
Table of contents

Pages vii–x of
Whose German?: The ach/ich alternation and related
phenomena in ‘standard’ and ‘colloquial’
Orrin W. Robinson
[Current Issues in Linguistic Theory, 208] 2001. xi, 169 pp.

© John Benjamins Publishing Company

This electronic file may not be altered in any way. For any reuse of this material written permission
should be obtained from the publishers or through the Copyright Clearance Center
(for USA: www.copyright.com).

For further information, please contact rights@benjamins.nl or consult our website at
benjamins.com/rights

John Benjamins Publishing Company

Current Issues in Linguistic Theory

208

https://doi.org/10.1075/cilt.208.toc

https://doi.org/10.1075/cilt.208.toc
https://doi.org/10.1075/cilt.208
https://doi.org/10.1075/cilt.208
https://doi.org/10.1075/cilt
https://www.copyright.com/
https://benjamins.com/rights


Table of Contents

Acknowledgments . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . xi

C 1
What is Standard German? . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1
1.1 Curse of the orthoëpists. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1
1.2 What are analysts analyzing?. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 7

C 2
The ach/ich alternation. The bare facts . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 15
2.1 The synchronic situation. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 15
2.2 Historical sources for the dorsal fricatives. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 17

C 3
Survey of the literature . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 21
3.1 Organization of the chapter. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 21
3.2 Phonemic theory. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 22

3.2.1 Early skirmishes. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 22
3.2.2 One phoneme, knowledge of morphology required. . . . . . . . 23
3.2.3 One phoneme, knowledge of morphology not (really) required 24
3.2.4 Well then, two phonemes (but closely related). . . . . . . . . . . 26
3.2.5 /ç/ or /x/ as the base variant?. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 28

3.3 Generative Phonology. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 29
3.3.1 Wurzel vs. Wurzel. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 29
3.3.2 Kloeke’s defense of /x/. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 32

3.4 Autosegmental Phonology and Lexical Phonology. . . . . . . . . . . . . . 32
3.4.1 Lieber’s floating autosegment. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 32
3.4.2 Underspecification and feature spreading: A no-default

approach. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 34



viii TABLE OF CONTENTS

3.4.3 [ç] as (lexical or postlexical) default. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 35
3.4.4 Recent (Lexical Phonological) analyses. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 38

3.5 Optimality Theory . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 42
3.6 Other analyses. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 48

3.6.1 Griffen’s “hierarchical” approach. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 48
3.6.2 Hermann’s “one sound, two phonemes” approach. . . . . . . . . 50

3.7 A program for the following pages. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 52

C 4
Non-automatic [ç] . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 57
4.1 Loanword evidence ([ç]arisma,[x]abarovskand the like) . . . . . . . . . 57
4.2 -[ç]en as a loan-suffix . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 64
4.3 Postscript on loan phonology. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 70

C 5
Consonantal environments for [ç] . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 73
5.1 On the modern distribution of [ç] as an historical nonaccident. . . . . . 73
5.2 Related historical developments. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 77
5.3 r as a phonetically natural environment for [ç]. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 78
5.4 Further examples ofr as a palatalizing environment. . . . . . . . . . . . . 81
5.5 Acoustic support. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 84

C 6
More data from regional German . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 87
6.1 A return tog-Spirantization. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 88
6.2 Middle German [ç]→ [š] . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 93

6.2.1 Description of the change. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 93
6.2.2 Phonological implications of the change: Directionality. . . . . 95
6.2.3 Phonological implications of the change: The feature system . 98

C 7
A Lexical Phonological reanalysis of the ach/ich rule . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 101
7.1 The feature geometry. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 101

7.1.1 The nature of palatalization. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 101
7.1.2 The “standard” analysis. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 101
7.1.3 Palatalization as coronalization. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 102
7.1.4 Possible parallels in the umlaut alternation. . . . . . . . . . . . . 109
7.1.5 A summary of the proposals. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 112



TABLE OF CONTENTS ix

7.2 Possible objections and alternatives. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 115
7.2.1 [Coronal] as an un(der)specified feature. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 115
7.2.2 [Coronal] as a (really redundant) feature of [r] and [l]. . . . . 116
7.2.3 Palatals as noncoronal consonants. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 117
7.2.4 Articulatory or auditory?. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 120

7.3 The underlying representations. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 122

C 8
An analysis within Optimality Theory . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 127
8.1 Some relevant characteristics of the theory. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 127
8.2 An OT reformulation of the ‘standard’ view. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 129
8.3 A new analysis within OT. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 133
8.4 Colloquials with [š] for [ç] . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 140
8.5 The assimilation of loanwords in OT. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 143

C 9
Concluding remarks . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 149

References . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 153

Name Index . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 159

Subject Index . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 161




	Table of contents
	Table of Contents

