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domains. These data explain why currently the Texas German com-
munity exhibits a low degree of vitality as an ethnolinguistic group.
According to Giles, Bourhis, and Taylor (1977, 308), group vitality
is “what makes a group likely to behave as a distinctive and collec-
tive entity within the inter-group setting.” Analyzing the decline of
Texas German use in different domains and the (often) negative
or apathetic attitudes toward Texas German help us understand
why Texas German is decaying so quickly. These data, in turn, also
shed light on what social factors are involved in successful language
maintenance over longer periods of time. By analyzing extensive
data on both macro-level and micro-level social factors, this study
presents an integrated model of social factors leading to language
death in the Texas German community. As such, this work is of
significance to the field of language obsolescence because it offers
different types of sociolinguistic data on the community.

The secondary focus of this work is the dynamics underlying
the formation of Texas German between 1845 and 1g920. We first
need to have an adequate understanding of the linguistic prop-
erties of Texas German before we can analyze its decay between
1920 and 2000. A great deal of research has looked at the different
mechanisms that are involved in the accommodation of linguistic
features of various donor dialects in contact, also known as koiné-
ization (Sandve 1976; Siegel 1985, 1987; Hinskens 19g6; Kerswill
2002), which eventually results in a new variety that differs signifi-
cantly from any of the original varieties (e.g., Omdal 1977; Trudg-
ill 1986, 2004; Bauer 1994; Sudbury 2000; Schreier 200g; Gordon
et al. 2004). Based on a comparison of Eikel’s (1954) and Gilbert’s
(1972) Texas German data with my own data, I will determine
the outcome of the mixing of different German donor dialects
brought to Texas from the late 1840s until the early 1g20s (see also
Wilson 1g77a). This step not only leads to a better understanding
of the linguistic properties of Texas German in the early twenti-
eth century—a prerequisite for our study of language death in the
Texas German community—but also offers new insights into new-
dialect formation that takes place in language-contact situations
as opposed to formation that takes place in geographic isolation
without (or with very little) influence from other languages, as in
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the Falkland Islands (Sudbury 2000), Tristan da Cunha (Schreier
.2003), or New Zealand (Gordon et al. 2004; Trudgill 2004).‘
Determining the outcome of new-dialect formation in the
Texas German community is also of interest to comparative research
on Sprachinseln ‘language islands'’. Of particular interest are the
dynamics underlying the formation and the developmenF of Ger-
man Sprachinseln surrounded by English speakers. Consider, for
example, the German language enclaves in Pennsylvania (Louden
1988; Huffines 1989; Kopp 2003; Raith 2003), Kansas (Keel 1989;
Johnson 1g9g3; Berend 2003), Wisconsin (B. Lewis 1 g68; Donnelly
1969; McGraw 1973; Wagener 200g), Michigan (R. Bo.rn 1994,
2003), lowa (Kehlenbeck 1934; Webber 2003), Missouri (Ballew
1997; Albers 19g9), Canada (Eichhoff 1976, 1985; Moelleken
1987), and Australia (Clyne 1991; Kipp 2002), among others. The
German varieties found in these communities have undergone
some of the same developments that we find in Texas (language
shift, case loss, lexical borrowing, etc.), yet at the same time they
are different in a number of respects (including preservation of
word order, length of contact, types of donor dialects, and geo-
graphic isolation). Because the analysis of Texas German pres'ented
in this book is based on a broad spectrum of both diachronic and
synchronic data, it is not only of interest to researchers concerned
with German dialectology and Sprachinseln but also to researchers
interested in new-dialect formation and language death. Because
the German donor dialects forming the base for what we call Texas
German include at least four distinct varieties, this study also offgrs
an ideal test for different theories of new-dialect formation 'as
applied to German dialects that are in contact with English. '
Finally, this book also addresses the issue of language main-
tenance. Various researchers have pointed out the importance
of community attitudes in guiding the directionality of language
contact and its outcomes (Andersen 1982; Gal 1984). By incorpo-
rating interview data as well as data from written questionnaires,
I show that Texas German speakers as well as their parents and
grandparents differ widely in their subjective attitudes toward
their language. While many Texas Germans do not see a neefi
for maintaining their language or exhibit an open dislike for it
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perfect (war ... gewesen ‘had ... been’) is used to mark the preterite
“in 58% of the occurrences in the same environment, effectively
marking the post object position of the verb S Aux O V” as opposed
to only 6% among older fluent speakers. One of the examples pro-
vided by Guion is Das war alle in Deutsch gewesen ‘“That was all in
German been’ or ‘Everything was in German’, which would be ren-
dered in standard German in the regular preterite form as Alles
war auf Deutsch. The fact that “S Aux O V word order is not shared
by the dominant language (English)” leads her to the conclusion
that “it can not be due to English influence.” Instead, she suggests
that “the younger fluent speakers are exaggerating this feature of
German in order to assert their ‘German’ identity.” The relatively
few occasions on which Texas German is still heard in and around
Fredericksburg leads Guion to the conclusion that “presently, the
only surviving register is an informal, familial one” (447).

Guion’s account of Gillespie County Texas German as well as
the results by other researchers ultimately convinced me that Texas
German was not only an exciting research topic, but also that Texas
German was well on its way to extinction and that if it were not
broadly recorded before its death we would be losing a special dia-
lect central to the culture and history of Texas. Consequently, Iset
out to record some of the remaining speakers of Texas German to
preserve it in a digital archive for future generations. The results
of these efforts are not only useful for teaching and research in lin-
guistics, but they also provide the Texas German community with
access to oral history interviews about life in the community.

Finding Texas German speakers at the beginning of the twenty-
first century is no easy task. Initially, I was able to locate only four
speakers through students in one of my classes at the University of
Texas at Austin. I developed four different questionnaires to be
used for interviews and secured start-up funding from the Univer-
sity of Texas to buy recording equipment.? The activities described
in the following sections are part of the efforts of the Texas German
Dialect Project (TGDP; see http://www.tgdp.org), which I founded
in the fall of 2001 to facilitate the recording and archiving of inter-
views with some of the remaining speakers of Texas German.
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1..2. TYPES OF DATA. The first questionnaire consists of English
word lists and sentences taken from the 148 maps of the Linguis-
tic Atlas of Texas German (Gilbert 19%72). The second questionnaire
consists of 191 English sentences from Eikel’s (1954) worksheets.
Interviewers read out English words, phrases, and sentences from
both lists and asked informants to translate them into Texas Ger-
man. Although direct elicitation methods are sometimes regarded
as being of limited usefulness, they have the advantage of allowing
“the investigator to probe the boundaries of the skills of less fluent
speakers” (Mithun 19go, g). In addition, they allow researchers to
compare the speech of different speakers in a controlled environ-
ment, thereby enabling across-the-board analyses based on ident-
cal source data.

The third questionnaire seeks to capture the informants’ daily
use of Texas German. The eight-page questionnaire was drafted
to serve as a basis for sociolinguistic interviews to be conducted
in German. The first section of the questionnaire, which is com-
parable in structure to the outlines for spontaneous interviewing
proposed by Wolfram and Fasold (19g7), contains questions about
the informant’s personal history (date and place of birth, place of
origin of informants’ ancestors, etc.). The second section consists
of about 140 questions in German about topics including child-
hood activities, the community, religion, education, living condi-
tions, tourism, government, language, and current activities. The
goal is to produce casual, relaxed conversation, giving informants
the chance to respond freely in Texas German without being asked
to produce specific linguistic structures, as with the word and sen-
tence translation task.* By allowing informants to speak freely, it is
possible to discover linguistic features of Texas German that have
gone unnoticed because elicitation methods for them were not
included in the research methodology of previous studies.

The fourth questionnaire used for fieldwork elicits biographi-
cal information in English. It is in written format (very few Texas
Germans write German) and covers age, date of birth, level of
education, domains of language use (Texas German and English),
and language attitudes (subjective reactions), among other things.
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fluent speakers” (1997, 212). The classification of speakers has
been refined by further studies, such as Campbell and Muntzel
(1989, 181), who propose the following fluency scale: at the top
of the scale are strong speakers (“S”), followed by imperfect speak-
ers (“I”), who are reasonably fluent, weak semispeakers (“W”), and
rememberers (“R”), who only know a few words or isolated phrases.
Similarly, Dorian (1999, 114) classifies semispeakers according to
a scale that includes “high,” “mid,” and “low” proficiency. While
such scales have proven to work with selected linguistic features,
it is difficult to use them for assessing the overall language compe-
tence of a speaker. This issue becomes obvious when one tries to
arrive at an integrated description of a speaker’s abilities that vary
according to different aspects of the language. For example, if a
speaker remembers a large percentage of the words of a language
including their proper pronunciation but fails to combine them
appropriately at the syntactic level, it is not entirely clear where he
or she would rank on such a scale. Another problem is that often
it is impossible to determine whether speakers cannot control a
certain aspect of the language because they have not acquired it in
the first place or because they have forgotten it (“formerly fluent
speakers” [Dorian 1994]) (see also Andersen 1982; Menn 1989).
These issues show that in practice it may often not be possible to
adequately characterize a speaker’s language abilities according to
such scales.

During my fieldwork in New Braunfels, I encountered a par-
ticularly interesting situation when trying to classify the linguistic
capabilities of my informants. I expected to find different levels
of proficiency in various linguistic domains such as morphosyntax,
phonology, and the lexicon. However, this turned out not to be the
case. Instead, I came across roughly two different classes of speak-
ers. The first class comprised people 60 years of age and older who
grew up learning Texas German as their first language. Throughout
their lives they continued to use Texas German in various domains
(public and private) at different levels of intensity. Almost all of
these informants exhibited a strong command of Texas German
and would be classified as strong speakers according to Campbell
and Muntzel (198g). A few informants had problems with remem-
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bering certain words but otherwise exhibited fluent and compre-
hensible speech. They would fall somewhere in between Campbell
and Muntzel’s (1989) strong speakers and imperfect speakers.

The second class of speakers consisted of two subgroups. The
first subgroup includes speakers 6o years of age and older who
would at best be classified as rememberers. Fluent speakers recom-
mended them to me because they thought that they were “people
who know how to talk German.” However, once I started interview-
ing them it became obvious that they could not understand any of
the questions that I asked them in German. Moreover, they were
unable to understand interviews with other Texas German infor-
mants and could only translate a very limited number of English
words into Texas German. These words would cover only about 5%
of the words and phrases elicited by the Gilbert and Eikel question-
naires and included everyday vocabulary such as greetings, excla-
mations, weather terms, and numbers. After being asked about
their abilities to speak Texas German, they told me that although
both their parents would talk German to each other on a daily
basis they decided not to raise their children speaking German.
By using English these parents hoped that their children would
have better opportunities in life. The second subgroup consisted
of speakers 60 years of age and older who were capable of follow-
ing questions and conversations in German but who were unable
to put together any sentences. Their formulaic speech was limited
to short one- or two-word answers. In the elicitation tasks using
the Gilbert and Eikel questionnaires, members of this group were
able to translate less than 10% of the words and phrases, but'no
complete sentences. In Campbell and Muntzel’s (1989) classifica-
tion, these speakers would be categorized as rememberers. Unfor-
tunately, these speakers would break interviews off after about 10
minutes, because they realized that they did not “know” enough
Texas German to be interviewed.

In addition to the rememberers who ended interviews after
a short time, it was extremely difficult to find people who were
willing to participate. In a few instances I had overheard longer
conversations between various Texas Germans at large social gath-
erings. After informants who were familiar with the interview pro-
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cess introduced me to them because they thought they might be
interested, I found out that they did not want to be interviewed.
This means that although I would have liked a more representative
sample of the population, this was not always possible. As such, the
New Braunfels informants interviewed for this study were all fluent
speakers, or strong speakers in the sense of Campbell and Muntzel

(1989).

1.3.5. THE TEXAS GERMAN DIALECT ARCHIVE. Interviews were
recorded on Mini Disc or DAT and subsequently disseminated for
inclusion in the Texas German Dialect Archive, which holds all the
data that form the basis for this book. This section gives a short
overview of the workflow for depositing the recorded interviews
into the digital archive, which is at http://www.tgdp.org.

First, the digital files were transferred to the project’s main
computer workstation, where they were saved in WAV format. To
protect the informants’ anonymity, I decided to cut out their names
and to edit out sections of interviews in which informants refer
to specific titles and names of places or events that could identify
them. Each audio master file was assigned a unique combination
of numbers referring to the interviewer, the informant, and the
number of the interview conducted with that informant. Further
information includes a number identifying the file as a master file
and a letter showing whether the file is audio or combined audio
and video.

Next, copies of each audio master file of an open-ended inter-
view were segmented into smaller sections, or “media sessions,”
which vary in length between about g0 seconds and 6 minutes.
Fach media session was then transcribed, translated, and stored in
the online Texas German Dialect Archive. Throughout this book I
refer to specific files contained in the online Texas German Digital
Archive by citing the file number(s).’ Each audio master file was
assigned a unique combination of numbers referring first to the
interviewer, then to the informant and the number of the interview
conducted with that informant.® Further information includes the
number identifying the section of the interview, as well as a letter
showing whether the file is audio or combined audio and video.”
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For details on the processing of recordings and the archiving guide-
lines followed by the Texas German Dialect Archive, please see
Boas (2006). With this overview of the fieldwork and methodology
underlying the analysis of Texas German in this book, I now turn to
a discussion of language use in the Texas German community.

1.4. LANGUAGE USE TODAY

An important question underlying my study is how and where Texas
German is still used today. To this end, I briefly summarize the
results of data obtained from the written questionnaire about cur-
rent language use among New Braunfels Texas Germans. Note that
the sample discussed here represents only a small percentage of
the speech community (52 informants). This means that my results
may not necessarily be generalized to the speech community as a
whole but should instead be regarded as indicators of the present
use of Texas German in New Braunfels instead of exact statistics.
Each informant was asked to indicate how often he or she
spoke German and English in five domains—“at church,” “at
work,” “at local shops,” “with neighbors,” and “with friends”™—using
a five-point scale ranging from “always” to “never” with “often,”
“regularly,” and “sometimes” in between. At the beginning of the
twenty-first century, very few informants still use German in public
domains such as churches, the workplace, or local shops.8 We find
a similar situation among neighbors and friends. Figure 1.1 illus-
trates that the majority of Texas Germans “never” use German at
church (74%), at work (60%), atlocal shops (78 %), with neighbors
(68%), or with friends (62%) anymore. Only 26% reported that
they sometimes use German at church, whereas only 20% speak
it sometimes at local shops and 20% at work. We find a similar
distribution among neighbors (20%) and friends (28%). Of par-
ticular interest here is the use of Texas German at work. More than
20 years ago, Salmons (1983, 190) observed for Fredericksburg (a
community comparable to New Braunfels) that “workplaces and
shops seem to fare best in the use of Texas German. Texas Ger-
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TABLE 4.2
Distribution of Rounded and Unrounded Front Vowels
among New Braunfels Area Residents
(Gilbert 1972)

Map Word/Phrase Rounded Unrounded Other

17  die Tiir ‘the door’ 14 [i:] 1 [i:1/[e:]

18  zwei Tdchter ‘two daughters’ 1 [o] 12 [e]

19 Sipkartoffeln ‘sweet potatoes’ 15 [i:]

20 zwei Kochtipfe ‘two cooking pots’ 15 [e]

2] eine Haarbiirste ‘a hairbrush’ 13 [i(:)] 1 [e(:)],
1 [i]/[u]

68 zwei Kiihe ‘two cows’ 15 [i:]

71 zwei Kopfe ‘two heads’ 1 (o] 14 [e]

NOTE: Gilbert’s informant 15 from Comal County rounds his front vowels
very frequently. Gilbert (19’72, g) notes that this informant “was occasion-
ally assisted by his wife, who was also born in the vicinity and moved to New
Braunfels in 18gg; inf. is an autodidact and is highly regarded as a local
savant and historian; his responses are to be treated with caution.” For this
reason I exclude his responses in table 4.3 below and in my further analysis
of leveling.

Gilbert’s informants, I now compare their data based on Eikel’s
(1954) age classifications. The data summary in table 4.3 is based
on a number of assumptions I had to make because insufficient
data prevented me from deriving the exact years of birth from
Eikel’s three age ranges.

The first assumption concerns the age distribution of infor-
mants. As already mentioned, Eikel (1954) does not list any dates
of birth, but only the ages of his informants without giving a clear
reference point that would help us to determine the informants’
years of birth. This means that the classification and labeling of the
three age ranges in table 4.3 is estimated for Eikel’s informants.
In contrast, the dates of birth of Clardy’s and Gilbert’s informants
can be straightforwardly classified as belonging to one of the three
age groups. The second assumption concerns the distribution
of unrounded versus mixed (i.e., variable) front vowels among
Eikel’s informants in the middle generation (1880-1910). Since
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TABLE 4.3
Age-Graded Distribution of Rounded and Unrounded Front Vowels

Generation Eikel Clardy Gilbert
1855-75
Rounded 33.3% 100.0% n.a.
Unrounded 33.3% 0.0% n.a.
.~ Mixed 33.3% 0.0% n.a.
1880-1910
Rounded 8.3% 0.0% 0.0%
Unrounded n.a. 50.0% 100.0%
Mixed 100.0% 50.0% 0.0%
1910-1930 .
Rounded 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Unrounded 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
Mixed 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%

NOTE: I went through the Gilbert (1g72) maps listed in table 4.2, extract-
ing information about age of informants. In Gilbert's data for the New
Braunfels area, there are only 2 informants who belong to the youngest
age group; the remaining 13 informants all belong to the middle one. In
map 21 (‘a hairbrush’), I classified the single informant who gave [e] for
Iyl as exhibiting an unrounded vowel although he did not produce the
expected high front vowel [i]. I combined the percentages for the two
rounded vowels and their unrounded variants.

Eikel does not provide exact numbers about how much the 11
speakers of his middle generation fluctuate between rounded and
unrounded vowels, I presume that they all showed mixed behavior,
which explains the total absence of speakers with unrounded vow-
els among Eikel’s middle generation. As such, the data in table 4.3
should not be regarded as exact numbers about the distribution of
rounded and unrounded vowels, but rather as representing a trend
in the development of the NBG vowel system.* The data clearly
show a trend toward unrounding of front vowels. In light of this
development, we are interested in the following three questions:
(1) What are the origins of the diverse distribution of rounded
front vowels and their unrounded counterparts? (2) What factors
influenced the shift toward unrounding of front vowels? (g) How
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the eight locations we find an exclusive use of rounded /y/. Instead,
there are many other variants besides its unrounded counterpart
[i], including [e], as well as several diphthongs.® After compar-
ing the historical Wenker maps with the data compiled by Clardy
(1954), Eikel (1954), and Gilbert (1972) (see table 4.3), three
important trends emerged.

First, there is a much higher degree of phonological variation
of /y/ in the historical Wenker maps than what Clardy, Eikel, and
Gilbert report for the speakers of the oldest generation. Within
Trudgill’s (2004) model, this reduction in phonological inventory
can be attributed to rudimentary leveling, which is indicative of
his first stage of new-dialect formation: “In a large dialect mixture
situation such as that present in a newly settled colony, large num-
bers of variants from the different dialects involved in the mixture
will abound. As time passes, the variants present in the mixture
will begin to be subject to reduction” (85-86). The rudimentary
leveling may have started during the journey to Texas, where “lim-
ited types of accommodation by adult speakers to one another in
face-to-face interaction” (8g) took place. This process was likely to
have been triggered by the wish for mutual intelligibility (see Trud-
gill 2004, 89), among other factors, as the diphthongized variants
listed in table 4.4 are likely to have been more difficult to under-
stand than [y], [i], and [e].

The second trend concerns the mixed distribution of rounded
/y/ and its various other realizations among the oldest generation
of speakers, born between 1885 and 1875 (see table 4.3 above).
The absence of diphthongized varieties is indicative of rudimen-
tary leveling. In addition, a certain amount of variability appears,
with a third of Eikel’s informants using [y], a third using [i], and
the final third using both variants. This distribution shows both
iNtERindividual and iNTraindividual variability among the oldest
speakers. From Trudgill’s (2004) point of view, such variability is
indicative of the second stage of new-dialect formation, where chil-
dren “have considerable freedom to select variants from different
dialects—spoken not only by their parents but also by everyone
else in the community” (102).

The third trend in the data can be seen by comparing the data
for the three age groups in table 4.3. We find a significant increase
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of unrounded [i] in the middle generation (born between 1 88oand
1890) and no one who alternates between rounded and unrounded
variants. The youngest generation (born between 1910 and 1930)
appears to have used the unrounded variant [i] exclusively. Apply-
ing Trudgill’s model to these data, it thus seems that Texas Ger-
man has gone through the final stage of new-dialect formation with
respect to the distribution of /y/ and its various counterparts in the
input dialects. Trudgill (2004, 113-14) explains this stage as fol-
lows: “This leveling takes place as a result of group accommoda-
tion between speakers in face-to-face interaction.” In other words,
by the time the youngest speakers were completing their language
acquisition, this dialectal feature was focused, that is, characterized
by remarkably little regional variation. These observations suggest
that /y/ and its various dialectal counterparts have undergone all
three stages of Trudgill’s (2004) model of new-dialect formation,
resulting in just one sound, namely [i].

Similar observations can be made about the development of:
the front rounded vowel /@/, which, like /y/, also exhibited consid-
erable regional variation when the immigrants left Germany for
Texas. The Wenker atlas data for the Hessen-Nassau region in table
4.5 and the data in tables 4.3 and 4.4 above show that /g/ and its

TABLE 4.5
Realization of /g/ in Eight Different Hessen-Nassau Locations
(Deutscher Sprachatlas 1927-56)

hort bosen kinnt schone zwolf
Montabaur i:/1/ia i ? ir/e o/e/o
Dillenburg e/8/1i: i o i a/e
Giessen e/8/i ii/e ? i g/e/o/i
Braunfels e/o i/1: ? 1 2/1
Marburg e/v/i/1: i i i./e a/e
Frankenberg e/d/e: e/o 1 e/e: /e
Rotenburg e/ e u e o/e
Fulda ey/s/ay p/e ? B/e g/e/a

NOTE: Locations marked with “?” indicate that the relevant data are miss-
ing from Wenker’s digitized atlas.
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4 6. LANGUAGE DEATH
AND LANGUAGE MAINTENANCE

in variability of case marking on determiners and adjectives is
characteristic also documented for other dying languages.

As to word order, I have shown that Texas German has basical
retained the underlying German-type SOV order, with the exce
tion of dependent clauses introduced by a few select subordina
ing conjunctions. Data on the loss of the preterite proved to b
inconclusive, but parallel developments in other German dialec
suggested that the increase of perfect forms replacing the prete
ite is due to internal typological tendencies and not indicative
language decay or language death. Finally, I have demonstrate
that Texas German plural morphology exhibits changes characte
istic of language decay: a decrease in morphological markers,
increase in variability of morphological marking, and an increase
productivity of the two plural allomorphs - and -n.

As with all changes discussed in this chapter, there are pro
ably multiple factors at work, some of which we will never be able
to identify because of a lack of historical data. Similar observ
tions have been made by other researchers working in this are
most notably Aitchison (1979, 63), who maintains that “in any lan
guage change, the factors involved are often far more numerou
than is commonly realized.” In my view, the most striking resul
of this chapter is the relative absence of significant morphosynta
tic changes indicative of language decay and language death. Th
different developments analyzed above suggest that, overall, Tex
German is rapidly becoming extinct while its morphosyntacti
structures of German origin remain largely intact.

Clearly, this chapter is just the beginning of along-term researc
program analyzing morphosyntactic changes in Texas German. 4
such, I have focused on a select number of developments analyz
in the literature while at the same time leaving out other ph
nomena documented in other German American dialects, such
infinitive constructions (Huffines 19go), voice (Burridge 1992
progressive aspect (Huffines 1994; Louden 1994), possessive Coi
structions (Burridge 1992; Van Ness 1992), and diminutives (Ni
zel 1993), among many others. Future research will have to provid
analyses of these phenomena among Texas German varieties.

6.1. INTRODUCTION

e three preceding chapters yiclded at least two major insights
to the development of Texas German as spoken in the New Braun-
ls area. First, the contact of different German dialects brought to
exas beginning in the 1840s did not lead to the emergence of
-focused New World dialect characterized by the leveling out of
ialect-specific variation. In terms of Trudgill’s (2004) model of
ew-dialect formation, the development of Texas German stopped
omewhere between the second and third stages. Also, Eikel’s
1954) and Gilbert’s (1972) data demonstrate that regional varia-
on in Texas German between the 1940s and the 1g6os can be
aced back to specific German dialects brought to Texas by the
st wave of settlers.

-Second, the development of Texas German over the past five
ecades has seen some phonological and morphosyntactic changes.
aken together, these changes set present-day Texas German some-
hat apart from its earlier counterpart but do not appear to be
dicative of a complete breakdown of the linguistic system char-
ristic of other dying languages (see Wolfram zoo2, 772-74).
ome of the changes discussed above, such as the unrounding of
ounded front vowels and case loss, can be explained by internal
ACtors. Other changes, such as borrowing and minor changes in
eord order, can be attributed to external factors. I have argued

hat some changes, such as increase in variability and reduction

orms (e.g., plural marking of nouns), may be indicative of lan-
age death, but there appears to be no systematic pattern under-
g this development. This observation led me to argue that the

icrease in variability and reduction of forms generally proceeds
an item-by-item basis.

The absence of any major linguistic changes over the past five

ades and the impending death of Texas German within the

ext three decades evoke a figure of speech used by Dorian (1978,
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