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PREFACE

The Scottish Vowel Length Rule is a generalisatibout the distribution
of long vocalic objects in the accent of Englisffiereed to as Standard
Scottish English and various accents of the Scetsglage. The
differences between the use of vowel quantity ilt®&h English and
southern varieties of the language were reportesugihout the 18 as
well as 18' century (e.g. Robertson 1722, Drummond 1767, Bhtbn
1787, Murray 1873, Ellis 1889). After the rise ofodern linguistics
several works on dialects used in Scotland werdighdd (e.g. Grant
1912, Dieth 1932, Wettstein 1942, Aitken 1962) whserved as sources
for linguists bringing up the topic of vowel length Scotland for a
relatively long time. The instrumental examinatimfshe vocalic length
in Scottish English started only in the late 70fstiee 20" century and
addressed important problems connected with thétiSito/owel Length
Rule (SVLR) input and environment. They revealedtaie intriguing
properties of Scottish quantity which in this wavkl serve as indicators
of the evaluation of several theoretical analydeth® rule. That is one of
the aims of this work. Another aim is to proposeatfiarnative approach to
the rule that will comply with the empirical facts a more satisfactory
way than the traditional approaches. This approsithbe presented in
detail in chapters 2 and 3 of the book.

The outline of the work is as follows: the ficdtapter will be devoted
to a brief presentation of the historical and slmguistic background of
Standard Scottish English and make the reader atqdawith the basic
facts connected with the phonetic and phonolodieatures of the accent
concerning its consonantal and vocalic system. |gmimg to devote a
separate section to the quantitative phenomen&ih&hd particularly the
Scottish Vowel Length Rule. Some facts concernimg history of the
process will also be presented and, finally, theaitieof several empirical
investigations of Standard Scottish English willdigcussed.

Chapter 2 is intended to provide the reader wilevant facets of
theoretical frameworks employed in the analyseSVWER. In section 2 |
am going to present the major assumptions of tle®rth of Lexical
Phonology, in which the attempts at identifying tteemain of application
of the Scottish Vowel Length Rule were couchednl also going to
discuss the motivation behind shifting the burdeomf derivational
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components of grammar to the lexicon as well ash sménciples of
Lexical Phonology as Strict Cycle Condition (Kigarsl982a/b, McMahon
2000), Bracket Erasure (Kiparsky 1982b, Mohanan6)l%td Structure
Preservation (Borowsky 1989, 1990). Section 3 wél devoted to the
presentation of the theory of phonological représémn in which some of
the most innovative attempts at formalising the tglo Vowel Length
Rule were made i.e. Dependency Phonology (AndessdrEwen 1987).

In the last section of chapter 2 | will make tleader acquainted with
the basic notions of the framework that will be dise the analysis of
SVLR that | would like to present in this book. $hcalls for the
introduction of such mechanisms as licensing anceigonent as well as
the Empty Category Principle. The application of thteral relation to
strings of segments will also be discussed, whitfuires the introduction
of such assumptions as the Domain-driven Licensiggothesis and the
No-two-Gov principle. | will also discuss the tresnt of long vowels in
other versions of CVCV Phonology and present theetlprinciples that, |
claim, regulate the distribution of long vowels time languages of the
world: the scale of licensing potential of nucléie new concept of
Licensing Absorption and the scales of vocalic thng

In chapter 3 | am going to go through the thregomaspects of the
interpretation of SVLR: the presentation of the @evowels undergoing
the rule as forming a natural class (2.1), the tifleation of the context
that triggers the process (2.2.) and the identitythe Scottish Vowel
Length Rule as lengthening, shortening or other gbprocess as well as
the placement of the rule within the grammar of @tfish Standard
English speaker (2.3.). Section 3 will serve asrasgntation of an
alternative analysis of vocalic length in SSE. | going to present the
view on the vowel system of SSE that is capableapturing several of its
properties which were often disregarded in previaeounts. The
guantitative phenomena in synchronic SSE will beegia principled,
representation-driven account. Section 3.3. wilkebérely devoted to the
history of vowel quantity in Scots and SSE. In thksction | will
demonstrate how the principles of grammar assumredhis book
produced particular quantitative patterns in th&, 16", 18" and the 19-
century Scots and SSE.

Chapter 4 presents the reader with concluding mesnand indicates
several areas of study that should be covereddsrdior the Scottish
vowel quantity to be fully understood.
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CHAPTERONE

STANDARD SCOTTISHENGLISH
AND THE SCOTTISHVOWEL LENGTHRULE

We who live in Scotland are obliged to
study English from books, like a dead
language which we can understand but
cannot speak. Our style smells of the lamp
and we are slaves of the language, and are
continually afraid of committing gross
blunders.

—James Beattie, Scottish philosopher and
poet

1. Introduction

In this chapter | would like to, among other thingsake the reader
familiar with the contemporary (socio)linguistictugtion found in
Scotland as well as with its historical backgrouhbis, in my opinion, is
necessary in order to define properly the subjeatten of this book, i.e.
the description and explanation of the working loé tScottish Vowel
Length Rule in Standard Scottish English. Consetlyjemaking clear
what this work is concerned with requires providthg definition of the
Scottish Vowel Length Rule (SVLR) as well as expiag what
sociolinguistic and linguistic reality is hiddenHded the name of Standard
Scottish English (SSE). The former task will befpened later in this
chapter, after the phonetic system and the intensbry of SSE have
been discussed and briefly juxtaposed with thatStEndard Southern
British English (SSBE). This section will be enlyr@reoccupied with the
sketching of what SSE is, what its origins are adl ws how, and by
whom, it is used.
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2. The sociolinguistic situation in Scotland now
and in the past.

As providing the readers with the entire linguidtistory of Scotland is far
beyond the scope of this work, let me start with ¢tharacterisation of the
origin of SSE in, what may be called, evolutionangdias resof the
English used in Scotland, that is, in the middi¢hef 18" century® At that
time two major languages were present in Scotl@aetlic, spoken mainly
in the Highlands and in the north and Scots, charistic of the
Lowlands. The former language, present in Scotkinde, at least, thé"s
century and closely related to Irish, was strorggigmatised and identified
with the lower classes of Scottish society as thagliage of the
Highlanders. Scots, on the other hand, was an radtegart of the
continuum of English dialects stretching, geograaly, from the south
coast of England to the Scottish Highlands andtohically, from the
early-8"-century Germanic language(s) brought to EnglantheyAnglo-
Saxon settlers up to now. At least since th® déntury, Scots, back then
referred to as ‘Ynglis’, had been enjoying its heydas a linguistic
standard for Scotland. It was the language of tdal#tirgh court and
Parliament, where it replaced Latin in 1424 (40rgelaefore Southern
English was recognised as the official languagige@fEnglish Parliament).
Barbour'sBrusfrom 1375 is the first known literary work writtém Scots.
Later, the greatest poems by Dunbar, Lyndsay anajlas were created
in this language. As McMahon summarises ‘By 150@tSwas securely
established as the official language of the coytgliciary and
government...’ (2000: 142). This situation, howeweas to change quite
drastically in the following centuries.

According to Ford (2004), although people in Britavere fully aware
of the dialectal diversification of the island thiyed on, up to the late
16" century no particular dialect of English was sasmore prestigious
than others. The accent with which a gentleman epatrayed the region
he was born and raised in but was by no meanster fdxat could deprive
him of respect among the inhabitants of other megior cities. This
situation of equality came to an end around therimégg of the second
half of the 18 century. The reputed English literary critic o&tperiod,
George Puttenham, in hiBhe Arte of English Poesiarote about his
fellow countrymen from the northern shires: ‘..ilgh no man can deny
but that theirs is the purer English Saxon at thay, yet it is not so
Courtly nor so currant as our Southerne English’ i€1589 after Ford
2004: 18). The middle Bcentury can be seen as the beginning of the
London English as the prestigious standard, thelaion of which soon
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would be a must for every gentleman desirous ofagear in the
administration or court, or simply careful not taffer social disapproval
among the elite of the capital.

It is important to state that Scots started ta@ Igsound to Southern
English among the literate part of Scottish societgouple of decades
before the Union of the Crowns. The Reformatiorr@spnted in Scotland
by John Knox and his Presbyterianism stressed niporitance of the
Bible. Unfortunately for the language, no Scotgiediof the Holy Gospel
was available in Scotland in the"6entury. Knox and his followers used
the Southern English edition and in this way cdniéd to the
establishing of this variety as the literary staddan the Kingdom of
Scotland. Nevertheless, the expansion of London li#ngas the
prestigious dialect would probably have left Scotaffected if certain
political decisions had not been made. Of B4arch 1603 James VI of
Scotland was crowned as James | of England stattiagreign of the
Stuarts on the English throne and the period ofpbiitical decline of
Scotland as an independent kingdom. That meantiebkne of Scots as
the official variety. The court moved to London asopted its political
and social standards and, naturally, its speechega of England, himself
a man of letters, started rewriting in SouthernlBhgthe ample works of
James VI of Scotland. The prestige connected withtsSas the language
of the Scottish court ceased to exist. The finalwblthat Scots as a
linguistic standard received was the Union of Ranknts in 1707. From
that moment on, Southern English became the dffidaguage of
education and administration. Although attemptstamdardising Scots, or
at least re-establishing it as a literary mediurarenundertaken in the 18
century by figures like Allan Ramsay or Robert Burand by Hugh
MacDiarmid in the 20 century, none of them brought any lasting effict.
is often stipulated by scholars what the situatimuld be now if Scots
had retained its position as the official languagethe Kingdom of
Scotland. Would we be witnesses of the existencetwaf separate
countries speaking largely intelligible standarti (situation encountered
in Sweden and Norway as well as Slovakia and theclERepublic)? As
this question, however nagging it is, is not iredirrelation to the topic of
this book | will leave it unanswered. Let me juay ghat the defeat that
Scots suffered in the struggle to become a loninastandard has had at
least one advantage, that is, the unification of #pelling system
throughout the UK.

As the London or Southern English was growing pnemt as the
standard dialect of the United Kingdom, the repnestiives of nobility
who wanted to indulge, in this or that way, in @restige of the capital
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and, at the same time, avoid exposing themselvasottkery, frequently
took courses of elocution in London. Moreover, &sanot infrequent that
the elocutionists were invited to the countrysidéeach the noblemen the
correct (read: London) pronunciation and grammdiis Tendency was
present in the entire Britain, including Scotlahtbwever, as McMahon
wittily puts it “...it seems that the journey to iBdurgh, particularly in
winter, did not recommend itself to many Londondzh&locutionists...’
(2000: 143). The exact reasons why certain featwiesScots were
notoriously present in the speech of #tréme de la crémef Scottish
society despite long lasting and persistent atterigptoot them out are not
known. What we are sure of is that the correctibtie linguistic habits of
the Scottish nobility frequently took place througbading books, a
therapy that, although successful in introducingv neocabulary and
syntax, is completely inefficacious as far as theorrecting’ of
pronunciation is considered. Additionally, the degto which the Scottish
noblemen of the 17 and the 18 century actuallywantedto learn the
standard pronunciation is also not clear. Nowadaysis common
knowledge among language teachers that the mativadind attitude
towards the language being learnt are importartbfadn L2 acquisition
and the factors that condition the very possibility of atting (near)
native-like pronunciation. The idea that internabtivation and positive
attitude towards Southern English were presentpiakers of Scots is
highly suspect. The approach of the Scottish petplards Standard
English is illustrated by the bitter quotation frahe 18" and 18' century
Scottish philosopher James Beattie presented atbdgnning of this
chapter after Trumpener (1997: 73). The undeniéteis that the 18
century Scotland was the venue of a clash betwhenatlvocates of
attempts to ‘devulgarise’ Scottish speech by makings close to the
London standard as possible and the figures whaepexd the Scots
spoken by the upper class of the society as, tinedhts and purposes,
purer and more perfect than the southern standiind. former were
grouped around Thomas Sheridan and the Select tgosierking in
Edinburgh from the middle of the #&entury. The latter position was
particularly strongly supported by two Roman Cathelergymen James
Addams and Alexander Geddes.

No matter what the reason behind the inabilitysodttish noblemen to
master the southern pronunciation was, in the eoofgime the speakers
of Southern English started to believe that thetsSSpoonunciation is an
incurable defect of the speakers of English fromrtbrth of the Kingdom.
The result was the creation of a new variety of Eimglish language that
comprised the lexis and grammar of Southern Englstd Scots
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pronunciation. This variety, now referred to ast8slo Standard English,
spread throughout the Lowlands pushing Scots ntrtthe Highlands,
where it replaced Gaelic. By the ™ 9century Scots had virtually
disappeared as a written language. Durand (200#&tspdo universal
education, urbanisation and other factors that their impact on the
suppressing of Scots even as a spoken variety. fdite sof the long
lasting suppression, Scots is still spoken in tmalrareas of Scotland as
well as among the working class (WC) of Edinburgid,aespecially,
Glasgow. It is also visible in writing in e.g. InviWelsh’sTrainspotting
According to the European Charter for Regional MiyolLanguages,
signed by the UK in 2000, Scots is a separate kagguDue to this fact,
the majority of people in Scotland are bilinguadpable of unconscious
code switching between SSE and Scots, which maké&apossible to
establish the sharp division between the two disllemguages. According
to Aitken (1981a) speakers of Scots and SSE opetatey a continuum
the one pole of which is Scots and the other SSte 3Jpeakers have
access to both the systems and make choices dsi¢h i8 appropriate to
use in a given situation on the basis of styligitd contextual cues.
Although, it is possible to talk about exclusivegots lexical items like
puir for SSEpure ken for SSEknow or wee for SSElittle, there is no
dearth of somewhere-in-between words, a fact thakes the dialectal
situation in Scotland highly complicated. Moreoviris not infrequent
that a single speaker within a single utterancechws from Scots to SSE
without any obvious trigger in the co-text (see &nd 2004). This type of
inconsistencies can be observed at all levelsngiuistic competence. As
it is not the aim of my work to discuss all the eoluted nuances of
Scaottish dialectology, let me just briefly statattthere is no agreement as
to the mutual relation and the degree of interfeeehetween SSE and
Scots. Nevertheless, both varieties are distiraiedis, SSE being usually
used by middle class (MC) speakers and in all safrfermal occasions
and Scots being a feature of the working class dpesnd a home
language. This work is preoccupied with the expianaof the working of
SVLR in SSE rather than in Scots for two reasomstly, the most
comprehensive and conclusive instrumental measursnavailable were
conducted on speakers of SSE or, | should saysaghgles gathered were
SSE samples (see McKenna 1988, Scolatbial. 1999a/b, Scobbie and
Stuart-Smith 2006, Pukli 2006). Secondly, the cahpnsive
interpretation of SVLR in Scots would simply requioo much space, due
to the huge differences between particular dialdeads further information
concerning the working of SVLR in Scots see Theguistic Atlas Of
Scotland, as well as an insightful article by Ark€1981b). Worth
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recommending are also Watt and Yurkova (2007),udysbf Aberdeen
English, Scobbie (2005), a study of Shetland Ehglihe purpose of
which was the examination of interspeaker varigiand Watt and
Ingham (2000), a study of the working of SVLR iretbity of Berwick

upon Tweed, in Northumberland. The last two pajeesbased on small
samples of 4 and 8 speakers and the results arparabie to those for
SSE found in McKenna (1988) and Scobéial. (1999a/b).

To make the picture of the sociolinguistic sitaatiin Scotland
complete, one more issue must be mentioned, ie.itfluence of
Standard Southern British English on SSE. As | haemtioned, SSBE
does not enjoy the same status in Scotland asei doother parts of the
UK. According to Stuart-Smith (1999), in some paofsGlasgow it is
disapproved of and evokes hostile reactions. Nbgkrss, SSE has never
been resistant to influences from the southernetsariDurand (2004)
presents several areas in which SSBE influencedstithéhfluences SSE.
It has been observed that the upper class speek@&SE, especially in
Edinburgh, who have frequent contact with SSBE kpea have a
tendency to adjust their sound system to that irséfte south. Most often
this kind of adjustment encompasses the presencéhefdistinction
between /ae/ anda/| otherwise absent from the system of SSE. This
deviation from the standard Scottish pronunciaimrsaid to reflect the
earlier stages of the development of SSBE trareddento SSE as far back
as in the 18 century. This interpretation is supported by taet that the
SSE speakers that contrast /ee/ with Use them in completely different
fashion than SSBE speakers. More on the use ofvtomels in SSE will
be said shortly. Other, substantially less frequeramples of the
influence of southern English on SSE are the phdanedistinction
between 4/ and 6/ as well as between//and 1/, the lack of variation
between Ai/ and A:i/ diphthongs, lack of typically Scottish sound in

words likeloch anddreich, where it is replaced by SSBK/,/and lack of
phonemic distinction betweenw/ and A/, which leads to the
neutralization of minimal pairgitch - which andwere- where To finish
with, the SSBE is said to influence the rhoticifytloe Scottish standard.
At least since the beginning of the "2@entury, the typical Scottish
realization of /r/, that is, alveolar trill, has dre gradually undergoing
weakening ‘...especially in final position and befather consonants.’
(Grant 1912: 35). The details of the pronunciatign'r/ in SSE will be
presented in the next section together with othidmences of SSBE. Now,
let me only mention that there are areas of Scdtlahere rhoticity is no
longer present e.g. among children in Edinburghe(N©03).
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Having briefly described the sociolinguistic siioa in present-day
Scotland as well as its origins, let me proceedht description of the
phonetic inventory of SSE and its comparison whia $ystem of SSBE.

3. The phonetic properties of SSE
3.1. SSE consonants

It is often emphasized in literature (McMahon 20D@rand 2004) that the
dialects of English are rather uniformly consem@tiand surprisingly
similar to one another as far as their consonaimaentories are
considered. This generalization also holds for S&kd SSBE.
Nevertheless, some important differences are walahorating on.

As far as non-continuants are considered, in mfdip two affricates
ItJ/ and d3/, SSE possesses three voiceless/fonis, /tf, /k/, and three
voiced/lenis oral stopsbl, /d/, /g/. What has to be noted is that the
realisation of the voiceless oral stops comprisesakwaspiration and
glottalsation. According to Chirrey (1999), in Edirgh, in word-final
and pre-consonantal positiong,//t/, /k/ and the affricatetf/ may be
realised as glottalised. However, onf{y dnd k/ are realised as a glottal
stop on a regular basis. The coronal voiceless istopalised as a glottal
stop intervocalically before unstressed vowels atl socio-economic
groups’ and may be realised as such word-initialhen followed by an
unstressed vowelX{de/ for today), especially in speakers whose speech is
closer to Scots.

As far as fricatives are considered, the inventdfr§SE is richer than
the inventory of Southern English. Apart from treaal set of fricatives it
comprises the velar fricativa//in words like loch ‘lake’, bachle‘untidy
person’,flech ‘flea’, proper names lik@ulloch Strachan Auchtermuchty
as well as non-native items of Hebrew or Greekiworiige patriarch and
epoch Palatal fricative {] is occasionally heard in the context of front
vowels e.g.dreich ‘miserable, depressing (usually about weatheg]. [
(and k] but see below) can be analysed as an allophoti¢’ ek the two
items appear in complementary distributids],fprming onsets of stressed
syllables andx] occurring in codas and onsets of unstresseddghia

As has been mentioned before, many SSE speakéesedtiate
between pairs likevhere- wereandwhich - witch, where the first member
of each pair in pronounced with the labiovelardtice M/. It has to be
stated, however, that the status of &s a single phonological object has
been questioned. It is often transcribed as /hwgven xw/ (see Durand
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2004). At first sight, the cluster interpretatioeess improbable as /w/
clustering with fricatives is very rare in Englisfhe only exceptions here
are kw/ clusters, which abound but whose behaviour iligigroblematic
(see Kaye 1996). Similarly, according to Scobbié Stuart-Smith (2006)
/hw/ would be the only cluster ‘...in which /h/ifssolved synchronically.’
(2006: 8). On the other hand /hw/ would make alfnaith the cluster of
the glottal fricative and another glide, i.¢. Moreover, bothh/ + glide
clusters can be pronounced in one-segment fastias,as 4/ and /i/ as
/¢/. Scobbie and Stuart-Smith also draw attentiorthi fact that the
speakers of SSE who simplify thé # glide clusters simplify them to /w/
and j/, producing witJ/ and jumen/ for which and human Whichever
interpretation of this phenomenon one assumesdafmental status o&/
remains unclear. To finish the brief discussiorxéfand A/, it should be
stated that, while almost all (non-anglicised) $ees use X/ rather
consistently for eh>, Wells (1982) claims thai/ can be often found in
forms that are not spelled witlwk> e.g.weasel and /w/ in words spelled
with <wh> e.g.whelk

As to the sonorants, SSE has three nasals tnagliyoclaimed to be
phonemic, that is /m/, /n/ and// Chirrey (1999) reports on the frequent
realisation of nasals as nasalisation on precedavgel, e.g. Agést/ for
againstand a?s&?/ for accent Similarly, the phonemic inventory of glides
is the same as in SSBE. The same can be said l&dpads. Nevertheless,
substantial differences exist in the realisatio®8E and SSBE liquids. As
far as the lateral is concerned, there is no daimisnto, so called, ‘dark’
and ‘clear’ /Il in SSE. In the majority of speakeats instances of the
lateral are velarised or ‘dark’ and dental. /l/-aligation is a fairly
common feature of SSE producing realisations likaud/ for cold or
Iwoyzl for walls. As far as /r/ is considered, its presence is ngysehter in
SSE than in SSBE. SSE is a rhotic dialect. As ffer realisation of /r/ in
Scotland, the traditionally Scottish alveolar tidllnowadays heard only in
the north of Scotland and even there its use iy vare. The usual
realisations of /r/ in Scotland are the single flap tap (f]) or the
(post)alveolar approximanti{), familiar from the southern varieties of
English and General American. It is often the cte# the tap is used
intervocalically and after a consonant, whereasdapproximant is used
before a consonant and word-finally. Both realwadi can be heard word
initially (see Wells 1982, Durand 2004). Chirre@9D) comments on the
realisations of /r/ in Edinburgh, and claims tha tlveolar approximant
may be encountered in all positiond,if heard intervocalically and post-
consonantally. She also reports on the presenaegeaifoflex approximant,
[1], in word-final and preconsonantal position.
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Now let me proceed to the discussion of the vocgstem of SSE and
its comparison with the system of Southern English.

3.2. SSE vowsels
3.2.1. Monophthongs

While the consonantal systems of SSE and SSBE amee rar less
comparable, the same cannot be said about theivdcaéntories of the
two dialects. The sets of vowels found in the twarieties under
investigation are presented below.

(1) Vocalic inventories of SSBE and SSE (after Ddra004):

a) b)
fif hl fal
hl vk *fol
¢l bl
b/ **[s] ol
lel InG)/ El I bl
bl *b/
e/ fa:/ Al *[a/
c) bt/ d) Al e) kol 1) lel/ c) bi/ d) hii~ail
fav/ foof ol hAu/

o/

In the right-hand trapezium, which represents SQkels, objects marked
with an asterisk are vowels present in only sonmeakers. Abercrombie
(1979) argues for an implicational relationship vimdn the three
asterisked back vowels. He claims that if a spepkesesses/in his/her

inventory, s/he also possess&'s The presence of/ implies the presence
of /o/ and 4/. The reverse is not true. Although, to the bestmy

knowledge, no research has been conducted to vaerifyfalsify

Abercrombie’s claim, Wells (1982) and Durand (200#8peat his
generalisation. The latter author claims that itnisaccordance with his
personal observations of the speech of SSE ngtimakers. It is, however,
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an undeniable fact that the presence of both fa/s&d) and d/ in one
speaker is not infrequent, especially in Edinburghereas the presence of
/o/ and b/ is somewhat marginal. The existence of the tolgects in the
vocalic inventories of speakers of SSE is clainedba the result of the
SSBE influence on the Scottish variety. It is oftanphasised, however,
that this influence is by no means recent and nealyared back to the 18
century. It is even sometimes treated as the sanfréeformation about
the distribution of open vowels in the ™8entury southern English (see
Durand 2004). This claim is supported by the fdwtt tthe manner in
which SSE speakers use /a/ (or /ee/) amdoften sounds clumsy to
speakers of SSBE. Scots frequently use /ae/ whelB& $8quires d/ and
lal where /ae/ is to be expected. Among the most wigabted examples
of non-standard use of the two open vowels are sviited gather and
salmon which contain /ae/ in SSBE bui/ in SSE andather andcalmer,

in which &/ can be heard in SSBE, whereas /ee/ is used in 8SER
consequence of that distributionq:do/ and §ado/ are standard southern
pronunciations ofather andgather, in Scotland se®or/ and §a:dor/ are
usually heard. Another Scottish shibboleth is themgoundgas maskThe
word was widely used during the times of WWII. T&eottish speakers
who, for reasons of prestige, wanted to imitatettsgun pronunciation
often caused consternation in the native southern®r producing
‘monsters’ to the shape ajdismask/. The three vowels that bear single
asterisks in (1b) do not belong in the standardaliodnventory of SSE
and therefore are often omitted in phonologicatiiptetations of the SSE
vowels.

As for the vowel marked with two asterisks it iaditionally referred
to as Aitken’s vowel in honour of the distinguish8dottish phonetician
who first attracted the attention of internatiosaholarship to this and
many other aspects of Scottish phonology. Aitker@eel is pronounced
as a half closed vowel with quality betweehahd £/. Its distribution is
restricted to stressed positions in lexical iteike hever seven elevenor
shepherdThere are also regional restrictions as to tleiwence ofid/, as
it is confined to Perthshire, the west of Scotlamdl in the Borders. It is
also often heard in Edinburgh. Curiously enoughnstén (1970) showed
that, although relatively frequent among Edinbugpeakers, Aitken’s
vowel is used inconsistently, in different words different speakers. As
to the origins oféd/, Kohler (1964) in his PhD dissertation claimstttas
an original Scottish vowel and that, /which also occurs in the words
where Aitken’s vowel can be found, is a later bairg from Southern
English. According to Kohler, it was interspersadtghout the Scottish
lexicon through lexical diffusion. If this is truaet accounts for the
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irregular distribution of /. Some scholars (e.g. Aitken 2002) see the
development ofgl from A/ as parallel to thes/-lowering and unrounding.
Since the latter change is said to have starteectaffy the systems of
Scots and Northern English in the laté"X2ntury, it seems reasonable to
assume that Aitken’s vowel became part of the vodalventory of the
said dialects around the same time.

As far as other back vowels are concerned, SSEepessol/, one of
the vowels that are argued to be invariably longnemny accents of SSE.
In the basic inventory of SSE, that is, the onéhauit 4/, fu/ and b/, /o:/
we find in words of the LOT and THOUGHT type, tceud/ells’s (1982)
terminology. As the reader probably know, LOT sa$ la different vowel
in SSBE, the usual transcription of which s. fo/ has two basic sources
in the present day SSBE. One of them is the loweoh the Middle
English (ME) 6/ vowel that, according to Lass CHEL Il 3.4.1.2ko
place in two stages: first, by theidentury 6/ found in items likepot had
been lowered to/ and later, probably around the middle of the antit
developed intonf. The second major source of is the early 1?7 century
retraction of ME 4/ that was particularly productive aftev//e.g. inward,
dwarf, wasor swan An interesting fact about the regular presencé:bf
in the Scottish standard is that it is one of tlaéd of SSE which make it
different from both SSBE which has//(as in pot/) and conservative
Scots accents()/ (as in po(:)t/). However, not long ago the situation was
not that clear cut. Relations of the™ahnd19" century commentators like
James Robertson (1722), Sylvester Douglas (Jorék),18lexander Scot
(1779),Scott (1807)Murray (1873) bring one’s attention to the notogou
use of a low mid vowel in words requiring the higiid object and vice
versa. Thus, William Scott (1807: xxvi) points tongbinations of words
that have different back vowels (empst-office | thought so go on as
particularly problematic for Scottish speakers, wkad to confuse the
quality of the two vowels (see tlymas maslexample above). What might
suggest that theot#o/ alternation was confined to the area of Scottish
English now identified with Scots is the assertignDouglas that the mid
back merger ‘... is not the part of the vernacptanunciation of Scotland’
(Jones 1991: 47) and by vernacular he clearly seffersome kind of the
18" century standard. However, this claim is not bosne by what one
finds in the accounts of Alexander Scot whose 178 Contrast’
describes ‘...the present Caledonian English ofctiiege, the pulpit and
the bar’ (Jones 1993: 102) and contains sevemakitedmittedly not very
many, that are clearly pronounced with anilike vowel despite their
history pointing to ana/-like sound. A more convincing piece of evidence
for the presence ofo#o/ alternation comes from the late " @entury
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account of the dialect of Edinburgh by Ellis (188B]lis notes that his
informant, nota bene‘an educated bi-lingual Edinburgh speaker’ (Ellis
1889: 35-36), uses/ in items likeJock corner, body, daughter whereas
/o/ is found inold, going, crow.

As for fo:/, the remaining non-high back vowel given in (he
difference in its present realisation in SSE an@E3$s a result of the
failure of the diphthongisation from the ™ &entury, on which more
shortly. As in the case of many other vowels thespnce ofdt/ in SSE, in
many of its instances, is not a native Scottishettgpment. In Southern
English between the 2and the 1% century the vowela#/ was retracted,
raised and rounded to an object whose approximaadity was 4:/ and
which subsequently attained the quality®f./Apparently (see e.g. Aitken
(2002)) the 4./ raising and rounding did not affect Scots and thienn
English (NE) dialects, which retained the originalounded vowel. Scots
and NE 4/ followed the development of front vowels, theekelnt history
of which will be addressed in the following pargga. The presence of
/oi/ in all dialects of English in lexical items lilkemator roseis due to the
13"-century massive injection of Old French vocabuldiye same vowel
in SSE items of Old English origin liklhome and its non raised
counterpart in words likdnot and more is an adaptation fronSouthern
English?

Passing on to the front non-low monophthongs, atyrbe said that
their inventory is more impressive in SSE than BB&. Apart from
Aitken’s vowel, which does not form part of the laisiventory, SSE has
/il, whose length is context-dependent in all digleand invariably short
i/, a borrowing from SSBE. The two other front nomlvowels ared:/
(e.g. late), the shape of which is assigned to the non-oecog of the
18"-century diphthongisation, and//(e.g.let), a lowered continuation of
Middle English é/. As far as¢€:/ is considered, it is much more abundant
in Scots than in SSE and SSBE due to the lackeflifi-to-13"-century
raising and rounding of pre-Scots// In the course of the Great Vowel
Shift /a:/ was raised toel/ enriching the stock of lexical items containing
this vowel. As opposed to SSE, the Scots languagehb(:)m/ for home
and he(:)l/ for whole

To complete the discussion on SSE monophthongs, reeds to
reflect upon the centralised vowels found in Sewtland in the south.
Both varieties discussed here have the centralcestivowel 4/ that had
been replacing original vowels in unstressed pasitifrom Old English
till the 18" century (see Lass CHEL Il 3.6.4). In SSE, howeke
realisation of the reduced vowel varies. It is sbhmes realised as// but
/al and 1/ are also heard, even within one and the samespea
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One of the discrepancies between SSBE and SSEateotvels is that
the former, but not the latter, contains what mayrégarded as the long
version of A/ in its inventory. Its development in SSBE is be&d to have
had two stages. The words to the shapbiaf andburst developed the
same vocalic object in the late"6entury. The words withef/ sequence,
like certain, joined them in the middle of the L 8entury thus completing
what Wells (1982) labels as the NURSE merger (tbm ithat the three
vowels developed was pronounced gsbkfore it was turned inta:/ or
/3:/).2 Significantly enough, the NURSE merger was incat®lin the
regions where SSE is now used. Presently, mordigimss dialects of
SSE are characterised by a threefold distinctioforbef/ in stressed
syllables in words where SSBE has/ land General American has//
Words like pert, bird andhurt are pronounced with originat¢d/, /ir/ and
/ar/ respectively. This, along with the fact that SBEa rhotic dialect,
makes the Scottish variety one of the most intélikgdialects of modern
English (see Ford 2004 for details).

The sound A4/ found in words likecut or flood arose in Southern

English in the middle of the f7century in the process of the lowering and
unrounding of ¥/ (sometimesu/) and 6/ (see Lass CHEL IIl 3.4.1.3,
although Jones (2006) suggests the first half ®fl# century as the time
of the main shift). This process had different scapdifferent regions of
the Isles. In some dialects, especially those spakehe Midlands, but
also in Hiberno-English, the lowering and unrougdimave never been
operative. The place of Scots in the continuumnighe opposite extreme
to that occupied by the Midland varieties, in thiathas the most
impressive number of instances af./According to Aitken (2002), the
replacement ofdf with /a/ in Scots was incomplete even as late as in the
18" century. On the basis of Alexaner Scot's 1779 wdihe Contrast’,
which is a critical look at the obsolete features Szottish English
pronunciation, Aitken concludes that the lasts/ affected by lowering
and unrounding were the ones in the vicinity ofidhand nasals like in
<oonlas>for unlessand oot> for but The situation of SSE, however, is
nothing like that of Scots. Whereas in the latter process ofs/-lowering
and unrounding was virtually complete, the formetains the high,
rounded vowel in the items where SSBE hals The only difference
between the southern variety and SSE is the laagtoofrast betweens/
and 4/. As a result vocabulary items likeill andpool are homophones in
SSE. This state of affairs could be assigned to ahsence of the
centralisation ofu/ to fu/ which took place in SSBE in the first half of the
17" century and be treated as one of the first preseist left a trace in
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SSBE but whose effects are not observed in thetiSicattandard (see the
end of this section for other such examples). Harewitken (2002)
treats the short high back vowel as centralisesciots as far back as in the
14" century, although does not produce any argumeriavour of this
choice? At a closer investigation the T&@nd 19' century history of high
back Scottish vowels appears to be extremely caaugld. First of all,
many items that had longu/ in London English show short lowered
realisations in the Bcentury Scots/SSE. Examples aneveor prove
realised with 4/ or iy/. On the other hand, the items pronounced with
either short 4/ or A/ in Standard English, likelove oven covet are
pronounced with a very higb//or even /. Interestingly enough, Douglas
claims that Scots pronounced the waildove with a lengthened labial
vowel and ‘...makeboverhyme withgroove’ (Jones 1991: 159). James
Elphinston (1787: 4,10) reports on the fact tha¢ t8cottish often
pronounce words that contain the sequerjaé ds plain ¥/ (e.g. in
curious but insert the liquid in items likbook and generally ‘...nevver
prefix the liquefier, but hwere dhey shood not.eTiendency to exchange
ful with /ju/ is said to have been attested as late as inQiseo? the 26
century (see Wilson 1926).

3.2.2. Diphthongs

As can be observed in (1), the set of SSBE diplgharomprises more
sounds than the SSE inventory. The differenceeemumber and quality
of SSE and SSBE diphthongs may be said to be namifydraceable than
the differences found in the subsystems of monapigh. Nevertheless,
even here some distributions have to remain unaqia

The diphthong (1c) is found in both varietiesislthe only diphthong
that has not been inherited by modern English diglérom the Old
English vowels (Mercian and West-Saxon in the aafs8SBE and Old
Northumbrian for SSE)oi/, as injoy, choice was borrowed from Central
French in the 12or 13" century and coexisted along with Anglo-Norman
and Dutch i/, as injoin, buoyor poison In the late 17 century theu/ in
the latter diphthong underwent the process of loweand unrounding
analogous to the lowering and unrounding of /According to Lass
(CHEL 3.4.2.6), the pronunciation of words lija@n, or poisonwith /ai/
was popular until the end of the™ 8entury, when it was replaced by//
in SSBE and, presumably later, in SSE. In Scotsyelver, where the
process ofd/ unrounding and lowering was highly productive atl
effects long-lasting, thaii/ diphthong gave rise tail enriching the set of
the sources of thail diphthong.
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The diphthongsat/, /auv/ and &:i~ai/, /an/ presented in (1d), at least in
the vast majority of their modern instances, becaas of the vocalic
inventory of the English language due to the waykifi the Great Vowel
Shift (GVS). The GVS was one of the most importantl productive
changes in the history of English. What should ply be viewed as a
natural consequence of those properties of GVBaisit is also one of the
most controversial and hotly debated processeslésgersen 1909, Luick
1914, Wolfe 1972, Stockwell and Minkova 1988ss 1999). In this book
I will try not to take any particular stance asatbat GVS was and how its
particular stages should be related to each offieait is, | will not be
preoccupied with such questions as how the relegaohd change(s)
originated or what the role of lexical diffusionthie fear of merger was in
the development of the process. Neither will | rapeto seek the putative
naturalness of the process. | would rather like make the reader
acquainted with which aspects of GVS could be a particularly
relevant to the development of SSE vocalic systathta its present day
shape and, in particular, which changes can be shovhave interacted
with the Scottish Vowel Length Rule giving birth titee sound system of
SSE. In this and the following section | would liteeelaborate on certain
preliminary facts concerning the working of GVSthe South and North
of Britain while the exact detail of the impact 8VS on the vocalic
system of SSE and the interaction between the sinift the Scottish
Vowel Length Rule will be the subject of chaptesf3his work.

GVS is believed to have started in the lat& téntury and, at first,
affected the vowels in the dialects in the norttEafjland and Scotland.
By the beginning of the Bcentury the MEif/ and &/ were pronounced
as ki/ and bu/ respectively. The full shift toal/ and Au/ was not
completed in the South before the mid™@ntury. It is believed among
some linguists that the diphthongisation was ati@ady the system to a
different change, also listed under the name of GM&re | mean the
rising of ME k:/ and 6./ to f:/ and f:/ respectively. When this change had
occurred, the language diphthongiséd dnd f:/, allegedly in order to
avoid the merger of pre- and post-GVS high vowsés (Luick 1914, Lass
CHEL Il 3.3.3.1). However, the presence af//in SSE should not be
seen as a result of the working of GVS in Scotldbhake to a much earlier
development (according to Lass CHEL Il 2.2.3.4 MualClure CHEL V
2.3.1 early 1% century, according to Johnston EHSL 3.3.1.2 artitehi
2002 late 18 century) often referred to as thé-fronting, the presence of
lod in the 18-century Scots was much less abundant than irSewgthern
English at that time. MEol/ is said to have developed into a front vowel
/¢:/ in the northern dialects of English (encompas$&ngts, Northumbrian
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and, perhaps, West Yorkshire as well as the nodstwlidlands). As a
result, there was no fear of merger between the5M8 i/ and the post-
GVS vowel of the same quality in Scots and no diphgisation.
Nowadays, the panoply of lexical items that pos&egsn SSBE andal/
in SSE are pronounced with(:)/, or rather a centralised(/)/, in Scots.
The examples at hand are items as frequeritsasfbr houseand 4/ for
our. Those facts explain why the behaviour afi//with respect to the
Scottish Vowel Length Rule is different from the hbgiour of its
etymological peerai/ and render it rather clear that the presenceusfirh
SSE in words in which Scots hasg/ fis yet another result of the influence
of SSBE on the variety spoken in Scotland.

As for the centring diphthongs found in (1e), tlzeg the result of the
breaking of monophthongs beforg®/and subsequent//dropping that
constitute one of the major, divisions in Englisalectology, splitting the
accents of English into rhotic and non-rhétim his book published in
1791 John Walker related: ‘But if the letterrf is too forcibly
pronounced in Ireland, it is often too feebly soemhdn England, and
particularly in London, where it is sometimes egltirsunk.” According to
e.g. Wetna (1978) and Lass (CHEL Il 3.4.3.2) thygns of breaking were
visible as early as in the ¥%entury. They also date thé-weakening and
dropping to the period between the middle of th& @¢&ntury and 1800.
The dearth of the centring diphthongs in SSE camseaso surprise as soon
as one acknowledges the fact that neither breakthigzh produces words
like /peoront/ parentor ffeori/ chary, nor t/-dropping, rendering Ao/
care, /ljus/ lure or bro/ beer, were operative in Scotland.

The last pair of diphthongs, found in (1f), is asult of the
diphthongisation process that affected the soutlterglish in the 18
century. From Wetna's (1978) and MacMahon's (CHEV b.8)
comments it may be assumed that the two processes parallel and
characterised by a covert prestige before thegc&ffwere recognised by
the educated speakers. This was not the case kbfieeginning of the
following century and, according to MacMahon, thenophthongal
realisation @:/) could be heard well into the 1&entury. As was the
situation with the breaking and-fropping, thed:/ to 1/ and b/ to fou/
(and later tods/) change was inoperative in Scotland. Hence, S&&ins
the 17"-century system with additional mid vowels prederexical items
like late or boat

To summarise this part of the discussion of th& 8fernal history, |
would like to pose the question of whether it igdnt possible to estimate
when the isolation of SSE as a separate acceningligh (not part of
SSBE or Scots) took place. The socio-political degtseem to indicate
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that the beginning of the f7century as the time of the origin of SSE.
However, to talk about Scottish Standard Englisla agparate linguistic
entity we need to invoke some tangible phonologfeatures that could
characterise it. That is, we need to find a phogiokd process or, better
still, a set of processes found in SSE and absent 8SBE and Scots or
vice versaand trace back the earliest of them. Rtdveaking andr/-
dropping, the first major changes that, althoughrative in SSBE, have
never taken place in Scotland, were underway insdgend half of the
16" century and the f7and 18 century respectively. The beginning of
the 17" century as the date the emancipation of SSE awiaty distinct
from SSBE is also confirmed by the date of theioraf differences in the
guantitative properties of both idioms, which ino8and are defined by
the working of the so called Aitken’s Law, the distaof which are
discussed in the sections to come. However, Scots SSE are not
different with respect to the three processes meat above. To the
extent that Scots has been a different variety fB®#&, a fact confirmed
by the overwhelming majority of authors commentimy the linguistic
situation in Scotland from Robertson (1722) to Ddr§2004), the roots of
the separation of SSE from Scots may be also sdaglm the history of
the two varieties. It appears that one of the madely quoted differences
between Scots and SSE also comes in handy heilgasAseen mentioned
above, the dialects of Scots lack the diphthongigzdion of the pre-GVS
/u:/ and retain the high back or central rounded mbtiamg. From the
reports of the 1Bcentury observers e.g. Dougldke realisation of the
diphthongised reflex of MEu/ has high-mid first part, i.e. it is realised as
/ou/. Crucially, this realisation had no longer besediin SSBE in the late
18" century where the only realisations wete/ for v/ (see Lass CHEL
3.4.2.5). John Jones notes as early as in (17@i)hk realisation of the
sound innow, cow, boughin the South encompasses the sound found in
but, cut, sonas the first part of the diphthong. Jones (20a®tes several
sources that suggest the low and back realisatfothe onset of the
diphthong in the late-8Bcentury SSBE. To the extent thau/ was a
borrowing from SSBE, it must have been an earlydwing: the éu/
realisation of ME Wi/ in Southern English shifted tou/ and laterdu/ and
/5u/ by the second half of the 1 Zentury. Keeping in mind the confusion
betweend/ and 4/ attested in the 8and the 19 century Scotland (see
above), one can assume that the first intake ofdinvetook place in the
late 16" or the early 1% century. Later SSEoi/ did not follow the
development as the same object in SSBE. Or, todre precise, did not
follow it at the same pace, as nowadays the remlisaf the reflex of the
pre-GVS 1/ is fau/ in what may be called the major SSE accents. d4urr
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(1873) details that the T'&century realisation of the diphthong is the south
of Scotland wasal/ as opposed to central Scotg). Jones (2006: 328-
329) quotes accounts from the first half of thd' t@ntury according to
which some speakers of SSBE realised the first &naf the Au/
diphthong asa~a/ in father, a realisation, to the best of my knowledge,
unheard in Scotland at that time. Another piecevidence pointing to the
first half of the 17 century as the approximate time of the developroént
SSE is the quality of low back short vowels in SSSBE and Scots.
Recall that the quality of that object ¥ in many Scots dialectsp//in
SSBE andd/ in SSE. Recall also that//developed in SSBE fronvo//
through an intermediate// the quality which it attained in the late™16
century and lowered further to a full open vowethie middle of the 17
century. It may be argued that the presenceoofr/ SSE is due to the
lowering of ME b/ and that only the first part of the shift was @ive in
the speech of the Scottish upper class. Although pilcture is further
blurred by the confusion betweesi And 4/ in the 18' century Scotland,
Aitken (1981b) recognises the presencesbinl some dialects of Scots as
an influence from Southern English.

Now, as far as the presence of different soundsdiven variety with
its simultaneous absence in another variety issaepof evidence bearing
out the separate development of two varieties, asehjust established
that SSE and SSBE and SSE and Scots ceased tiofuast the same
accents approximately in the first half of thé"x2ntury. It is then that the
SSBE reflex of MEW:/ and b/ attained the approximate value of//and
/o/ while the SSE descendants of the same soundsmednan éu/ and
/sl. This however, does not mean that the two dialeeaised to develop in
the same direction, SSE continuing to be heavilfuémced by the
southern variety.

3.3. Vowel quantity in SSE

Although various opposing theoretical analyseshef vocalic length in
English have been on the market (see SPE, Halle/,18alle and
Mohanan 1985, McMahon 2000, Durand 2005, Backley 020 the
observation that the worgsol, naughtandlead possess long vowels as
opposed tgull, notor lid, the vowels of which are short, is the established
textbook assumption. All but one accents of Engfisssess this kind of
phonemic quantity distinction in their systems. Tiaable exception to
this pattern is Standard Scottish Englism SSE certain vowels are
invariably long, some are long only in relevant teows, while others
remain short irrespective of the environment theylacated in. The label



Standard Scottish English and the Scottish Vowelgth Rule 19

used in the literature to describe the distributidriong vowels in SSE
(and Scots) is the Scottish Vowel Length Rule (SYOR Aitken’s Law.
The remainder of this chapter will discuss the rdptand the actual
working of the rule.

3.3.1. The placement of SVLR in the history of SSE

As is the case with almost all long establishecthtianic changes, the
exact dating of SVLR has never been and probably méver be
uncontroversial. However, as | will show below, igas pieces of
evidence make it possible to establish a relatieslgurate dating of the
working of the rule. On the other hand, and mogbuuanately, what will
be quoted below as the historical SVLR is, at bestapproximation and it
is not easy to establish its relation to the syostr phenomenon that
figures in the literature under the same name. & pricise, the number of
vowels that underwent SVLR historically (see chap@g is radically
different from the number confirmed by modern insiental
measurements (e.g. McKenna 1988, Scolebial. 1999 a/b, Pukli 2006)
as well as from the input inventory establishedtio® basis of the 18
century sources. In the paragraphs to follow | ¥attus on the dating of
SVLR in the history of Scots and SSE while the ratf the diachronic
SVLR will be investigated in chapter 3 of this work

McMahon (2000) repeats the claim made by Lass4)l%€cording to
whom SVLR had two historical stages.

(2) The stages of the historical SVLR accordingass (1974: 320):

a) all long vowels were shortened in all
contexts except before, b, z, 3, r/
and word finally

b) non-high short vowels/ e, o/ were
lengthened in the same context.

The change presented in (2) transformed Scots fhensystem that, as all
accents of English, relied on contrasts in vockdiggth into a system in
which quantity was largely predictable. Aitken (20023-124) maintains
that the panoply of the changes subsumed unddalbe¢ of GVS as well
as the earlier fronting ob# made the quantity contrast among th&-16
century Scots vowels no longer functional thuswaithy for the reduction
of vowel length to a predictable phonetic propeWhether this claim is
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correct or whether it is possible to generalisgnitvowel systems of other
dialects of English or the systems of other langsagy, last but not least,
whether it can be consistently applied as a driviagce behind the
evolution of SSE and Scots is rather questionaBlaely, it was not

Aitken’s ambition to suggest a general theory &f tausality of sound
changes. What we are sure of is that whatever fiiggncf the change in
guestion was, the systems of contemporary SSE eot$ Show radically
different quantitative properties from those chsarastic of all other

accents of the English language.

As to the time when SSE and Scots started shotfiage different
properties, McMahon mentions three authoritativekaoThese are Lass
(1976), who dates SVLR on the™@entury, McClure (1977), who sees it
as the change that affected Scots in th& dghtury and Aitken (1981b),
according to whom SVLR took place as early as ia #8" century.
McMahon herself produces arguments that suggesttteaate or mid 16
century was the period when SVLR operated. Thogenaents encompass
the possible interaction of SVLR with GVS and-éinrounding as well as
orthoepic evidence that confirms the relativelyyedating of SVLR.

McMahon (2000) claims that the main part of SVLRusin have
worked after the final stages of GVS (which endeabpbly around 1550
in the North), as only by that time had the refieréthe pre-GVSet/ and
fai/ shifted to ¥/ and é:/ producing reflexes imfi:t/ meatand Ie:t/ late
the former of which has a short vowel in all digdeof SSE and Scots due
to the working of Aitken’s Law. Had the oppositeebetrue, the vowels
which went through intermediate stages, would hheen short and,
hence, ineligible for raising. The same argumenprisduced for d:/,
which emerged fromol/ in the final stages of GVS. This fact allows
McMahon to suggest that Aitken’s Law did not oper&iefore 1550.
Although McMahon is largely right about the completss of the shifts of
non-high Middle Scots vowels, Aitken (2002) points several lexical
items with Middle Scotsa/ that created doublets with shast &nd £/. He
suggests that the items witty like /gem/ for gameare the effect of the
Iaggingg of the low vowel at the:/ stage in some conservative varieties of
Scots:

As far as the argument about the long mid vowglsoinsidered, it is
hardly convincing if it does not have any suppoonf historical sources.
Synchronically there is little evidence for the tpapation in SVLR of
other than high monophthongs in SVLR in SSE. Thiuss possible (for
some accents at least) that the veflexes of ¢/ might have appeared in
all environments even after the SVLR initiated d&tome subject to it
only after they attained the fully high quality faitoday. The interaction



