argue
thatallophonicFrontingcreatedthe original phoneticconditionsfor Palatalizationput that the
phonological structure of the language led to extension of palatalization to non-fronted tokéns of
despitethe lack of articulatorymotivationin that context. The explanationfor the changeis
therefore partly phonetic and partly phonological.

Sectionl below providesbasicbackgroundon the relevantsoundchangesn Romanceand
French. Section2 focuseson the reflexesof Latin /a/,in particularthe contextsin which it
eventually led to front mid / e/. Section3 discusseshe palatalizationof velarsbeforethis vowel,
and theories about the relationship (if any) to the changewel articulation. In section4 | argue
for Frontingasthe essentiatauseof Palatalizationwith spreado all tokensof the category/a/.
Section 5 is a brief conclusion.

1. Background

Theearlyhistory of Frenchcanbe dividedinto severalperiods(Einhorn1974). It is the Gallo-
Roman period that is the primary focus of this paper.

(1) Proto-Romance up to the late 5th century
Gallo-Roman late 5th to mid 9th century
Early Old French mid 9th to late 11th century
Later Old French late 11th to early 14th century

Significantattestatiorof the languagebeginsin the Early Old Frenchperiod,andthereis a large
corpusavailablefor Later Old French;but thereis virtually no direct written record of Gallo-
Roman. The soundchangeaunderdiscussiorhereprecedehe clearerdataof the Old French
period, so that many of the details are known only indirectly.

In the changefrom ClassicallLatin to Vulgar Latin or Proto-Romancethe quantitative
distinction of Latin was reinterpreted as a qualitative distinction, with various mérgers.

(2) Classical Latin H| "$| e% oe| e& ae | a¥% a& o0& 0% Uu& Uu%

Proto-Romance| i e ! a ' o] u

Quantitative differencegghonemicin Latin, becamepredictablein Proto-Romanceas vowelswere
noncontrastivelyengthenedn stressempensyllables. Sinceit is a maininterestof this paper,|

" This paperwas presentedt the 1st North AmericanPhonologyConferenceConcordiaUniversity, Montreal, on
April 28,2000. For commentd amgratefulto PaulBoersmaMorris Halle, Yves CharlesMorin, andDon Ringe.
! More precisely this vowel systemreflects Proto-Western-ltalo-Romancsincein Sardiniaa slightly different set
of vowel mergers occurred (cf. Hall 1976).



follow other authors in using the notation A to ref@the mergedreflexesof Latin long and short
/al, and ¢[ for any suchreflex in a stressedpensyllable (whereit is lengthened). Similarly, KA
stands for /k, g/ followed by /a/.

Thereweretwo changesn Gallo-Romarnwhoseinteractionis discusssetiere. First, /a/in a
stressed open syllable N that is, ¢[ Nvasraisedandfrontedto eventual!, e/ in Modern French,
depending on the syllable structure. The change in the vowel will be called Fronting here.

3) Proto-Romance Modern French
a. mi.re [m!r] mer Osead
b. prf.tu [pre] pré OmeadowO

Second/k, g/ beforeinherited/a/ were palatalizedand affricatedto /t(, d)/ by the time of Old
French, with the modern fricative reflex¢s)[. This Palatalizatioroccurredwhetheror not the /a/
was in a Fronting environment, so that modern French in some cases preserves the vowel intact.

(4) a kittu [(a] chat OcatO
b. gtm.ba [)<b] Jjambe OlegO
c. kf.sa [(e] chez Ohousé¢of)O
d. kf.ru [('r] cher OdearO

The main questiongo be addressedhereare: Whatis the relationshipbetweenthesechanges?
What are the implications for the interaction between phonetio/ation and phonologicalpattern-
ing?

The palatalization triggered by A was also triggered by Ii, dut as discussedelow thereare
rather few examples of the change in this context, beaduspreviouschangein Proto-Romance.
It is importantto distinguishthe Gallo-Romanor OSecond®alatalizatiorin (4), from the earlier
but similar First Palatalizationwhich affectedProto-Romancén the 3rd century(with the notable
exception of Sardiniarcf. Hall 1976). This changealso appliedto /k, g/, but beforethe front
vowels of Proto-Romance, namely /i! £, Theeventualoutcomeof the First Palatalizationwvas/ts,
d)/ in Old French, which have become)/sin the modern language.

(5) Proto-Romance Old French
a. kura [tsir*] cire Owax0
b. klfa.tu [ts! nt] cent OhundredO
c. k!Hu [tsi,!] ciel OskyO
d. gin.g.wa [d)! ntsiv¥] gencive OgumO
e. g'Hu [d)i,!] giel (gel) OfrostO .
f. ardf.tu [ard)! nt] argent Osilver, moneyO

Note thatthesetranscriptionsof Old French(Hall 1976) represent slightly earlier pronunciation
(Early Old French);in particularthey precedehe loss of [-], a soundabsentirom the later, more
standard spellings given in many cases (LaterFpdohch).When the modernspelling differs, it is
given in parentheses; a dash means that the word is absent from the modern language.

The outputfor voiceless/k/ doesnot mergewith the resultof the First Palatalizationof
Common Romance, which at this stage had become /ts/ in Gallo-R&fomed /g/ does,however,
havethe sameoutcome[d) ] in both palatalizations.Thefollowing chartoutlinesthe stageswith
sound changes highlighted.



(6) Latin Kk g

First Palatalization ts k d) g
2ndb3rd century

Second Palatalization ts t( k d) d) g
5th century

Deaffrication S ( k ) g
13th century

An importantquestion then,is why the SecondPalatalizationfwo centuriesater in Gallo-Roman,
was triggered by /a/ as well as tim@re obviously front vowels; | returnto this questionin section
3.

2. Qutcomesof Latin A

Severakontextsareto be distinguishedor the outcomesof Proto-Romancé in Gallo-Roman
(FouchZ 1958: 125)Thefirst is a stressedpensyllable. As indicatedabove,¢[ wasfronted. |
assume that the fronted vowel was phoneticallyifdoth Gallo-Romanand Old French,andthat
its raisingoccurredlater; seesection2.1 below for more discussion Allophonic lengtheningof
vowels in stressed open syllables is not indicated here, since it is predictable.

(7) a pt.dre [p¥ r*] pedre (pére) OfatherO
b. mt.re [M%ar] mer OseaO _
c. pas.st.re [pas¥ar] passer OtgpassO
d. If.bra [1%avr+] levre (lévre) OlipO
e. klt.we [KI¥4f] clef (clé) OkeyO

In a closed syllable, the vowel remains /a/ throMgidern French;l arguebelow that its quality is
essentially unchangesince Proto-Romance.This is true for stressectlosedsyllables(7) aswell
asunstressedlosedsyllables(8). Notethatthe persistencef Latin geminationinto the Gallo-
Roman period is essential for determining syllable structure at this time.

(8) a. pts.su [pas] pas OstepO
b. grin.de [grant] grand ObigO
C. pir.te [part] part OpartO _
d. flifm.ma [flam*] flamme OflameO
e. fr.bo.re [arbr] arbre OtreeO

(9) a. bland.re [blandir] blandir (—) Oto flatterO
b. !s.kap.pt.re [! st(ap¥ar] eschaper (échaper) OteescapeO

The fate of /a/ in an unstressed opgliable dependson its positionin the word. In a word-initial
syllable, the vowetemains[a]. (For the cross-linguisticstrengthof initial syllables,seeBeckman
1998.)



(10) a. mar.u [mari-] mari Ohusband®
b. am’.cu [ami] ami OfriendO _
c. abzZre [aver] aveir (avoir) Oto haveO

Elsewhere in the word, i.e. in medial or final position, the vowel end$ asif deleted;sometimes
it is presumed to have passed through a stage as another vowel sji(Matsqd 1982).

(11) a. or.na.mA.tu [' r*ml nt] ornement OornamentO
b. ar.ma.toe.ra [arm*- ur*] armeiire (armure) OequipmentO
c. la.wa.tce.ra [lav*- urt] laveiire (lavure) OwashingO
d. p'k.ka.t—.re [p!t(*- our] pechedor (pécheur) OsinnerO
e. p+.ta [p' rt*] porte OdoorO

The centralobservationis that only sometokensof /a/ underwentfronting. The important
remaining questioms the statusof the othertokensof /a/ at the time of the SecondPalatalization:
were they somehow phonetically fronted, perhaps lesserdegree put still low? Or hadthey
become mid vowels? For soraeidenceon this point, we mustexaminethe reflexesof /a/ in Old

French.

2.1.Fronted A in Old French

Assonances in Old French poetry areimporantsourceof evidenceregardingthe distinctnessof

variousnon-highfront vowelsin the post-Gallo-Romarperiod. Basedon setsof words thatare
permitted in positions of assonance N which dependthendentity of the stressedrowel N it is

uncontroversial that fronted dad not yet mergedwith /!, e/; despitethe fact that all werespelled
with <e>, this letter actually labels three different assonance classes (H&SH&éd1,; cf. FouchZ
1958: 261, Walker 1981a: 20, Nyrop 1935: 201).

12) /el duchesse, promesse, met, ele, cele, dete
!/ pel, novele, bele, apele, terre
1% mere, clere, pere, cruel, el, prenez

Anticipating my later claim, the third vowed given hereas /%/. Thereis, however,controversy
regarding the actual pronunciation of ¢[ in Old French.

Oneview assumeshatthethird vowelis long and mid, either/!:/ or /e:/, to keepthis vowel
distinctfrom short/!, e/ (cf. Schwan-Behren4914: 48, Pope 1934: 106, FouchZ1958: 261,
Einhorn 1974: 6, Zink 1986: 56). This positimndubiousbecausdengthappeargo be otherwise
noncontrastiven Old French,andsuchan analysiswould requirethe long mid vowel evenin a
closed syllable (though it was open in Gallo-Roman peusgs > pert). Forexamplethe following
two words belong to different assonance classes (Herslund 1976: 12).

(13) a. pert [p! r] OlosesO
b. pert [p%art] or ?7? [pe:rt] OappearsO

A secondview, which | adopthere treatsthethird vowel aslow andfront. In otherwords,atthe
time of Old French, fronted ¢[ was still law vowel /34/, that later underwentraisingto mergewith
/', el afterthe 12thcentury(cf. Walker 1981a,bHerslund1976:10D12Nyrop 1935: 201, Price
1971: 66, Hall 1946: 579, 1976).



It is important to note that this ¢[ also does not assonate with /a/, the closed-syllable réflex of
Changes in syllable structure N i.e. vowel loss resulting in ¢[ in new closed sylldblesean /3/4/
and /a/ now have to be treated as separate phonemas{ah (13)), althougha morphophonemic
rule relates them (cf. Herslund 1976: 60, Walker 1981a: 26, Klausenburger 1982):

(14) a. lavons [lav'ns] OwavashO_
b. levent [134* nt] OthewashO

The back// still found in some modern varieties of French later developmentaroundthe 15th
century) from lengthened /a:/, such as by compens&ngtheningwhena following coda/s/ was
lost (FouchZ 1958: 244).

(15) a. bas > ba: >/b bas OlowO N
b. past > pat > ptr > p't pdte OpastaeloughO

Thus the backness of thatwel doesnot bearon the discussionof Old French,muchlessGallo-
Roman.

2.2. How fronting occurred

In ClassicalLatin (Allen 1970:50) and Proto-Romancé€Hall 1976: 18), the low vowel /a/ was
phonetically central. By what path did this A, lengthened as ¢ stressedpensyllable,cometo
be /%/ in Old French?

Accordingto oneview, the centralfact is diphthongization. Commonproposalshavesome
version of the following sequence of events (cf. FouchZ 1958: 227f, Haudricoudibauad 1970:
54, Zink 1986: 56, Joly 1995: 55).

(16) t > ta>t> 1+ (> Ze)

The scenario suffers from the need to suppose a long front voelekedsyllablesin Old French
(cf. (13)). Theargumentsn favor of the intermediatda! | stage,mademostexplicitly by FouchZ,
are all subject to other explanations. For example, the fact that ¢[ bebamiphthong[ai] before
a nasalfi.me > faim Ohunger@pesnot meanthat everytokenof ¢[ wentthrougha diphthongal
stage: it might have occurred only to nasalized vowels, which often follow different spathsl
than oral vowelg¢Hajek 1997). Otherargumentsappealto the fact that fronting occurredin open
syllablesonly, but the commonthreadis vowel lengthN an extremelycommonchangein a
stressed open syllable N and not necessarily diphthongization.

Another approach involves simple fronting. Hall (1946: 579) notes that Ophoneticallye®] is
the most likely transitional sound between [a] djd) This is my positionnot only becauset is
the most direct, budilso becausdas discussedelow) it providesthe front vowel necessarasthe
most plausible trigger for the palatalization of velars.

A7) > 1 > %(>142)

Diphthongization is not inconsistent with fronting, of course; one npghposea combination(cf.
Matte 1982: 104). In such a case, however, diphthongization is not the primary phenomenon.

(18) a: > ¥ > ¥u> !



Here noncontrastive lengthening in a stresgaehsyllable wasa preconditionfor fronting (rather
thanfor diphthongization).For supportingevidencebasedon vowel shifts in general,seelLabov
(1994: 116): Long vowels typically move up in the vowel spaoel,back vowels move forward;
thus it is typologically natural for [a:] to move to [¥4:] ahqg. [

3. The SecondPalatalization

As mentioned above, the Gallo-Roman or Second Palatalization was a new procelssdaibtiher

early 6th century.lts moststriking aspects thatit changedk, g/ to Old French/t(, d)/ primarily

when followed by /a/, which is not a typical trigger sarcha change. As notedabove,the Second
Palatalization occurred before all reflexes of A, including those that stayed non-fronted as /a/, and
those that were (eventually) reducedfo /

(19) a. kir.ru [t(ar] char OwagonO
b. kim.pu [t(amp] champ OfieldO
c. kar.b—.ne [t(arb n] charbon OcoalO _
d. kan.tf.re [t(ant¥ar] chanter OtosingO
e. gfm.ba [d) amb] Jambe OlegO
f. gflbi.nu [d) aln*] jalne (jaune) OyellowO

(20) a. ka.btllu [t(*val] cheval OhorseO
b. ka.nce.ra [t(*nur] chenure OgrayairO
c. ga(l).l.na [d)* lin*] geline OhenO

(21) a. wikka [vat(*] vache OcowO
b. bcek.ka [bout(*] bouche OmouthO_
c. lfr.ga [lard)* ] large Obroadf.)O

The sequencfau/ monophthongizedo /o/ soonafter the SecondPalatalizationas reflectedin the
Old French pronunciation; but it was clearly the first half of the diphthong that triggered the rule.

(22) a. kau.sa [t(0z*] chose Othing®
b. gau.dia [d)oi,4 Jjoie OjoyO

Where the vowel A fronted, we of course also find palatalization.

(23) a. kt.sa [t(i32] chiese (chez) Ohouséof)O
b. ki.ru [t(i3r] chier (cher) OdearO
c. kf.ne [t(iFan] chien OdogO
(24) a. pur.gt.re [purd)i¥ar] purgier (purger) Otapurged
b. naw(i).gt.re [nad)i,¥ar] nagier (nager) OtswimO

The introduction of the onglidé][in these forms islueto BartschOkaw, a later change probably
in the 6th century(Machonis1990:96). Thereweretwo relevanteffectson vowelsfollowing a
palatalized consonant:

2 Hall (1946:579) evensuggestghat/a/ beforea coda/l/ was probablythe backvowel [/ ], dueno doubtto the
velarizationof /I/ in thatsyllableposition,e.qg.chalr [t(/ It] OhotOMatte (1982:104) argueshowever that [¥u] and
[*u] asdialectalrealizationsfor English/o/ showthe plausibility of the changefrom [%2u] to [0], eliminatingthe
need to suppose the staga]f



(25) a. Insertion of a glide elemenf pefore ¢ in an open syllable, e.ghiese.

In Middle French theglide wasOabsorbedy the palatal(chier > cher), exceptif
it was nasalized-fien).

b. Raising of A to [e] in an unstressed open syllable ,céayal.
Eventually reduced tdT.

Orderingevidencediscussedy Fouch~2(1958: 449) suggestghat BartschOkaw follows both
fronting of A and palatalization of KA N in fact, it follows affrication of the palatd) fk [t(Q. For
example, raisindgo [e] wasblockedin canale > chanel, not *chenel (which FouchZattributesto a
Od|53|m|IatlorperentlveO)Thusthe|nteract|onW|th theonglideis probablysubsequento the
main interest of this papér.

Although the dialect situation for Old Frenchand Provenealis complex,and involves
considerablecontact,in generalit seemsthat the SecondPalatalizationoccurredonly where
Fronting also occurredl.In particular, both are absent from Provensalgastthe southernvariety.
In Northern Proveneal, with influences from Old French, Gonz¢1€85: 195ff) reportsa mixture
of palatalization and fronting, which is liketize resultof dialectcontact. For Normanand Picard,
the early spelling <kie> suggests coarticulation before fronted A, but no affri¢htyoop 1934:
397).

(26) Old French N. Proveneal S. Proveneal Picard
a. chievre chevra, chavra  cabra kievre OgoatO
b. chier cheira cara kier Odear0
C. chien chen, chin can kien QdogO .
d. chiese chas, chies casa QhOUS~€Of)O
e. champ camp camp OfieldO

In its broad strokes, the pattern supports the idea that Palatalization occurred onpresé¢neef
Fronting, or in proximity to a dialect withronting. It seemshighly likely, therefore that Fronting
played a crucial role in the Second Palatalization.

3.1. A unified change

Because [a] is crosslinguistically unusual as a palatalization trigger, and yet very well attested as
in French KA is typically emphasizedn the literaturediscussingthis change. But the Second
Palatalization was ifact triggeredby all front vowels,andthe rule mustbe understoodrom that
perspective.

Due tothe effectsof the First Palatalizationn Proto-Romancetherewerefew sequencesf a
velarplusafront vowel (schematicallyKIl or KE) remainingin the vocabularyof Gallo-Roman.
We mustlook at laterborrowings primarily from Germanicto seethe applicationof the Second
Palatalizatiorbeforethesevowels (FouchZ1958:197,1966:554f, 701, Popel934:128, Matte
1982: 104).

¥ Someauthorsdo, however seento treatit aspart of the processof Fronting; andit hasbeensuggestedhat step
(25b)ymayhavebeendirectly[a] > [*]. Theexactrelationof thesechangedo theclaimsin this paperremainsto be
explored. 5

“ 1 have not investigated palatalization of KA in Rhetic and Lombard-Alpine dialects (FouchZ 1966: 556).

7



(27) a. skerpa [!'st(! rp*] escherpe (écharpe) OscarfO
b. sk’na [!st(in*] eschine (échine) OspineO
c. kip(fe [t(ip*] chipe (chiffe) OragO .
d. re+k’nan [r*t(iLiFar] rechignier (rechigner)  Oto grimace, balkO
e. meskin [m! st(in] meschin ° OayouthO

Borrowed words at the time with KA also undergo the change, of course (Nyrop 1935: 396).

(28) a. marka [mart(*] marche ObordecountryO
b. Karl [t(arPs] Charles OCharlesO
c. gard- [d) ardin] Jjardin OgardenO

It should be noted that after the Secétadatalizationas late asthe 12th century(Zink 1986:148)
though perhapmuchearlier (Joly 1995:94), /kw, gw/ were simplified to /k, g/, so that sequences
such as /ka, k%, ki/ arose again, agdlf were certainly now contrastive.

(29) a. kwit.to.ro [katr*] quatre OfourO _
b. kwt.le [K¥al] quel OwhichO
c. kw [ki] qui OwhatO
d. gwitra [g!rr*] guerre Owar@sermanic)

Someauthors,such as Pope (1934: 124), clearly treat the SecondPalatalizatioras a new,
independent process that was triggered by all the front vowais.is my positionaswell. Many
authors, however, minimize the facts regardiilgKE, preferringto treatthe SecondPalatalization
assomekind of weakercontinuationof the First thatsimply addedKA to the setof triggers (cf.
Straka1965: 142f, de la ChaussZd 974: 69f, Blondin 1975: 157, Geisler1992:128). The
operative notions apparentlythe following: Sincethe vowel A is lessanterior,it causesa less
dramatic change in the consonant, i.e. to palé&tabther than dental /ts/. . )

This attitude has neeal phoneticbasis:[t(] is more palatalthan|ts], albeitlessOfrontOin an
unhelpfulsense.| suspecthatthe Proto-Romancehange pecausevidespreadhroughoutthe
family, is takento be the norm, while the Gallo-Roman pecausdimited in geographicscope,is
thought to require special explanation. But the real difference in outcome for theseelango lie
in the fact that Proto-Romance palatalize@irflerged in Gallo-Roman witthe palatalizedtQ from
other sources (chblattya > place, fakya > face), and from there t> [ts] (Ringensonl922,FouchZ
1966: 911f, Pope 1934: 120ff). The OdelayO in A asserting its palatalizing nature isdug#m,
the fact that ¢[ was not fronted until this later period.

3.2. The trigger

In my view, thenthe reasonKA undergoesalatalizationis that many of thesesequencesvere
actually [k%4] at the time, not [ka]. This basic poinvieiv is sharedby Posner(1997:245): OFor
this [palatalization]to have happenedas an assimilatoryprocess,we mustassumea front
articulationof a....OA simpleillustration of the well-known coarticulatoryeffect of front [e] vs.
central[a] canbe seenfor the WestAfrican languageEwe, wherethe placeof articulationof [K]
responds to the frontness of the surrounding vowels; the following diagram shows moveiment of
tongue towards the roof of the mouth in the two contexts (Ladefoged and Maddieson 1994: 34).

® The modern Frenchesquin [m! ski2, without palatalization meansOstingypettyCandis a later borrowing from
Italian meschino [meskino]. Both the Old Frenchandthe Italian wordsoriginatein Arabic meskin OpoohumbleO.
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(30)

kS

2 eke aka

[ v

-1.4

E

% > FS )

mo 46 4.8 5 52 54 56 58 6 62 64

Although [i] and[e] are moretypical triggersfor this processcross-linguistically palatalizationof
velars next to [¥4] is well-attested for languagéh this vowel. For example,n Persian/k, g/ are
palatalized allophonically next to a tautosyllabic front volet, %/ (Nye 1954: 9, Majidi 2000:
19)8

(31)  kor ObagO kur OblindO
k@rm Qwoer kon Qmakep
k@m Oa littleO K/ r OworkO

Similarly, in Late Old English, spirantizeg,[written g, became [y] after a front vowahd [w] after
a backvowel, whetherlong or short (Wright and Wright 1928: 128f). The Modern English
spellings indicate which change occurred; clearly /%/ patterns with the other front vowels.

(32)  stigel OstileO fugol OfowlO
weg OwayO boga ObowO
d¥ag OdayO lagu OlawO

Consider now Modern Greek, a language lacking /%/ but with alloppalaitalizationof the velars
/K, g, x/ before /i, e/ but not /a/ (Eleftheriades 1985: 15).

(33)  kklos OcircleO kun— Omovel )
k@ OandO k—zmos Oworld, peopleO
N kal—s OgoodO

In each language, it is all and only the front vowels that trigger the prolregsrticular,the Greek
/al, a central vowel similar to modern French /a/, does not trigger palatalization. The sag#®Is
the /a/ of Proto-Romance during the First Palatalization. These vowel sihanshe phonological
systems, with palatalization triggers boxed in bold.

¢ Palatalization also occurs syllable-finally regardless of adjammidsx/ kQ Oearth@&usk) ObeetleQThis aspect
of the alternationis not assimilatory.



(34) Persian Old English Greek Proto-Romance
i u i u i u i u
e 0} e 0] e 0} e 0]
% |/ Y]/ a ! '
a

If Gallo-Romarg[ similarly hada truly front articulationas [%4], thenthe SecondPalatalization
makesphoneticsense. Otherwise,it standsin surprisingcontrastto the more usual pattern
illustrated by Greek and Proto-Romance.

4. A in Gallo-Roman

The questionthenarises:Wereall tokensof A thattriggeredpalatalizationthemselvedronted?
This matter has generally been neglected or treatelkarlyin the historicalliterature. Partof the
problemappeargo be a generallack of distinction madebetweentwo potentialphoneticrealiza-
tions.

(35) a. [a], a central vowel unlikely to trigger palatalization (cf. Proto-Romance)

b. [%4], a front vowel more likely to trigger it (cf. Gallo-Roman)
That is, much of the literature assumes a concept of the vowelsjtaame or two low vowelsN
cf. the traditionalPA notation,with two (cf. Pullum and Ladusaw1986: 3). However,a more

nuanced view musidmitthreelow vowelsin principle, with different expecteceffectson adjacent
velar consonants N as in typical Americanist use of these symbols.

Three low vowels

Two low vowels

(36) One low vowel

In particular, a one- or two-vowsthemecannotevenaccommodat¢he notion of a vowel that has
moved forward from central [a], but remains low.

Considerthreescenariogor the vowel inventoryof Gallo-Romarat the time of palatalization
(ignoring diphthongs composed of these elements): that all tokensvefecentral;that all tokens
were fronted; andthat only someof themwerefronted,asan allophonicpropertyof /a/. The
phonetic triggers of palatalization are here boxed in bold.

(37) I. No Fronting II. Complete Fronting lll. Allophonic Fronting
i u [ u i u
e 0} e 0] e 0}

| discuss each of these approaches in turn.

!
e/




4.1.No Fronting

Under Scenariol, therewasno fronting of ¢[ at the time of the SecondPalatalization. This
position is apparently the most widespread view in the Romance literature, thoaghuhgptioris
ofteninexplicit. In this campwe find, for example the proposalof diphthongizationand then
smoothingasthe mechanisnof vowel fronting (cf. (16)), wherethe first elementremainscentral
(FouchZ 1958, Joly 1995, etc.).

(38) a>a >!

For Zink (1986: 116), palatalizatida clearly not causedby Fronting,since Fronting (via diph-
thongization) occurs later (cf. Nyrop 1935: 200, Bourciez 1967: 134, Joly 1995: 91).

(39) a. caru k@ru > t@ro > {Oero > (ier
b. carru k@rru > {@rro > far
C. caballu k@vallu > (@vallo > feval > {*val
d. baccalare bakikalare > bafteldre > baf*l!r

This is also the position of those who argue that the trigger @eahendPalatalizationis the over-
all structure of the phonological systemahein which [ki, ke, k!] havelargely disappearedrom
the lexicon due to the First PalatalizationN ratherthan consonant-vowetoarticulation(cf.
Haudricourt and Juilland 1970 and criticism by Spence 1965, Matte 1982: 56f).

There are two fundamentatoblemswith this approach. First, it lacksa good explanationfor
why central[a] shouldparticipateas a trigger of palatalizationdespiteill-defined referenceto
OarticulatoryorceCandthelike (Strakal965,etc.). Certainlyit is possiblefor palatalizationto
occurin lesstypical contexts:somevarietiesof modernFrenchhavea fronted[kQ in a word like
quatre OfourO with a relatively central volvéh other languages palatalization @aturregardless
of adjacent vowels, such as the chang8erhitic/g/ to /d)/ or eventual/)/ in mostmodernArabic
dialects (cf.Martinet 1959). But thesesituationscannotbe usedconfidently as analogieswithout
knowing more about the way eachangehasarisenandspread. This leadsus to the secondand
more important objection to t@No FrontingOview: It fails to relatethe very real processof A-
fronting to palatalization by A. Consequently | reject the No Fronting scenario.

4.2.Complete Fronting

Under Scenarioll, therewaswholesalefronting of A by the time of the SecondPalatalization,
regardless of whether the A eventually merged witl-&: example Matte (1982:103) claimsthat
by the 5th centuryall tokensof A had becomeeither[34], whenstressedr initial, or [!], when
pretonic or final. It is specifically these front vowels that trigger PalataliZation.

" Thanksto PaulBoersmaand Yves CharlesMorin for pointing this caseout to me. | havenot investigatedthe
situationin detail, but it may be historically relatedto the opposition betweenanterior[a] and posterior[/], a
socially markedvariablein Paris (Mettas 1979). Regarding/k/ in one sociolect,Mettas (p. 260) reports that
OlOocclusion para’t se sipieis en arrisre que dansle parler neutreOso that fronting in quatre may reflect broader
factsaboutvelarconsonantsindnot simpleassimilation. Ringenson(1922) gives a surveyof other palatalizations
in Modern French dialects, though not before /a/.

8 Spence(1965) and Posner(1997) may havesimilar views, but their descriptionsare not explicit enoughto be
certain.
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(40) a. vakka > v¥uk@! > v¥ut(* OcowO
b. kapra > kapr¥s > kdbr> K3uavi > f(i,lvr* OgoatO

For Matte, onlyin the 17th centurydo the remaining[%] vowelsrevertto central[a]. (Subscripts
indicate the century in which the change took place.)

(41) tabla 3 tabl¥% 3 t3bl >, t¥bF > tablf)

Otherscholarshavegenerallyassumedan unchangedentralvowel when Proto-Romancéal
survivesin Modern Frenchas [a]: O[1] entravZ.. sOestonserv4anchangZusquOeliransais
moderneO (Joly 1995: 42; same for Bourciez 1967: 57).

Therearethreeproblemswith the CompleteFrontingscenario. First, thereis no independent
evidence for fronted [¥4] in contexts where it did not later merge/Wjthlosed¢ is distinctin fate
from open ¢. Second, this approach assumekewedvowel inventory wherethe only low vowel
thatexistsis front. Suchaninventoryis notimpossible putit is highly marked(cf. Maddieson
1984). Third and most importantly, Complete Fronting cannot account for the asscliagseef
Old French in (14) without assuming either contrastive length or five fawgls: /i, e, !, %, ¥/.*°
In the absence of persuasive evidefwefronting andthenbackingof /a/, andin the face of these
problems, | assume the null hypothesis: this reflex [a] remained faithful to Proto-Romance.

4.3. Allophonic Fronting

Finally, underScenaridll, therewas allophonicfronting of ¢ in openbut not closedsyllables.
Specifically,thelow vowel/a/ hadtwo allophonesfront [¥] andcentral[a]. While thesesounds
split into separatgohonemesy the time of Old French,in Gallo-Romanthe syllable structure
allows predictable allophoneslhe intepretationof the SecondPalatalizatiorthenhastwo distinct
parts. First, palatalizationof /ki, ke, k! / was always phoneticallyconditioned,but for /ka/ the
expectecenvironmentwas found only in stressedopen syllables,wherethe phoneme/a/ was
realized phonetically as lengthengd]. Secondphonologizatiorof the rule led to its application
before all tokens of the phoneme /a/, whether fronted or not.

This position is necessary if we accept two assumptioosyatedabove. First, fronting of ¢[
wasa preconditionfor its participationin palatalizationof /k, g/. (This positionis sharedby
Scenario Il.) Second, other tokens of A were not fronted, but rather remaingdteg positionis
more or less shardaly Scenariol.) Given speakers&knowledgethat[%] wasjust a variantof the
category /a/, the process was extended to all variants of /a/, including those that \fvergetht In
other words, once the phonetic fact of palatal coarticulatiorS] fkad been phonologized ariée
of velar fronting, it was susceptible to the abstract connection between the fronted allopraoe [4]
the non-fronted [a], both variants of the phoneme /a/. .

This explanation relies on a clear distinctlmetweenthe phoneticorigin of a soundchangeN
in this case the coarticulatory effect between the fronted vowel and a frontedoredanantN and
the abstracphonologicalstructureof the grammarthatis createdby the learner. Possiblythis
generalizatiowassupportedy thefact thatfor the nonlowfront vowels/i, e, !/ everyallophone

° Pope(1934:90) assumesronting of all ADsaswell, but from a poorly motivated Proto-Romancéack// / (p. 74)
to arrive at a vowel like the modern central /a/. It is this central vowel, called Ofrordpadatdl@p. 127), that for
hertriggeredpalatalizatiorof /k, g/. For Popetruefronting of ¢[ to /e:/ was subsequento palatalization(p. 106),
thussimilarto Scenarid.

1 MatteOspecificapproactseemso neglectthe assonancéactsentirely, sincehe representsvordsfrom different
classeswith /!/ at this time period, e.g.apporter from Proto-Romancéa/ and belle from /!/.  An alternativeis
almostimmediatere-centralizatiorof phoneticallyshort/a/in Gallo-Roman.
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wasafront vowel, i.e. thesgphonemegonsistentiytriggeredthe rule without anykind of phono-
logical extension; and thus the palatalization rule was asapplying at the level of phonemes,
making more general /a/ rather than more limited [¥4:] the relevant undergoer.

5. Conclusion

Because the stages of this change are lost in time, with no meaningful attestation of the vernacular
the Gallo-Roman period, we may never know exactly what happened. afgaezifor a particular
view of the change that respects usual patterns of velar palatalization, but also requipesitiario
extension based not on phonetics but on the phonological structure of the language.

Supportfor this view will come not from additional data regarding Gallo-Roman(an
impossibility) but rather from a better understanding of the mechanisouofichangein general.
Are better-documented historical changes amenable to a similar explan@don®e find a similar
extensionin work on soundchangein progress? Is the natureof the changea matter of
phonological overgeneralization in the course of language acquisition?

The presenanalysisof the SecondPalatalizationjf correct,helpsus teaseapartthe respective
contributionsof articulationand cognitionto the courseof languagechange. Phoneticco-
articulation created the original alternation between [k] a@dkile phonologicalcategorization
enabledhe extensiorfrom the soundcontext[¥4] to [a] within the mentalconstructa/. Notably,
this extensionwas unimpededby the lack of phoneticmotivation for the changein the new
environment, emphasizing the abstract nature of the cognitive system of language.
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