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Roadmap

« Structural ambiguity: diphthongization and u-umlaut

« Structural ambiguity: Vi V sequences

« Structural variation: prosodic parsing of compounds

« Structure within variation: recurring “classes” in devoicing

« Afterthought: a future sociolinguistic variable?
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Structural ambiguity:
diphthongization and umlaut

Diphthongization before dorsal nasal [n, f]] causes neutralization
of phonemic /al vs. /aul contrast; likewise for /ce/ vs. /@il

/al /au/ /oe/ @il
[a] [au] [ce] [@i]

* e.g. landar [lantar], langar [launkar], cf. nandar [nauntar]
* e.g. téskum [thoeskym], ténkum [theinkym], cf. fauskum [faiskym]

« U-umlaut [a] — [ce] alternations (in various morpho-phonol. contexts)
« realized instead as [au] — [@i] alternations before [n, A]
* but U-umlaut does not apply to phonemic/underlying /au/
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Structural ambiguity:
diphthongization and umlaut

U-umlaut is generally NOT variable (it's complicated, but not subject to
idiosyncratic lexical exceptions, e.g. “non-umlautable” stems)

« But many words with diphthongized /a/ — [au] in ___ n(k)C contexts
seem to show variation in undergoing u-umlaut
» inf. angra vs. 1pl 6ngrum ~ angrum
» inf. hangsa vs. 1pl hbngsum ~ hangsum
» inf. dangla vs. 1pl dénglum ~ danglum

 m.nom.pl hangnir vs. dat.pl hbngnum ~ hangnum

» Possible interpretation: ambiguity of surface [au] inviting reanalysis
as (non-umlautable) /au/ instead of a realization of (umlautable) /a/

* non-umlaut = covert reanalysis of the phonemic/underlying
representation (/ankr-/ > /aunkr-/, /hans-/ > /hauns-/, etc.)
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Structural ambiguity:
diphthongization and umlaut

Implications for vestfirskur einhljodaframburdur?
(“monophthongal pronunciation”, NW Iceland)
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No diphthongization before [n, ]
« e.g. langar [lankar], ténkum [thcefnkym]
cf. “standard” [launkar], [the@inkym]
Thus no surface neutralization with phonemic /au/, /ai/, etc.
« and hence no ambiguity of surface V qualities in ___ ) contexts

If covert reanalysis account of variable u-umlaut is correct, consistently
monophthongal NW speakers should NOT hesitate to apply u-umlaut to
“variable”  n(k)C stems (i.e. should differ from “standard” speakers)

* i.e. should have consistent 6ngrum (not angrum),
héngsum (not hangsum), dénglum (not danglum), etc.



Structural ambiguity: Vi V sequences

A number of (underlyingly/phonemically/orthogr.) distinct
configurations, all realized as phonetically equivalent

« IVjVI (e.g. borrowings/hypocoristics with intervocalic /j/)
 Maja, Guja, soja, Toyota, nojari, Ryan

IViV |/ (/ai, ei, @i/ before V-initial ending)
* hreeid, sveia, Gaui, tauid

« [IVijVI (/ai, eil + stem formative /j/ + V-initial ending)
* hleeja, eyja

 [ViyjV/ (/aiy, eiy/ + stem formative /j/ + V-initial ending)
« plaegja, sveigja, teygja

« [IViyzl (/aiy, eiy, giy/ + /1/-initial ending)
* leegqir, sveigir, teyqir, laugin

- IVyz1l (/ay, ey, cey, 9y, Yy/ + /1/-initial ending)
* lagir, vegir, 16gin, bogi, tugir
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Structural ambiguity: Vi V sequences

What is the actual surface structure (syllabification, etc.)?

C
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« Key assumption: “[i]”, “[}]” and diphthongal “[i]’-offglide are all
featurally identical; difference merely in syllabification

(II 0] 0] 0] 0] 0]

N N r'\\ N 'r\\ N

N | | | | |

u B u p/ p VA"

| _ I M~ I I I

a i 1/a a i 1/a a i 1/a

=[airj1]/[aiija]l =Jaiji1]/[aijja] =[aj1]/[aja]

0, contains 0, contains

[Vi] diphthong [V] monophthong



Structural ambiguity: Vi V sequences

Implications for variation with regard to skaftfellskur einhljéda-
framburdur? (“monophthongal pronunciation”, SE Iceland)
« |/Vyi/—[V:z1] (instead of “standard” [Vj:1 ]/ [Vi;j1 ]/ [Vij1])

* e.qg. lagir[la:jir], vegir [ve:j1r], 16gin [lce:jin], bogi [pa:j1], tugir [thy:j1r]
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» |If some degree of intra-speaker variation...
« do the speaker’s varying/doublet representations involve a
monophthong vs. a dipthong? (e.g. [a] vs. [al], [€] vs. [ei])
« ordo they involve a short/singleton vs. a long/geminate [j]?

* Indications (outside of this region) that /e/ has in fact been consistently
reanalyzed as /ei/ inthis/ __y1/— [ __ j1]context
« transfer (levelling) of [ei] into forms where /y/ — [j] doesn’t apply
* e.g. dreginn [trei;jin]/[treij.In] (hardly ?[trej:1n]) ‘drawn’,
m.nom.pl dregnir [treikni1r] (not *[treknir])
 related to lower incidence of regional [€:j1] vs. [a!j1], [0:j1], etc.?



Varying structures: compounds and prosody

Phonological variability in compounding (and “Level 2" affixation,
e.g. X-legur, X-leiki)
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« Variable vowel shortening in 1t member with ...VC#C...
* may in turn trigger alternation in final C (e.g. devoicing)
« but not quite like “true” word-internal contexts (e.g. stem-suffix)

rafmagn ‘electricity’ ra:vmakn] ~ [ravmakn]

rafttlost ‘electric shock’ ra.vlost] ~ [ravlost] (NB: not *[raplost])
raf#tbeekur ‘e-books’ ra.vpaikyr] ~ [ravpaikyr]

rafttteeki ‘electric appliance’ [ra:vthaici] ~ [rafthaicI] (NB: not *[raftaic1])
raf#tsegul- ‘electromagnetic’ [ra:vseyyl-] ~ [rafseyyl-] (??[ravseyyl-])
raf#thlada ‘battery’ ra:vlada] ~ [raflada] (??[rav]ada))

» Devoicing of /r/ (only!) and /v, y/ (only!) before a [+spread glottis] C
« but without deaspiration; also no hardening of /v, y/ before /I, n/



Prosodic structure in compounds

Prosodic Hierarchy:

Intonational Phrase (IPh)

Prosodic Phrase (PPh)

~
~
~

~

Prosodic Word (PWdS Seao

NG

Metrical Hierarchy:

[? Prosodic Stem (PSt) ] =~

[? Prosodic Root (PRt) ]
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Prosodic structure in compounds

Interpret as variation in how a compound is parsed into prosodic
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constituents?

« Long Vin...VC#C... =final C is extrametrical (not syllabified)
« extrametricality indicates that C is PWd-final
= 1 member parsed as separate PWd

* perhaps [[... Jpwa #[ --- Ipwa lpwa

 ShortVin ...VC#C... =final C parsed as (moraic) coda
« lack of extrametricality indicates that C is PWd-internal
= 1s* member NOT parsed as separate PWd

* perhaps[[... Jpst#[ ... Ipst Ipwd

« Devoicing of /r, v, y/ limited to PWd-internal contexts?
« Deaspiration (and hardening, etc.) limited to PSt-internal contexts?

11



Prosodic structure in compounds

Variation in ...VC#h... cases
UBC

 Notlong V ~ short V, but instead preservation vs. deletion of /h/ W

raf#hiti ‘electrical heating’  [ra:vhiti] ~ [ra:vit1] (not *[ravhit1])
mal#thafi ‘lang. consultant’ [mau:lhavi] ~ [mau:lavi] (not *[maulhavi])

cf. mal#saga ‘ling. history’ [mau:lsaya] ~ [maulsaya] (short V)
* Possible account:
« phonotactics: [h] restricted to PWd-initial position

« dual-PWd parse: /h/ preserved, final C extrametrical (long V)

» single-PWd parse: /h/ deleted, final C resyllabified (also long V)

* [[[maur]ls () Ipwa#[[hals[VI]slewa lPwa
o [[[mau];[I#als[VIlpwd

12



Structure within and across variation

Implicational hierarchy in raddadur framburdur (“voiced pronunciation”,
NE Iceland; H3skuldur brainsson 1980, Kristjan Arnason 2005)
« Th = phonemically/underlyingly [+spread glottis] plosive

C
v}
0

« /k(")/ used as example (except /t(h)/ after /y/)
N =any nasal (/m/ used as example)
« simplifying things quite a bit here;

e.g. /ll is more devoicing-prone before /t"/ than before /ph, kh/

N + Th | + Th r+Th 0+ Th AASE L
“Standard” mk Ik rk Bk fk, xt
Type 1 mk Ik rk okh fk, xt
Type 2 mkh Ik rk okh fk, xt
Type 3 mkh lkh rk okh fk, xt

/r/ and /v, y/ consistently devoice, across all varieties
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Structure within and across variation

Mysterious recurring “natural class” with regard to laryngeal phonology
 {Irl, Iv,yl}incontrastto {/l/,/m, n, n/, /8/}
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Same “class” devoices before ALL [+spread glottis] segments

» before /sl (evident everywhere, e.g. before gen.sg. /-s/)
» Spar#samur [1s] vs. lan#samur [Is]; lag-s [xs] vs. bad-s [0s'

» before /8, fl (evident in borrowings and at compound boundary)
« morfin [rf] vs. alfa [If]; afttbakka [fO] vs. ad#ferd [Of]

« before /¢, I, n, 1/ (evident at compound boundary)
 fjor#hjol [r¢] vs. vél#hjol [I¢]; affthlaup [fl] vs. ad#hlaup [0]]
» before /ph, th, kh/ without deaspiration (at compound boundary)

« for#tkbnnun [rkn] vs. pol#kénnun [Ikh]; vig#tdnn[xth] vs. vid#tal [0th]

» before /ph, th, kh/ with deaspiration (word-internally)
» (see previous slide re: regional variation vs. consistency)
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Structure within and across variation

A less mysterious, broader natural class w.r.t. laryngeal phonology:
* Ir, I/ (in contrast to /m, n, n/) AND /v, 0, y/
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All are subject to utterance-final (IPh-final?) devoicing
 e.g. svarlr], val[l], haf[f], bad [0], lag [X]
« BUT draum [m], raun [n]  NOT *[trgim], *[r@in]

« thatis, nasals are the most resistant to devoicing

Another place where “resistance” to voicelessness/devoicing may be
emerging in nasals (vs. liquids + fricatives):
« word-initial /n/ is acquired by children much later, and less consistently
« as compared to word-initial /|, r/ (and /¢/)
* e.g. hnifur, hneta, hnutur vs. hlutur, hrinda, hjola
» voiced [n] pronunciations frequent well into elementary school age

15



L1 acquisition of voiceless sonorants
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Figure 2. Percent [+s.g.] match and full segmental match for WI voiceless nasals and liquids plus WM sequences
(CC) for all voiceless sonorants.

Masdattir, b., B. M. Bernhardt, J. P. Stemberger & G. O. Hansson (2023) Acquisition

of the feature [+spread glottis] in Icelandic. Journal of Child Language. o



A future sociolinguistic variable?

To my knowledge, no one has attempted to track the acquisition timeline
(production and/or perception) of word-initial /n/ beyond the ~7 yr age
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« There is clearly rampant “sociolinguistic variation” in terms of word-
initial [n] ~ [n] among 7-year olds

« What might we expect to happen if (when?) such variation persists into
the pre-teen and adolescent age groups?

« Will a merger of word-initial /n/ > /n/ be the next sound change in the
historical phonology of Icelandic?

« (I think it's worth being on the lookout...)
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