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1. Introduction:
Syllable-type and Word -type Languages

German in a nutshell:

* Diachronically: Development from syllable language
to word language (Szczepaniak 2007)

o Geographically: South (syllable language) vs. North
(word language)



e Typology based on a number of parameters
(Szczepaniak 2007, Nubling/Schrambke 2004, Auer
1993, 2001)

« Parameters studied by Szczepaniak (2007) show shift
from syllable-type to word-type language
(Szczepaniak 2007)



Additional parameter: Monosyllabic Lengthening
(MSL)

Innovation from Middle High German (MHG) to New
High German (NHG)

Has not been given much thought so far
How does it complement the typology?



2. MSL and Moraic Theory :
Zurich German

 Moraic Theory (Hayes 1989, 1995)

— Mora as a weight-bearing unit for both, vowels and
consonants

— Accounts for different behaviours of light vs. heavy
elements (e.g. stress assignment, minimality
constraints, ...)



e Moraic Theory:

Vowels Short vowel |1
Long vowel |2pn

Consonants | Singleton
consonant
Geminate 1u




* Lengthening: Addition or reassociation of a Mora

« Structure preserving (compensatory lengthening, cf.
Hayes 1989)

* Minimality requirements



o Zurich German (High Alemannic; Weber 1948, Keller
1961, Wirth 2002)

« Contrastive vowel length
— [3ar9] ‘'dig’ — [3a:ro] ‘crowds’
« Contrastive consonant length
— [3ad9] ‘damage’ — [3atts] ‘shadow’ (cf. Willi 1995,
Wirth 2002, Kraehenmann 2003, Seiler 2009).

— ZG has a singleton-geminate contrast (no voicing,
no aspiration)

— In traditional dialectology termed ‘lenis’ and ‘fortis’



 Phonotactics

CVCVv

CVCVv

CvvC

CVVvC

[3atto] ‘shadow’

[3ada] *damage’

[hu:tt] *skin’

[hu:Z] *house’

CVCC

T
I
CVCC

T
I
CvC

*CVC

%
[hund] “dog’

[Gumpp] jump

[hass] ‘hatred’

[haz] *hare’

r



Main observations

o Zurich German allows CV-syllables (no lengthening of
open stressed syllables); similar to OHG and MHG,
respectively

o ZG allows word-final geminates
o ZG prohibits words of the structure CVC
e |nnovation:

MHG Zurich German
glas] gla:z] ‘glass’
tak] ta:g] ‘day’
wek] vae:d] ‘way’
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« MSL: Length alternations in ZG

Sg. Pl. Dim.
/haz/ (haiz |hazo |hazli |‘hare’
131ag/ |3la:g [3le:g | 3ledli |‘stroke’
/hu:z/ |huiz  |hy:zor [hy:izli |‘house’
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MSL
« Words that are underlyingly CVC lengthen their vowel

e Minimal (content) words in ZG consist of 2 Moras (on
minimality restrictions in general cf. Hayes 1995: 471.;
88)

* Lengthening applies if an underlying form does not
meet the requirement
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MSL

* No lengthening when the (monosyllabic) word is
closed by a geminate (cf. /hass/ ,hatred') - predicted

by Moraic Theory
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MSL
* No lengthening when the word is closed by a
consonant cluster (cf. /hund/ ,dog’)

« Word minimality requirement met by the parameters
weight-by-position (WBP) and final consonant

extrasyllabicity, respectively

— WBP: Singleton consonants are assigned a mora
In coda position

— Final consonant extrasyllabicity: Rightmost
segment of a domain is invisible to the syllabic
parse; CVC=CV

— Moraic consonants are always phonetically longer
(Winteler 1876, Seiler&Wirth 2008)

14



* Moraic theory forces us to analyse monosyllabic
lengthening as a clearly word-oriented process. (= its
domain is the phonological word)

« MSL applies also within phrases: although ZG
disregards word boundaries with respect to

syllabification, bimoraicity restrictions hold
[da.ha:.zor.yee.ns] ,to recognise the hare
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Interim summary

OHG and MHG do not display MSL

MSL is an innovation — an optimization of the
phonological word = restrictions on the word level

Processes whose domain is the phonological word
are interpreted as diagnostics for word type
languages (Auer 2001, Szczepaniak 2007).

This i1s unexpected for Zurich German since High

Alemannic is described as syllable-oriented in a very

consistent way (Nubling&Schrambke 2004,
Szczepaniak 2007)

How widespread is MSL in the German-speaking
area?

In what sense does it relate to other word-oriented
Innovations?
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3. More on monosyllabic lengthening

* Inthe NHG standard language, monosyllabic forms are
lengthened, too:

e MHG NHG
tak] tha:k] 'day’
glas] gla:s] 'glass'
galit] gli:t] 'link, limb, element’
tal] tha:l] ‘valley’
'WekK] ve:K] ‘way’
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 Mainstream German historical linguistics explains these
forms as the result of analogical levelling rather than as
the result of a genuine phonological process such as
MSL, cf. Paul 1884 (but Naiditsch & Kusmenko 1992,
Auer 1989, Page 2001, Seiler 2009).

* First, stressed open syllable lengthening (OSL)
iIntroduced an alternation in paradigms:

[tak] (Sg.) -- [ta:ga] (PI.)
« ...which has then been eliminated in favour of the long

vowel:
[ta:K] (Sg.) -- [ta:ga] (PI.)
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* The clear positive evidence for MSL in Zurich German
might make us suspicious: Is MSL a much more
widespread process? (And if yes, is there still a need for
postulating levelling?)

e "Positive evidence": In Zurich German, MSL cannot
possibly depend on earlier OSL (as there is no OSL
altogether). Morphological alternations are even
introduced (instead of being eliminated) by MSL: [ra:d] —
[redar]!

e Other instances of MSL which cannot be attributed to
OSL:

[lo:x] — [lexxa] ‘hole, holes’ (Middle Bavarian: Pfalz 1913)

[no:xd] — [nexda] ‘night, nights’ (Thuringian:
Thiringisches Warterbuch) 1o



The extent of MSL can be estimated appropriately only
If the quantitative development is examined in a more
comprehensive fashion:

(1) different types of MSL
(i) (non)cooccurrence of MSL with OSL
(i) (non)cooccurrence of MSL with degemination
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« Different types of MSL.:
« No MSL altogether:

Low German (Munsterland; Keller 1961: 316):

dax], [da:y9] 'day, days'
glas], [gheze] 'glass, glasses'
fat], [fieto] 'barrel, barrels'

Alemannic of the Bodensee region, South Franconian
(Rastatt) (SSA 111/2.010, SDS 11:49):

[rad], [redor] '‘wheel, wheels'

[grab], [grebor]  'grave, graves'
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e Leichtschlussdehnung I: MSL only in simple singleton
stems (High/Low Alemannic, West Central German,

Upper Saxon):

simple singleton: MHG
geminate: MHG
cluster: MHG

glas] >
fi[], viz. [fif[e:ra] >
naxt] >

gla:2]
Vif]]

naxd]

e Leichtschlussdehnung II: MSL via gemination of simple
singletons (Highest Alemannic/Wallis):

MHG [glas] >

[§lass]
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o Schwerschlussdehnung I: MSL in simple singleton and
geminate stems (Silesian):.

simple singleton: MHG
geminate: MHG
cluster: MHG

glas]

> [gla:?]

fif], viz. [fif[e:ra] > [vi:3]

naxt]

> [naxd]

e Schwerschlussdehnung II: MSL in simple singleton,
geminate, and cluster stems (Bavarian, Thuringian):

simple singleton: MHG
geminate: MHG
cluster: MHG

glas]

> [gla:?]

fif], viz. [fif[e:ra] > [vi:§]

naxt]

> [na:xd]
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« The different MSL types can easily be traced back to
different interactions of prosodic parameters we have
established already, i.e. minimal weight of words and/or
stressed syllables, Weight-by-Position, or tolerance for
geminates [in final position] (Seiler 2009).

 E.g. Thuringian:

Minimal word? Geminates?

YES NO
[ra:d], *[rad]
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« The different MSL types can easily be traced back to
different interactions of prosodic parameters we have
established already, i.e. minimal weight of words and/or
stressed syllables, Weight-by-Position, or tolerance for
geminates [in final position] (Seiler 2009).

 E.g. Thuringian:

Minimal word? Geminates?

YES NO
[ra:d], *[rad]
[na:xd], ?[naxd]
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« The different MSL types can easily be traced back to
different interactions of prosodic parameters we have
established already, i.e. minimal weight of words and/or
stressed syllables, Weight-by-Position, or tolerance for
geminates [in final position] (Seiler 2009).

 E.g. Thuringian:

Minimal word? Geminates?

YES NO
[ra:d], *[rad]
[na:xd], ?[naxd] [na:xd], *[naxd]
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« The different MSL types can easily be traced back to
different interactions of prosodic parameters we have
established already, i.e. minimal weight of words and/or
stressed syllables, Weight-by-Position, or tolerance for
geminates [in final position] (Seiler 2009).

 E.g. Thuringian:

Minimal word? Geminates?
YES NO
[ra:d], *[rad]
[na:xd], “[naxd] [na:xd], *[naxd]

[vi: 3], *[vi3], “[vi[[]
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« The different MSL types can easily be traced back to
different interactions of prosodic parameters we have
established already, i.e. minimal weight of words and/or
stressed syllables, Weight-by-Position, or tolerance for
geminates [in final position] (Seiler 2009).

 E.g. Thuringian:

Minimal word? Geminates?
YES NO
[ra:d], *[rad]
[na:xd], “[naxd] [na:xd], *[naxd]

[vi:3], *[vi:3], *[vi:[]] [vi:3], *[vi[]]
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A typology of quantity systems in varieties of German
(Seiler 2009: 249)

MSL OSL Lengthening Final Total degemination
before cluster | degemination
Alemannic of no no no no no
Bodensee region:
High Alemannic: yes no no no no
Uri (Highest no yes no no no
Alemannic):
Low Alemannic: yes yes no no no

Swabian: yes yes no no yes

Middle Bavarian: yes yes yes yes no
West-Central yes (yes) no no yes

German:

Thuringian and East yes yes yes yes yes
Franconian:

Silesian: yes yes no yes yes
Upper Saxon: yes yes no no yes
Low German: no yes no n/a yes

Standard German: yes yes no no yes 29




Result: Some varieties (Low Alemannic, Upper Saxon,
NHG) display the Leichtschlussdehnung I type of MSL
together with OSL.

Here, and only here, it is possible (desirable??) to
attribute lengthened forms to analogical levelling.

However, for the majority of dialects it is obvious that
MSL is independent of OSL, either because it is not
accompanied by OSL, or because it is of one of the
Schwerschlussdehnung types.

And this has consequences for the syllable vs. word
language typology.
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e A typology is not just about the spread of individual
features. It is about correlations .

 MSL optimises the phonological word. It is thus
Indicative of the word-language type.

 What does the presence of MSL predict about the two
other quantity-related processes which are indicative of
the word-language type, namely OSL and
degemination (according to Auer 2001, Nubling &
Schrambke 2004, Szczepaniak 2007)?
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MSL & OSL:

32



MSL & OSL:

[rad], [redor] and similar:
Alemannic (Bodensee),
South Franconian
(Rastatt)

? ?
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MSL & OSL:

Alemannic (Bodensee),
South Franconian
(Rastatt)

[rad], [redor] and similar:

?

[ra:d], [re:dar] and similar:
Low Alemannic,
Bavarian, East Central
German

34




MSL & OSL:

Alemannic (Bodensee),
South Franconian
(Rastatt)

[rad], [redor] and similar:

Low German, Highest
Alemannic (Uri)

[rad], [re:dar] and similar:

[ra:d], [re:dar] and similar:
Low Alemannic,
Bavarian, East Central
German
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MSL & OSL:

Alemannic (Bodensee),
South Franconian
(Rastatt)

[rad], [redor] and similar:

[ra:d], [redar] and similar:
High Alemannic

Low German, Highest
Alemannic (Uri)

[rad], [re:dar] and similar:

[ra:d], [re:dar] and similar:
Low Alemannic,
Bavarian, East Central
German
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MSL & degemination:
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MSL & degemination:

el [rad], [3atten] and similar:

Alemannic (Bodensee,
Uri)

? ?
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MSL & degemination:

el [rad], [3atten] and similar:

Alemannic (Bodensee,
Uri)

?

[ra:d], [3aden] and
similar:

Swabian, Central
German
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MSL & degemination:

el [rad], [3atten] and similar:
Alemannic (Bodensee,

Uri)
el [rad], [3aden] and similar: [ra:d], [3aden] and
South Franconian similar:
(Rastatt), Swabian, Central

Low German German
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MSL & degemination:

el [rad], [3atten] and similar: [ra:d], [3atten] and

Alemannic (Bodensee, similar:
Uri) High/Low Alemannic,

Bavarian

e[l [rad], [3aden] and similar: [ra:d], [3aden] and
South Franconian similar:

(Rastatt), Swabian, Central
Low German German
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Interim summary:

MSL is independent of OSL, contrary to mainstream
assumptions of German historical linguistics.

There is no correlation between the occurrence of MSL
and other word-oriented quantitative innovations such
as OSL and degemination.

MSL as a southern innovation has not reached the Low
German areas. It is counter-predicted in the context of
the broader picture by NUbling & Schrambke (2004),
according to which the degree of word-orientation
monotonically decreases from north to south.
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4. Conclusion and outlook

MSL is another word-oriented innovation of German
diachronic phonology, which supplements the picture
presented by Szczepaniak (2007).

MSL shows up in different versions which can be
attributed to different interactions of well-established
parameters of moraic theory (Hayes 1989, 1995).

We have examined the robustness of correlations
between MSL and other word-oriented properties of
guantity systems.

Given the syllable vs. word languages typology, we
expect correlations, or at least implications, between
MSL, OSL, and degemination.

MSL does not predict anything about other quantitative
properties, since tMSL, +OSL and zdegemination

freely combine. 4s



 We conclude that ztMSL, zOSL and tdegemination are
three independent structural parameters, irrespective
their joint word-orientation.

 We have assessed the predictive power of one
syllable/word language parameter for other parameters.
To get the full picture, the next step must be a similar
examination of each of the other claimed syllable/word
language parameters. Only then the power of the
typology as a whole can be assessed in a substantial
way.
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"A deeper inspection of the typological hypothesis word
vs. syllable languages is still a desideratum; it requires
both a detailed examination of single languages in all of
their manifestations (not only the codified standard
language) and an empirical examination of the above
mentioned correlations between individual properties of
different phonologies"” (Auer 2001: 1338).

Die genauere Untersuchung der typologischen Hypothese Silben- vs.
Wortsprachen steht noch aus; sie erfordert neben der eingehenden
Untersuchung von Einzelsprachen in ihrer gesamten Erscheinungsbreite
(nicht nur der kodifizierten Standardsprache) [...] auch die empirische
Uberprifung der oben skizzierten Korrelationen zwischen einzelnen
Merkmalen von Einzelphonologien.

Both can be achieved by microparametric comparison
of genetically closely related phonologies.

45



5. References

Auer, P. (1989). Zur Dehnung im Alemannischen (Am B  eispiel des Konstanzer Stadtdialekts).  ZDL 56/1, 32-57.

Auer, P. (1993). Is a Rhythm-Based Typology Possibl  e? A Study of the Role of Prosody in Phonological T ypology. KontRIl Working Paper 21.
Universitat Konstanz.

Auer, P. (2001). Silben- und akzentzéhlende Sprachen. In: M. Haspelmath et al. (eds). Sprachtypologie und sprachliche Universalien. Ein
internationales Handbuch . Vol. 2. Berlin/New York: de Gruyter (= HSK 20), 13 91-1399.

Hayes, B. (1989): Compensatory Lengthening in Morai ¢ Phonology . Linguistic Inquiry 20/2, 253-306.

Hayes, B. (1995). Metrical Stress Theory. Principles and Case Studies . Chicago/London: University of Chicago Press.

Keller, R. E. (1961). German Dialects. Manchester: Manchester University Press.

Kraehenmann, A. (2003). Quantity and Prosodic Asymmetries in Alemannic. Berlin/New York: de Gruyter.

Naiditsch, L. E. and Kusmenko, J. K. (1992). Kurzsi  Ibigkeit und ihre Beseitigung. Eine skandinavisch-ob erdeutsche Parallele. In L. Popova (ed.):
Sowjetische Skandinavistik: eine Anthalogie . Franfurt am Main (etc.): Lang, 279-287.

Nubling, D. and Schrambke, R. (2004). Silben- vs. ak  zentsprachliche Ziige in germanischen Sprachen und im Alemannischen. In: E. Glaser et al.
(eds.): Alemannisch im Sprachvergleich. Beitrage zur 14. Ar  beitstagung fiir alemannische Dialektologie in Manned orf (Zurich) vom 16.—
18.09.2002. Stuttgart: Steiner (=ZDL Beihefte 129), 281-320.

Page, R. (2001). Hesselman'’s Law, Prokosch’s Law, and  Moraic Preservation in the Germanic Quantity Shift. Journal of Germanic Linguistics  13/3,
231-255.

Paul, H. (1884). Vocaldehnung und vocalverkiirzung im neuhochdeutschen. Beitrage zur Geschichte der deutschen Sprache und L iteratur 9, 101—
134.

Pfalz, A. (1913). Die Mundart des Marchfeldes. Wien : Hélder. (Sitzungsberichte der kaiser-lichen Akadem ie der Wissenschaften in Wien.
Philosophisch-historische Klasse, 170. Bd., 6. Abha  ndlung. Often quoted as: Seemidiller (ed.), Deutsche Mu  ndarten.)

SDS: Sprachatlas der deutschen Schweiz |, ed. by Rudolf Hotzenkdcherle et al. Bern: Francke, 1962—-2003.

Seiler, G. (2008). How contrastive vowel quantity c = an become non-contrastive. Chicago Linguistic Society 40, vol. 1, ed. by N. Adams et al., 349—
363.

Seiler, G. (2009). Sound change or analogy? Monosyl labic lengthening in German and some of its consequ ences. Journal of Comparative
Germanic Linguistics 12 , 229-272.

Seiler, G. and Wiirth, K. (2008). On two types of mo raic consonants. Winteler's Law in the light of Morai ¢ Theory. Talk at the 16th Manchester
Phonology Meeting, University of Manchester. (22 Ma )

Spaelti, Ph. (1994). Weak edges and final geminates in Swiss German. Ms., University of California, Sa  nta Cruz. ROA-18. Rutgers Optimality
Archive, http://roa.rutgers.edu.

SSA: Sprachatlas von Stidwestdeutschland, ed. by Hugo Steger et al. Marburg: Elwert, 1989—.

Szczepaniak, R. (2007). Der phonologisch-typologische Wandel des Deutschen von einer Silben- zu einer Wortsprache.  Berlin/New York: de
Gruyter.

Weber, A. (1948). Zurichdeutsche Grammatik.  Zirich: Schweizer Spiegel Verlag.

Willi, U. (1996). Die segmentale Dauer als phonetischer Parameter von ‘fortis’ und ‘lenis’ bei Plosiven im Zirichdeutschen . Stuttgart: Steiner (=

ZDL Beihefte 92).

Winteler, J. (1876). Die Kerenzer Mundart des Kantons Glarus in ihren Gru  ndzugen dargestellt. Leipzig / Heidelberg: C.F. Winter'sche
Verlagshandlung.

Wirth, K. (2002). Zur phonologischen Klassifikation der Fortis/Lenis- Opposition im Zurichdeutschen . M.A. Thesis, University of Zurich46
Switzerland.



