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Extrasyllabicity in German and English:  Is it a valid concept or not?


Although most, if not all, researchers in the field of phonology agree that the syllable is an important part of phonology, one thing they cannot seem to agree on is whether extrasyllabicity is a valid tool in the evaluation of the syllable.  In looking at the structure of the German and English syllable, the question arises whether a segment that seems to be outside of the “determined” structure of a syllable is extrasyllabic or does it actually indeed fit into the structure of the syllable.  Those who believe that extrasyllabicity does exist and is a valid concept for analysing these segments view these segments as unsyllabified, for various reasons to be discussed, and, therefore, outside of the syllable.  Those on the other side of the spectrum feel there is no need for extrasyllabicity and provide counterarguments claiming that these segments can indeed be considered part of the syllable.  Both sides will be presented in this paper, preceded by an explanation of the syllable structure and, more specifically, of the syllable in German and English.


One of the most important questions to be answered before discussing the existence and/or validity of extrasyllabicity is how it is linguists can be sure that such a thing as the syllable even exists.  One argument for the existence is that almost everyone, including those unfamiliar and not associated with things linguistic, knows what a syllable is and most people can even agree on how many syllables a given word possesses, even if the boundaries of a syllable, in some cases, might not be so easily agreed upon.  Though this does not necessarily prove its existence, it does make it difficult to argue that the concept of the syllable does not exist, especially since once the morphological boundaries are taken into consideration, the syllable boundary of even those not so easily agreed upon boundaries can easily be determined. For example, in German a syllable cannot cross over morphological boundaries such as affixes like –lich.  This means that if there is any doubt as to where the syllable boundaries in a word with such morphological boundaries should be, it cannot separate this affix. From a phonologist’s perspective, Kenstowicz argues in favour of the existence of the syllable because:  (a)  it is a natural domain for the statement of many phonotactic constraints, (b) phonological rules are often more simply and insightfully expressed if they explicitly refer to the syllable, and (c) several phonological processes are best interpreted as methods to ensure that the string of phonological segments is parsable into syllables (Kenstowicz, 1993; 195). 

As Kenstowicz touches upon, the usefulness of the syllable can hardly be disputed and this also makes it difficult to argue against its existence.  The syllable is, however, not only important in the field of linguistics for phonologists and the like, but also for the average person.  For those involved in a field of linguistics in which the syllable plays an important role, the syllable is, as Kenstowicz mentions, very useful in phonotactics, or the constraints on how segments can be sequenced (Wiese, 2001;…).  Phonologists can use  the syllable to determine what combinations of consonant clusters and vowels are possible, and where, and which are not.  Wiese provides the example in German of the words Dahlie [da:.liǝ] and Taille [tal. ʝǝ], through which it becomes clear that a phonotactic constraint exists that [ʝ] can only occur in the beginning of a syllable whereas [i], on the other hand, cannot occur in the initial position of a syllable.  This provides evidence not only for the existence of the syllable, but also of its importance in such things as pronunciation.  To the non-linguist, /i/ is the same letter in the alphabet in both words, even though it is recognizable  that this letter produces two distinct sounds in these words.  But the linguist can recognize on a deeper level that the syllable plays a role in the two differing pronunciations for the same alphabetic letter.  The syllable also helps to allow consonant clusters which are normally thought of as impossible possible.  An example of this from German, a language in which the cluster /tm/ is considered impossible due to this clustering appearing neither at the beginning nor the end of a word, this cluster does appear in words such as widmen and atmen.  The syllable break within both of these words, however, makes it possible for this cluster to appear (Wiese, 2001; 34).


Non-linguists, however, are also aware of the uses of the syllable.  The average speaker of English knows that living rhymes with giving but not with “bring,” even though all three words possess the same ing cluster in final position.  This is due to the two former words ‘sounding’ the same, but also because of the number of syllables these words possess.  Furthermore, it is useful in writing, for example, to know syllable structure because it can be necessary for hyphenation, since a break in a syllable is not allowed.  Though this has, for the most part, been eliminated through the modern age of computers, when writing by hand, it can still be very useful.  The syllable is arguably also helpful even to young kids learning vocabulary for school or participating in a spelling bee.  Anyone who has ever participated or watched a spelling be knows that it is helpful to sound out words syllable for syllable because even at young ages some of us are, even if only subconsciously, aware of some of the phonotactic constraints that restrict spelling.  The list could presumably go on, but hopefully the point has been made that since the syllable is such a useful concept, there should be no dispute about whether it truly exists or not.  


Since it has by now hopefully been established that the syllable does exist, at least in terms of its importance and usefulness, it is important now to describe just exactly what constitutes a syllable.  According to Wiese, the syllable is “a phonological unit organized around a syllabic peak (typically consisting of a vowel) of which speakers have a relatively high awareness” (2001; 34).  Exact syllable structure can vary from language to language and the number of syllables vary from word to word, but the structures of the syllable in German and English are very similar.  In these two languages, as well as others, the standard structure of the syllable consists of a skeleton, which is further divided into an onset, and a rhyme or a nucleus and a coda.  One of the fundamental phonotactic rules of the skeleton in German is that only certain consonants can occur after a long vowel and diphthong, while after a short vowel, only one more consonant can occur (Wiese, 2001; 37).  The basic structure of the skeleton only allows for a certain number of positions in each syllable, one of which is a vowel and two positions are allowed preceding and following the vowel.  The structure is depicted as follows:  


ϭ
                                         C    C   V    C     C

According to those phonologists who believe that extrasyllabicity exists, this is the absolute maximum number of positions allowed in a syllable.  Some examples of one-syllable words that conform to this structure in German and English are:  

a) mit    


b)  swarm


c)  klein

ϭ


      ϭ                                        ϭ
       m  ɪ   t
                      s
  w a  r    m                             k  l  a  ɪ  n

(Wiese, 2001; 39).  


Within the skeleton, as mentioned before, is the sub-syllabic structure consisting of the onset and rhyme, to which the nucleus and coda also belong.  Some phonologists prefer this representation of the syllable as depicted in (A) below, whereas others prefer the representation in (B), which excludes a rhyme.  


A)       ϭ



B)     ϭ
            Onset          Rhyme                              Onset       Nucleus       Coda

           C      C        nucleus     coda                C        C      V          C         C


                         V      C           C

The onset in English, and German as well it seems, only allows for two positions, namely two consonants.  “The onset is clearly the category in which all prevocalic consonants belong.  All phonotactic constraints governing the different combinations in this area seem to refer to the onset as the relevant domain” (Wiese, 2001; 44).  This seems to be Wiese’s justification for the existence of the onset.


The next structure is more debatable.  Some phonologists, as mentioned before, conform to the format in (A) above, where the rhyme is then divided into the nucleus and the coda.  The rhyme as a structure can easily be recognized by taking, for example, a one-syllable word and removing the onset.  Whatever is then left, is the rhyme of the syllable.  The rhyme, in this sense, is essentially the same as the rhyme in poetry, as was the case in the words living and giving rhyming with one another.  Taking simpler versions of these two words in order to have one-syllable words, live and give rhyme with each other because once the onset is removed, the structural rhyme is the same causing these two words to rhyme poetically.  Other phonologists, however, conform to a tripartite structure of a syllable, which excludes a rhyme, and only an onset, nucleus, and coda.  The nucleus of a syllable is its peak or core and must consist of at least a vowel.  The coda can, perhaps, be viewed as the onset only at the end of the syllable instead of the beginning.  Final consonants, possibly all postvocalic consonants (of which a maximum of two is allowed according to  general syllable structure and those advocates of extrasyllabicity) can take positions in the coda.  In some skeletal models, X’s are used in place of V’s and C’s so that the German and English syllable has at most five X positions:  two, at most, for the onset, one, at least, for the nucleus (if using the tripartite structure), and two at most for the coda.  This model is sometimes easier to use since there is no chance of getting lost in how many V’s or C’s there are in the structure of a syllable.  There is, however, no great distinction made between which letters are used.  It is only a matter of preference.  


Another concept important in understanding the arguments for and against extrasyllabicity is sonority, and more specifically, the Sonority Hierarchy.  The idea behind the Sonority Hierarchy is that certain sounds are sonorer than others.  In both English and German, for example, a is the highest on the Sonority Hierarchy, whereas p is one of the lowest letters on the scale, meaning it has less sonority on the scale than a.  The Sonority Hierarchy is ranked in the following manner:

Vowels  >>  Glides  >>  Liquids  >>  Nasals  >> Obstruents (Fricatives>>Plosives)

Vowels have the most sonority whereas obstruents have the least.  This hierarchy is useful to phonologists in determining what clusters are allowed within words and which are not.  This is due to the fact that phonologists have postulated that certain constraints exist because of the Sonority Hierarchy.  For example, Wiese has found that consonants in the onset of a syllable must rise in sonority, meaning the second consonant must have more sonority than the one before it, whereas in the coda, the sonority of the consonants must fall (Wiese, 1990; 169).  As Hall describes it, the Sonority Hierarchy is important to the Sonority Sequencing  Generalization (SSG), which states that “In any syllable there is a segment constituting a sonority peak which is preceded and/or followed by a sequence of segments with progressively decreasing sonority values” (Hall, 2000; 39).  If the Sonority Hierarchy is indeed a valid concept, the idea, then, that a syllable contains a syllabic peak taking place in the nucleus, which must consist of at least a vowel (at least in German and English) makes perfect sense.  Since vowels have more sonority than consonants, the fact that the onset cluster would need to rise in sonority and the cluster in the coda would need to fall while the vowel acts as the peak of the syllable fits in perfectly with the SSG.  The validity of the Sonority Hierarchy can be further confirmed by the numerous words in both German and English, as well as other languages, that conform to the Sonority Sequencing Generalization.  Words such as Pump, Sink, and Plump, etc., show that there is a falling of sonority on both sides from the sonority peak.  There are, however, many words that do not conform to the Sonority Hierarchy and this is one of the important factors in arguing extrasyllabicity.  


Having now discussed the syllable and its structure as well as the Sonority Hierarchy, a few questions arise, such as what happens when a one word syllable exceeds the number of allowed positions of a German or English syllable such as with the word Herbst?  What about consonant clusters that violate the SSG?  It is in order to answer such questions that the concept of extrasyllabicity became important.  Through extrasyllabicity, phonologists who accept its validity argue that those clusters of consonants of the syllable that violate the normal structure of the syllable or violate the sonority sequencing simply do not belong to the syllable and are, therefore, extrasyllabic.  The segments in such cases that are considered extrasyllabic can occur either word-initially as in spring or word-finally as in Gips.  As an advocate of extrasyllabicity, Wiese also argues that, “Teil der Theorie ist weiterhin, dass immer nur ein extrasilbisches Element möglich ist” (Wiese, 1991; 116).  

In his arguments for extrasyllabicity, Wiese states that it would be easy to assume that all segments of a word must belong to a syllable in that word.  This, however, he feels is not the case.  It is not only possible that a segment can belong to two syllables, as is the case with ambisyllabic segments, but a segment can also be extrasyllabic in which case it does not belong to any syllable.  To many phonologists, including Wiese, the concept of extrasyllabicity is a necessity in order to explain violations in the templatic structure of a syllable or in sonority sequencing.  According to those linguists, extrasyllabicity is the only reasonable explanation for such violations.  Consonants which have the ability to be considered extrasyllabic under the right conditions include /t/, /s/, /d/, /st/, /ts/, and /ʃ/.  As has already been alluded, such segments can occur in word-initial or word-final position.  In cases of consonant clusters such as /st/, such segments are considered affricates and do not violate Wiese’s theory that only one extrasyllabic position is allowed.  

Taking the German word Herbst as an example, we can see how the argument for extrasyllabicity seems to make sense, as shown in the following representation.

                                                  ϭ
                         C    V   C    C      C

                                     h    ɛ    ʀ     p    s    t  

The maximum second position after the vowel is taken up by /p/, so that if this syllable structure of a maximum of two positions before and after the vowel peak is valid, the only logical explanation, from the view of Wiese and others, is that the extra segment of the affricate /st/ must be considered as outside of the templatic boundaries of the syllable.  Other examples include Mond, werft, find, and Spruch. Although with words such as werft and Spruch it is clear to see the violation of the number of positions allowed before and after the vowel peak, it is not as obvious with words such as Mond and find.  The reason why the final consonants in these one-syllable words are considered extrasyllabic and not part of the syllable is because their vowels are considered long and, therefore, take up two positions in the syllable structure as is depicted here: 

a) Mond                                    b) find

        ϭ                                            ϭ    

                                 C  V  C   C      C                         C V  C   C    C

                                m     o:     n       d                          f   a   ɪ    n     d

Since the vowel, due to it being a long vowel, requires two positions instead of just one, the /d/ in both words are considered beyond the templatic boundaries of the syllable.  


Having looked at words with syllables that violate the allotted number of positions available in a syllable, we turn now to the other argument for extrasyllabicity.  As mentioned before, it is also the case that segments can be considered extrasyllabic because of violations of sonority sequencing, even if those segments still fit into the templatic structure of the syllable.  In the German words Spiel, Stein, and Skat as well as the English words spunk, stand, and skeleton, the initial /s/ or /ʃ/ is in violation of the SSG since it has more sonority than the consonants that follow.  This means that the syllable is not leading up to a  sonority or vowel peak.  In order to account for this, the claim is that word-initial extrasyllabicity is at play in these situations and /s/ and /ʃ/ are viewed as outside of the syllables as the representations below indicate.  

a) Stein                                 b)  stand

       ϭ
                                       ϭ
                         C    C   V    C   C                  C      C   V    C    C

                       ʃ     t     a     ɪ    n

s       t     a     n     d








These representations show /s/ and /ʃ/ are still part of the words, but not the syllable.  For English, Borowski even provides very specific sonority sequencing constraints for onsets.  He argues that English onset clusters must have at least a three-interval distance between the two consonants in the clusters on the following scale:

y, w >> r >> l >> m, n >> s, z, f, v, ɵ… >> p, t, /t, d/, k, g

From such a constraint, this would allow clusters such as my, pl, tw, but rules out mr, ry, ps, sl, sn, and sm in onsets (Borowski, 1990; 173).  Though the clusters which are allowed are all occurring forms in the English language (myth, please, twin), some of the excluded clusters also occur in English words.  Words such as psychology, slow, snow, and smile are all examples of words with such clusters occurring in their onsets.  Just as in the previous set of words like Stein and stand, Wiese’s justification for the occurrence of these clusters despite violation of his three-interval distance constraint is that the first position in all of these words lies outside of the syllable structure because they all fail to conform to the sonority sequencing constraints.  


Wiese also notes that although extrasyllabic segments can occur both word-initially and word-finally, there is a difference between the possibilities of consonants that can occur at these two ends, with word-initially, in a sense, being more constrained.  He says that “the shape of the initial fricatives  (/s/ and /ʃ/) depends directly on the following stops, while the final obstruents are almost independent of the preceding material” (Wiese, 2001; 48).  If the possible word-initial extrasyllabic structures (/s/ and /ʃ/) are “predictable” from the stops that follow them in the sense that it can be assumed that in Spruch the word initial ‘s’ will be the phonological /ʃ/ because it is followed by /p/ whereas in Skat the ‘s’ will be phonologically represented as /s/ since it precedes /k/, this seems, however, to actually be an argument against extrasyllabicity in word-initial position.  Since there is interplay between the extrasyllabic structure and what follows it, so much so that the extrasyllabic segment depends on what follows, it seems that this structure cannot really be considered outside of the syllable since it is dependent on what occurs within the syllable.

There are, however, problems with Wiese’s arguments of extrasyllabicity that immediately come to the forefront, as was just shown.  Besides Wiese’s claim of the predictability of word-initial consonants actually being an argument against extrasyllabicity, it is also curious that Wiese views the segment /st/ only as an affricate when both consonants are outside of the templatic boundaries of the syllable as is the case in the word Herbst.  When, however, only one of the two is extrasyllabic, they are again two separate units as is the case in the word Stein.  Perhaps this is, in part, due to the first instance being word-finally while the other is word-initially, but it seems as if Wiese is making the claim that /st/ is an affricate only to decrease the chances of violations of another one of his claims, namely that only one extrasyllabic position is ever possible.  The word Herbsts, however, does violate this claim, but Wiese never offers any explanation for words such as this.  It is, therefore, difficult to know for sure how he would rationalize the occurrence of such words, but one can guess that he might claim this to be one unit as well or that since in the pronunciation, speakers of German may prefer to say Herbstes, which would make this a two syllable word, making the existence of two extrasyllabic positions no longer an issue.  

The second problem is simply the existence of so many “exceptions.” It seems that if there are so many words in German and English, as well as other languages, that violate either the templatic structure of the syllable or the sonority sequencing allowed through the Sonority Hierarch, then perhaps these forms, such as the number of positions allowed in a syllable, are not valid.  Perhaps there should be no limit for how many positions are in a syllable or it is simply something other than what phonologists have thought up to this point.  And perhaps the Sonority Hierarchy is not a relevant concept in determining what clusters are allowed to occur and which are not.  Even if it does seem that enough examples of words that follow the sonority sequencing exist in order to prove it valid, there are also plenty of counterexamples to make it possible that coincidence could have a hand in the former examples.
There are others who also see problems in Wiese’s arguments and feel that extrasyllabicity is not necessary in explaining why some syllables  have more consonants than allowed and why others do not conform to sonority sequencing.  Just as Wiese is for extrasyllabicity, Hall is against it, at least in German and English.  In his article “Against extrasyllabic consonants in German and English,” Hall argues that “there is no extrasyllabicity in German and English” and that fully syllabified representations can account for any positions thought to be “extra” by advocates of extrasyllabicity (Hall, 2002; 34).  He addresses both the possibility that a segment can be extrasyllabic due to crossing templatic boundaries as well as violations of sonority sequencing and in both situations offers alternatives to extrasyllabicity.  

Although phonologists such as Wiese feel that extrasyllabicity is necessary  in order to justify segments that would otherwise be in violation of sonority sequencing, Hall feels that to consider these segments as stray or extrasyllabic is not necessary.  “Segments in this context surface either word-finally following an obstruent or word-initially preceding an obstruent” (Hall, 2002; 36).  Though there are words which conform to the SSG, others such as Gips and books both contain final obstruents which have more sonority than the preceding consonants and, as such, are going against sonority sequencing.  In Specht, stehen, sparrow, and stand the same is true only word-initially.  The reason why these words are said to have extrasyllabic segments is because it is thought that English and German “conform strictly to the Sonority Sequencing Generalization” (Hall, 2002; 38), which was mentioned earlier.  Since many words in German and English do conform to this sequencing, it is understandable why some believe it to be a valid constraint in all instances, but the examples provided above show that this is not always the case.  And it is exactly because only obstruents are found in these “extrasyllabic” positions that Hall feels extrasyllabicity is not necessary.  Hall suggests a relaxation of the SSG in such a way that “sequences of obstruents can occur in either syllable margin” (Hall, 2002; 42).  From this relaxation a new constraint called SON appears.  SON states:

1) A sonorant consonant in the syllable onset may only be preceded by obstruents.

2) A sonorant consonant in the syllable coda may only be preceded by segments of higher sonority.  

SON still takes into account consonant clusters allowed through the SSG, but it also allows two obstruents in initial and final position as in the words Specht and Gips.    Hall also mentions several other constraints, which she finds important in determining the most optimal representation of a word.  These constraints are PARSE-SEG, NoCompCoda, MAX(C), and DEP(V).  “PARSE-SEG guarantees maximal parsing of segments into syllables…The markedness constraint NoCompCoda…says that two or more consonants in the coda are disallowed…The faithfulness constraints MAX(C) and DEP(V)  militate against the deletion of a consonant and the epenthesis of a vowel, respectively” (Hall, 2002; 43-44).  In reviewing these constraints, one might wonder about NoCompCoda since, as has already been shown through numerous examples, German and English both contain many words that end in at least two consonants.  It is because of this that these constraint is the lowest ranking one so that a ranking of all five of these constraints is:

SON, PARSE-SEG, MAX(C) >> DEP(V) >> NoCompCoda

Such a ranking indicates that the first three constraints are undominated in German and English.  With the establishment of these constraints, it is now possible to analyze words that would otherwise be considered as having extrasyllabic segments and show that such a concept is not necessary.  Taking the word Gips, for example, and looking at all possible representations in order to find the representation which violates only the lowest ranking constraint leads to a representation of [.gips.] being the most optimal.  This is because a representation such as [.gip.s], which Wiese would likely hold to be correct, violates the PARSE-SEG constraint.  Since the former representation only violates NoCompCoda due to the combination of /p/ and /s/, this violation is not even important because it is the lowest ranking constraint.  Looking at another example, the German word Laden, the possible candidates for the most optimal representation are:  a) [.la:dn.], b) [.la:d.n], c) [.la:dən.] and d) [.la:n.].  “The first candidate loses out due to the SON  violation, the second because PARSE-SEG is not fulfilled.  The winner [.la:dən.], while violating DEP(V), wins out because DEP(V) is lower ranked than SON, PARSE-SEG, and MAX(C),” the latter of which is violated by the final representation (Hall, 2002; 45).  Such representations make fully syllabified syllables optimal and those representations with extrasyllabic segments not optimal or, at the very least, less optimal.  The benefit to evaluating and finding the best representation or the most optimal one in this way is that all possible representations of a word are taken into consideration until the most optimal one is found, namely the one which violates none or only the lowest ranking constraint.  Under this method, since fully syllabified representations generally turn out to be the most optimal, this is a good alternative to considering segments as stray or extrasyllabic.

In his discussion about templatic boundaries, Hall uses the form CCVXC instead of the aforementioned CCVCC so that the X can represent either a vowel or a consonant and no confusion exists about why a C (thought of to stand for consonant) is associated with a vowel, for example in the case of a diphthong or a long vowel like in Mond.  Taking Mond along with the other German words Freund, entfernt, lernt and the English words find, warmth, field, and harms these are all examples of words that would be considered to have extrasyllabic segments in word-final position due to being outside of the determined boundary of the syllable.  Word initial examples include Spruch and Sklave for German and spring and strange for English.  In the first set of words, the final consonants are all situated next to a sonorant consonant and, as is the case here, a coronal obstruent (the segment in question) always follows.  In word initial position, as in the latter set of words, the CC consonant cluster is preceded by a voiceless strident fricative i.e. /s/ or /ʃ/ as was mentioned by Wiese as well.  

Hall goes on to discuss Wiese’s argument of the maximum five positions allowed in a syllable and that anything beyond this number of positions is outside the boundaries of the syllable.  Since even Wiese, who is in favour of extrasyllabicity, recognizes that the syllable can only be exceeded by coronal obstruents, Hall proposes an adjustment of the template of the syllable to take this into account.  If it is the case that only coronal obstruents occur “outside” of the syllable, then the adjustment depicted below by Hall is reasonable and even makes sense. 

                            ϭ

    C      C    C  V  X   C   C     C      C

[-son]                                  [-son]

[+cont]                                [cor]

[cor]

Not only would this new model make extrasyllabicity invalid, but it also ignores Wiese’s claim that only one extrasyllabic segment is possible.  This model is also constraining in that “a two-member onset (i.e. two pre-V consonants) can only be preceded by a coronal fricative and that a three-member rhyme (i.e. two post-vocalic C positions) can only be followed maximally by 3 coronal obstruents” (Hall, 2002; 56).  Under such a model a word like Herbsts would be fully syllabified.  

Although this argument for the adjustment to the syllable structure is convincing enough to invalidate extrasyllabicity in this context,  Hall goes on to argue that even such “language-specific templates are not necessary because the facts they express can be captured instead by universal constraints” (Hall, 2002; 57).  According to Hall, a moraic structure captures these universal constraints where the rhyme takes on a very important role and each member of the rhyme is associated with one mora.  Three possibilities exist for the formation of a rhyme in this structure:  a) VX as in less; b) VXC as in elm; and c) VXCC as in Haupt.  Representations of these words under the moraic structure would be as follows: 

a)  less                              b)  elm                          c)  Haupt

ϭ                                   ϭ                                  ϭ
     µ        µ                       µ      µ      µ                     µ      µ     µ

 
        Ɩ       ɛ        s                     ɛ       Ɩ     m        h          a       Ʊ      p             t
In explanation of his use of this moraic structure, Hall lists 4 constraints:

1) 3µ:  A syllable can contain no more than three moras

2) 1µ/C:  Each segment is linked to its own mora when occurring as a peak or coda.

3) NoBranch:  A mora cannot branch

4) *3µ:  No trimoraic syllables.

(Hall, 2002; 58-59).

This final constraint only applies to unmarked syllables whereas a marked syllable is allowed to be trimoraic.  Constraints one and four may seem to contradict each other, but *3µ is a very low ranking constraint in German and English and, does not truly conflict with the first constraint.  The ranking of these constraints is as follows:

3µ, NoBranch, PARSE-SEG >> 1µ/C >> *3µ

PARSE-SEG is also included here because it is still important to the parsing of segments in the syllable just as when other syllable structures are used.  Taking these constraints and their rankings into consideration, the most optimal representation for the English word fine would be:       fine


ϭ
      µ   µ    µ


f    a    ɪ     n
This representation does not violate any of the highest ranking constraints, only *3µ, which is very low-ranking and is because of this, this candidate is the most optimal.  A representation such as:          fine

                       ϭ
                      µ     µ

               f   a     ɪ    n
is less optimal because it violates the NoBranch and is, therefore, less optimal than the former structural representation or candidate and excluded.  


In using these moras as the syllable structure, even segments that are, under these specifications, not part of the a mora are still not considered extrasyllabic, but rather a direct part of the syllable.  Final coronal obstruents are even considered to take up a special “appendix” position of a syllable, which Hall defines as a “non-moraic coda consonant” (Hall, 2002; 62).  This explanation furthers the idea that these forms are not extrasyllabic, but do, indeed, belong to the syllable.  


The issue of extrasyllabicity in German and English is one for which, it seems, no overwhelming consensus will be reached.  Both those for and those against extrasyllabic segments make valid points for their side.  With the structure of the German and English syllable being a five-position one (CCVXC), it would make to consider anything beyond this structure, either initially or finally, to be extrasyllabic.  If, however, this five-position syllable was determined before any true analysis of the syllable in German and English and it was only later to be discovered that certain words do not fit this structure after all, perhaps it is necessary to re-evaluate this accepted structure, as Hall as done.  Since it is the case that only obstruents are ever found in these “extrasyllabic” positions, perhaps these violations should be viewed as the norm, instead of as exceptions, and added to the structure as Hall suggests.  For violations in sonority sequencing, perhaps a new analysis is necessary as well.  Since there is also regularity to both of these types of violations, it seems illogical to continue to consider these as exceptions and not belonging to the syllable.  Were there to be no regularity to these violations, this would be a stronger argument for extrasyllabicity, but even Wiese admits that “even if the concept of extrasyllabicity is not accepted, the fact remains that the consonants in this position can only be coronal” (Wiese, 2001; 167).  If both sides can agree that this is the case, then Hall’s views on the addition of new rules to include such segments as part of the syllable seems to be the more logical resolution to the issue.  


It has hopefully become apparent that the syllable plays a truly vital role in the field of phonology, despite any disagreements that may exist about exactly how the syllable should be viewed (i.e. as a purely five-position structure with strict sonority rules or more relaxed to allow  for “exceptions”).  Since so many violations of templatic structure as well as sonority sequencing exist so that a whole new concept (extrasyllabicity) had to be developed in order to explain these violations, a re-evaluation by those who favour extrasyllabicity, as Hall as done,  in order to include these violations as part of the norm seems necessary.  Both types of violations have been re-examined and explained in a way in which segments which are considered extrasyllabic due to these violations can be viewed as parts of the syllable.  The points which Hall makes should be further closely examined in the hope that both sides can come to a consensus.  
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