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Intro


• There is only comparative historical or philological
evidence for words that do not have alternating umlaut
forms in their paradigm like zetten ‘to put’ < * sattjan


• There is historical, philological and synchronic
evidence for alternating word forms that are related by
morphology


• In the exposition of umlaut theories, historical linguists
indiscriminately travel between synchrony and very
early diachrony.


• The relationship between the two times points is not
evident


Intro 2


• I report only on morphological alternations


• To make my results comparable, I’ll cast them partially
in the historical mold


– Even then the results are at odds with what is said in the
Dutch historical reasearch tradition


• But I will not only pay attention to old umlaut patterns,
my point is the synchronic pattern, with special
emphasis on stem consonantism


• I think it is a prerequisite for the explanation of the
retraction of umlaut, because there is interaction
between the factors vocalism, consonantism and region


Intro 3


• Global content of talk


– Historical and comparative backgrounds


– The Dutch tradition and reactions


– Preliminary analysis w.r.t. Dutch views


– Analysis of umlaut in verbs (somewhat historical biased)


– A new analysis of umlaut in noun plurals (synchronously
biased)


– Warning! because of regional differences: attention to
geography







Data: Fieldworkproject (GTRP)


613 Localities


           1864 items


1980-1995


Umlaut


• Palatalisation of stem vowel triggered by second 


syllable containing  i, î or j


• Example:


– bed < *baddj-(Nederlands) ‘bed’


– Bett <     ,, (Duits)


– bed <      ,, (Engels)


Umlaut in het Duits


 Gast (sing.) ~ Gäste (plur.)


• (a) Primary i-umlaut (plm. 8th century)


– All Westgermanic short *a (Plur. Gäste)


• but not before


– [x]+Consonant (Ohd. *er wachsit)


– [l]+Consonant (Ohd.: *du haltis “du hältest”/Oberdeutsch)


– r]+Consonant (Ohd. *altiro “älter”/Oberdeutsch)


» HIGHER VOWEL


• (b) Secundary i-umlaut (plm. 10th century)


– Westgermanic short *a;  the rest of (a) above
» LOWER VOWEL


– Westgermanic short *u, *o


– Now also long *û, *ô, *â, *au (ex.:. er fährt)


English Umlaut
 mouse (sing.) ~ mice (plur.)


• Stem vowel umlaut when 2nd syllable contained i, î or j :


– bed < *baddj-


• English: in all long syllables: VVC, VCC


– Thus on long and short vowels


• short syllables had lost their high vowels before umlaut
(High Vowel Deletion): no umlaut


• Mouse < *mûs  mice < plur. mûsi
–  ai (by great vowel shift) < î (by unrounding) < yˆ (by i-umlaut) <


û)







Dutch Northeast and OldSaxon


• OSax.  has umlaut with */a/, */âe/ en /u/,  /ô/, /au/.


– I. Rauch (1970) ‘Heliand’ i-Umlaut Evidence for the Original
Dialect Position of Old Saxon


• The distribution of umlaut is:


• Long syllables have umlaut -- short syllables no umlaut.


• Rauch defends a positie of OSax apart w.r.t. umlaut, relatief
onafhankelijk van OFrank. (prim/sec uml):


– (a) Osax has umlaut-spellinsg for short /u/ and for /ô/, while
OLFrank and OHGerm show them much less frequently for short
/u/


– (b) Osax has  higher frequency of /âe/  umlaut than OLFrank. and
OHG.


Old Saxon


• May be a chronological difference


– (1) Older layer


• pre-Oldsax: als in OlEnglish (areadyl umlaut on /u/ and /â/ and /ô/


•  agreement of het OldEnglish and OldFrisian


– (2) Younger layer, strongly morphologically determined (by
weakening of suffixes):


• the endsituation in Oldsax is less well detailed  by Rauch)


• But Oldsax certainly does not have primary-
secundary OLFrank/OHG umlaut


• through (1):umlaut on  /u/ en /â/


Dutch Umlaut
between  German and English?


• English: in long syllables


• Dutch: only with short vowels


(standard opinion)


• a and /u ~ o/ bijv. put < * [put]


• German: primary and secundary umlaut


Standard opinion


• Dutch has umlaut on short vowel only


• Not on long vowels


–  Te Winkel (1902); Schönfeld (1970) until Van Bree


(1977)







Dutch is like German


• Eastern dialects do have the German type


• New opinion (Goossens 1980 e.v.):
• The Standard Dutch and the western dialects have the German type


too


• Alternations of primary and secundary umlaut were massively
leveled out in the paradigms


• Words that do not have alternations retain umlaut (but only with
short vowels)


• The eastern dialects retain the German type


Consequence of Goossens’


position:
Northeastern dialecten lose beide


umlaut too (primair/secundair)


Through the influence of


- the standard language and


- the western dialects


Implicit in Goossens


• Goossens lets morphology (paradigmatic


alternantions) do the dirty job of cleaning up the


alternantions


• He does not say very much about the process


Other positions:


• Goossens looks to umlaut from German


• Van Loon (1995): Dutch-English hybrid:


• After long vowels early weakening of


umlautsfactors in Dutch;


– therefore no umlaut on long vowels







Other position 2


• Taeldeman (Goosens, Taeldeman & Verleijen 1998-


2000: FAND)


• Primaire umlaut on short u in the whole area of Dutch


in paradigmatic alternants


• But only in ongemarked forms as nominatief sing. and


infinitief


• All other cases are Eastern and have secundary umlaut


Position Taeldeman


• Looks to umlaut from the West, West-Vlaanderen and
the coastal area


• In these regions there are early palatalisations that
where, as in English, unrounded.


• This unrounding only with umlauted vowels:


– Put < [put] became /pit/ and /pet/


• = unmarked nominative sing. form


• Cfr. English unrounded umlaut: pit (put)


Position Taeldeman


• Is more explicit on the de role of morphology


• Unmarked forms/alternants retained primary


umlaut


• Marked alternants lose primary umlaut


Theoretical aspects


• Wurzel: Was bezeichnet der Umlaut im Deutschen


(1984)


• Klein: >Umlaut< in Optimality Theory (2000)


– German umlaut helps signalising the marked


morphological categories


– Taeldeman: unmarked morphologische categories


– Markedness is the subject of Optimality Theory


•  optimal !  unmarked







Umlaut in marked Morphology


– No solution today, but preliminaries


• marked morphological alternant (~ infinitive)


– 3rd Person Sing. Present (in its turn unmarked w.r.t. to other
Personal forms)


• geographically


• A role for stem vowel length


• A role for primary/secundary?


Umlaut in the Northeast


• Morphological category:


– present 3rd pers. sing. suffix *-it


• Now -t


• First question: What is de present geographical
distribution, if any, of


• Primary umlaut


• Secundary umlaut


• Compared to the onfinitive


• And are there indications in that distribution for
• Retraction of umlaut


• By western influence


Comparison 1964-1990


• 1964 Postal Questionnaires


• 1990 Fielworkdata


• Points on the following maps are locales with


data


Primary Umlaut in 3rd Pers. Sing.


Present1964 1990


Retraction and Gains







Secundary Umlaut in 3rd Sing.
1964 1990


Retraction


Primary umlaut: retraction and gains


• The Northeast has retraction and gains in the
alternation


• Indicating the mixed marked/unmarked character of
3sing. Presens?


• May be the gain is a case of hyperdialectisation as a
reaction to the West?


• The situation is not a confirmation of Taeldeman’s
position w.r.t. unmarked forms as umlautsfreudig


Secundary Umlaut


• We may see secundary umlaut als the normal


case:


– Secundary umlaut is more frequent than primary


umlaut in the dialects


– Secundary umlaut retracts


– Secundary umlaut is behaving ‘normal’ in the sense


of Wurzel and Klein (unmarked = less umlaut)


Second Question


• Is umlaut in these morphological category


– Explainable in terms of primary-secundary?


– What is the role of long-short vowels or of long-


short syllable? (V-VV    VVC   VCC)


– What is the role of the different stem vowels? (as: a


~ o, u, â, ô, û)







Dutch data


• The Dutch data permit a detailed analysis


• Also w.r.t. vowel length and syllable length


beantwoord


Factoranalysis model


• Percent scores for 6 categories from the verbal system
• (1) a+l+Cons (VCC, secundary?)


• (2) a             (VC, primary)


• (3) u             (VC, secundary)


• (4) â            (VVC, secundary)


• (5) ô-au         (VVC, secundary)


• (6) û            (VVC, secundary)


• We depart thus from a 6-dimensional structure.


• Is a more simple structure inherently present? Two


factors? (and then as primary-secundary?)


Strategy


• Data 22 verbs from 112 locales


• We hypothesise at first 3 dimensions:


• Why?


• We want to look not only at primary-secundary,


but also at the vowel characteristics/syllable


characteristics


Results Factor Analysis


• 22 verbs from 112 locales


• We hypothesise 3 dimensions:


Noordoostnederland   dim1   dim2   dim3


a+l+C   .547   .165   .530


a   .871   .088   .244


u   .289   .073   .846


â   .672   .534   .064


ô en au   .234   .893   .169


û   .000   .601   .711


No VC versus


VVC/VCC


No primary versus


secundary


No short V versus long


Vˆ


However


1) all a ( a and â) versus


[back]


2) [high back] versus [-


high]


Met 2 dimensioes verdwijnt het verschil


in the achter-dimensie


VCC


VC
VC


VVC


VVC


VVC







Result


There is no structure along the lines of primary-secundary,


Now there is no question of short-long,


But all /a/ (V and VV) against the back vowels,


-  en within the back vowels an opposition of high against the


rest.


Combining linguistic features with


geographical position


• Incorporating the West/East-South/North


geographical coordinates in the model


Linguistic plus Geographical


0.083-0.0330.919a


0.751-0.4500.191û


0.8930.0670.269ô-au


0.4520.0380.650â


0.244-0.7360.422u


0.291-0.3670.572a+l+Cons


0.0430.9370.103CoordX


-0.2460.111-0.877CoordY


Same distribution of linguistic features as in preceding analysis;


- In the South:  Concentration of umlaut on - a/â


- In the East:   Concentration of umlaut on - u


- Geographically unconnected: umlaut on - ô/au/û


Facit
• Goossens’ opinion not completely rejected;


• Retraction of umlaut by Standard Language influence
via the North is possible for umlaut on a -/a/;


• But not for /ô-au-û/, because there is no geographical
connection);


• In favor of the old idea (Te Winkel) is the status aparte
of short /u/


• All /a/-vowels (short and long) form one group:


– This looks like the situation in de precursor of the Dutch
northeastern dialects: Oldsaxon.







Dutch Northeast and OldSaxon


• Agreement: Strong role (as to frequency) for /a/


vowels (long and short) undergoing umlaut


• Difference: no distribution according to length


difference of the stem syllable


– VC versus VVC/VCC


Distribution of umlauted vowels


Whole of the Netherlands


• Present tense 3rd Person


• Maps from Morfological Atlas of the Dutch
Dialects (MAND) Vol 2 (to appear)


3 groups of umlauted vowels as result of factor
analysis of the whole area


- a/u (9 verbs)


- â/ô (5 verbs)


- au/ô/û (4 werkwoorden)







Comments + Conclusion


• No pattern of primary-secondary umlaut


• Pattern /a/ versus other vowels now not seen because
the South is included


• In verbs with short vowels, the umlaut pattern is
leveled out more easily (lower frequency) than with
long vowels


Analysis of Noun Plural Umlaut


• According to Maps in Morphological Atlas of


the Dutch Dialects (MAND) Vol. I (2005)


• Technique: Regression Trees partioning the data


on linguistic factors


• 23 Maps


– Same stem vowels


– Comparable following consonantism (potentially


blocking umlaut or not)


Umlaut in Regression Trees


• Factor analysis gives the underlying dimensions that


are independent of each other (no interactions of


factors)


• Regression Trees partitions the dataset and in terms of


all linguistic factors and their interactions


– Coded: dependent variable umlaut with values:


• 1=umlaut; 0=no umlaut; nodata







- No effect of primary - secondary (not even h-blocking effect anymore)


- Strong interaction between consonantism, umlauted vowel, and region


- Noun Umlaut plurals behave as one complex, regional impact in subsets


- Strong impact of consonantism


Final conclusion


• The northeasten dialects form:


• a relatively independent group against the
southern pattern with verbal umlaut


• but they are only partly independent in the case
of nominal umlaut


• Patterns of stem consonantism:


• synchronously strongly present in
morphological umlaut alternations
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