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lA. van Leuvensteijn & lB. Berns 

Introduction 

Panta rhei (Heraclitus) 

The occasion 

The colloquium "Dialect Standard Language, Dialekt und Standardsprache" was 
held in Amsterdam from 15 to 18 October 1990, under the auspices of the Royal 
Netherlands Academy of Arts and Sciences. Forty dialectologists, sociolinguists 
and historical linguistists from the USA, England, the Netherlands, Germany 
(East and West Germany had just been united), Austria, Switzerland and Norway 
participated in this colloquium. The organizing commiltee constisted of Or. J.B. 
Berns, Or. J.A. van Leuvensteijn (chairman), Prof. Dr. P.Th. van Reenen and Or. 
M.E.H. Schouten. 

The theme of the colloquium was defined as the interaction between dialect 
and standard language in relation lO social development. The contributors were 
asked to concentrate espccially on changes in language structure. After a general 
overview of the field, the language situations in the English, Duteh, German and 
Norwegian language areas were discussed. For each of the four areas, the origin 
and spread ofthe standard language (or languages) were outlined. The colloquium 
had been set up in such a way lhat a well-balanced treatment of the relationship 
bet ween dialect and standard language should have been ensured, but due to a 
few unforeseen circumstances, which are inevitable in meetings of this size, trus 
aim was not completely realised. 

Each article in this book stands on its own and can be read without referring 
to the other articles. A certain amout of overlap was therefore inevitable. However, 
in numerous places the authors turn out to have benefited considerable from ideas 
and insights acquired during the colloquium. 
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2 Dialect and Standard Language 

The concept of "dialect" and "standard language", as they occur in the title ofthis 
collection, may give rise tot the impression that they are fixed entities. Such an 
impression would, however, be incorrect. Dia1ects and standard languages are 
subject to change. Dialects influence each other, and in large sections of the 
Germanic language area they undergo the influence of a regional Umgangssprache 
and of an overarching standard language. Oral and written standard languages 
change under the influence of other standard languages, but of ten also as aresuit 
of interaction with dialects and with intermediate stages between dialect and 
standard languages. In essence, any type of language use is always in motion. 
Panta rhei. 

When we speak of "dialect" and "standard language", we use generalisations 
in order to enable ourse1ves to discuss language use in its infinitely many varieties. 

The use oflanguage forms part of human behaviour. Man uses his knowledge 
of one or more languages and language varieties in order to communicate with hls 
fellow-men. He chooses continually from the many possibilities for expression 
which are at his disposal depending on the situation in which he finds himself and 
on the people he speaks or writes to. The traditions within the language community 
play an important role in the choice oflanguage use. But these tradition mayalso 
change with time. 

This hook focusses on the interaction between dialect and standard language. 
This interaction is part ofthe much wider area of "interaction between languages". 
Towards the end of 1989 Frans can coetsem published his monograph Loan 
Phonology and the Two Transfer Types in Language Contact. His model, which 
had been developed with respect to the specifie problems oflanguages in contact, 
has, in the opening article of the present hook, been adapted and exfended to 
cover and explain the relationship between dialect and standard language. 
"Borrowing" and "imposition", the two types of transfer, are central to this mo
del. In the final part of his contribution, he pi aces the interaction between dialect 
and standard language in the much wider perspective of language intemational
isation. 

In the section of the English language area, Michae1 Benskin describes some new 
perspectives on the origins of standard written English. In hls view, the development 
which led to the rise of standard written English began as early as the 15th 
century. Even before The King's English/govemment English gained currency, 
around 1400 there were non-Iocal, regional writing standards for non-literary 
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usage. These written languages were suitable for correspondence with people 
outside one's own dialect area. It is difficult to detennine the difference between 
the two in southem England, but it is much easier in northern England, where 
govemrnent English and the regional written language differed to a much greater 
extent. 

K.P. Petyt's contribution deals with the influenc of the standard variety on 
Northern fonns of British English. He pays attention 10 the research methods of 
the early dialectologists, who concentrated on "pure dialect". Modem dialectolo
gists are mainly interested in the tension between dialects on the one hand and 
standard English and the prestige accent (RP) on the other. 

The section on the Dutch language area is opened by Marijke J. van der Wal. 
"The rise of the Dutch Standard Language" began in the 16th century in the 
northern part of the Netherlands. Her main concern is with the role played by the 
grammarian in the forming of Standard Dutch. 

In his exposition on adnominal gender marking, J.A. van Leuvensteijn 
illustrates the width of the gap between two written dialects of around 1575 and 
the artificially embellished written standard language of around 1650. As aresuIt 
ofthe spread ofthe Bible in the vernacular, this standard language was introduced 
into Protestant families from all walks of Iife. 

Jo Daan looks for historical explanations for the negative attitude towards 
dialects in the 19th century and in our own time. 

Under the provocative heading "Towards the end of the standard language in 
the Netherlands", Jan Stroop contends th at it is not the dialects which are threatened 
with extinction, but the standard language: the requirement of absolute uniformity 
is not fullfilled, and the resulting variation makes it impossible to speak of a 
standard. 

In "The stability of language e1ements", C. van Bree analyses the linguistic 
interaction between dialect and standard language in a region in the East of the 
Netherlands. He pays a great deal of attention to the regional variety of the 
standard language. His contribution is c10sely related to Van Coetsem 's study. 

The German language area presents a strongly varying picture of interaction 
between dialect, Umgangssprache and standard language, caused mainly by the 
different historical developments in the various parts of this extensive language 
are. 

Lerchner discusses the historical development in eastern Germany. In the 
eastern part of central Germany the written standard does not have any influence 
on the dialects, although there is an interaction between the dialects and the 
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regional Umgangssprachen. Lerchner concentrates on concrete language-historical 
constellations, which allow every region to have its own contact development. 

Hubertus Menke asks how it was possible for an area th at used to be 
monolingual, to turn into a bilingual area, Low-German variety losing its status to 
a High-German variety. This process took place first in the written language and 
then also in the spoken language. 

The situation in the former GDR, especially around Berlin and Magdeburg, is 
described in detail by H. Schönfeld. The period between 1945 and 1990 saw 
considerable shifts in use and function of dialect, Umgangssprache and standard 
language. The centralised cultural policy of the Communist govemment left no 
room for dialects. Schönfeld describes the main social developments of this 
period, which led to a depreciation and a reduction in usage of dialects. 

The development and usage of dialect and standard language among Rhenish
Ripuarian speakers are the subject of 1. Macha's contribution. He observes a 
development in which the social uses of dialect and standard language need not 
exclude one another. This is a process in which language variety and situation are 
increasingly disconnected from each other, and in which the functional division 
between dialect and standard language has turned into a form of coexistence. 
There is a link here with a more general social trend, namely the loosening of the 
distinction between what is "formai" and what is "informal". 

In his paper on the interaction between dialect and standard language in 
Austria, Peter Wiesinger presents interesting statistics on the use of dialect, 
Umgangssprache and standard language in population centres of less than or 
more than 20.000 inhabitants. He sub<Hvides his percentages according to three 
social classes. In the villages, 80% of the population speak dialect, but only 30% 
do so in the medium-sized and large towns. More than 75% of the lowest social 
stratum speak dialect, but only 25% of the highest social stratum. The standard 
language is only used by a few percent of the well-educated in the large towns. 

The language situation in Switserland is completely different from that in 
Austria. Walter Haas shows how unique the German-speaking part of Switzerland 
is, with High German only serving as a written standard; for oral communication 
only the dialects are used, irrespective of social position. The term "Schweizer
deutsch" refers to the sum total of alilocal dialects. 

The Norwegian language area has two standard languages, Nynorsk en Bokmäl, 
along with considerable dialect variation. 

In "Dialects and standard in Norway", K. Venäs places the present linguistic 
situation in Norway against the historical and poli tic al background, using an 
example from the gender system to illustrate his arguments. 
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Eskil Hansen discusses Bokmäl, which was developed from Danish, and 
which is the most prestigious of the two standard languages. 

In the third contribution on Norway, Tove Bull goes into the relationship 
between the Norwegian standards and the vemacular of the Norwegian-speaking 
locals in the language contact areas of the North of Norway. She highlights the 
influence ofthe Sami and the Finns on the development ofthe everyday speech of 
this region which has, for centuries, ben multi-ethnic and multilingual. 

Dialect, Umgangssprache and standard language are far from being well-defined 
concepts which arc valid for the Germanic language arc as a whoie. At best, one 
may characterise them by means of a few propenies. 

A standard language is a language that has been officially sanctioned by the 
govemment. It finds its origin in one or more prestigious dialects, and has been 
codified by language expert,>. lts use in sometimes imposed by law. It is the 
highest norm for written language and more formal spoken language, although 
not all aspects of the language have to be described. 

An Umgangssprache is an unofficial norm for civilised oral communication 
and related written usage; it is valid for an area which may consist of different 
dialect arcas. An Umgangssprache is the result of spontaneous dialect mixing, 
which occurs especially in large towns as a result of urbanisation, or, more 
recently in some areas also the result of interaction with a standard language. lt 
has a great deal of influence on the region for which the town is the social and 
cultural centre. 

A dialect is a language variety that is used in situations which do not form 
part of the social intercourse with a dominant nearly town or with the whole 
language area in which an Umgangssprache or a standard language is current. 
From a historical perspective, it is tru to say that the autonomous development of 
the dialects is broken off by the appearance of an Umgangssprache or a standard 
language. 

At any time, the use of dialect, Umgangssprache or standard language is 
detcrmined by social cuslomy. This does nol mean, however, that everyone is 
forced to conform. It is possible to use a dialect in situations where Umgangssprache 
or standard language arc customary, and vice versa, provided that mutual com
prehension is not impaircd. In Britain, the Netherlands, Germany and Auslria, we 
find oral Umgangssprachen in addition to the traditional dialect and the standard 
language. 1 In Norway, such an Umgangssprache appears to be in the process of 
developmcnt, based on Oslo. On the other hand, lhere is no Umgangssprache in 

I In his lecture on the present day situation in Britain, Trudgill called them mainstrearn dialccts . 
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the Gennan-speaking part of Switzerland: oral communication invariably takes 
place in dialect, regardless of the situation. The same is likely to have been true of 
the regional representatives in the Netherlands at the end of the 16th and in the 
beginning of the 17th century ,at the time of the Republic. In those days there was, 
contrary to, for example, France and Spain, no powerful central govemment: 
power lay in the hands of the individual states which together made up the 
Netherlands. 

The interaction pattem of dialect, Umgangssprache and standard language is 
illustrated graphically in figure 1. 

Figure J 

Standard 
Language < 

> 

, / 
I Di~ec~ I 

Umgangssprache 
± Regiolects 
± 'Mainstream dialects' 
± Vemacular 

According to Van Coetscm, both "imposition" and "borrowing" are active in this 
process. In the case of imposition, the fixed structure of the source language 
pushes out the structure ofthe recipient language, whereas in the case ofborrowing, 
the recipient language chicfiy copies loose elements from the source language. 
The course of this complex process deserves closer study, particularly with res
pect to the Umgangssprache. 
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Frans van Coetsem 

The Interaction between Dialect and 
Standard Language, and the Question of 

Language Internationalization 

Viewed from the standpoint of the Germanic languages* 

Abstract 

We consider here in a general survey me interaction between dialect and standard 
language. First. we wil! examine the basic language concepts involved (section 
1). Subsequently we wil! discuss me different forms or types of interaction bc
tween dialect and standard language. based on the two transfer types in language 
contact (section 2). We wil! men deal with language standardization (section 3). 
and conclude with the broader perspective of language interaction and language 
internationalization; from the viewpoint of language contact language inter
nationalization paral!els to a significant degree language standardization (section 
4). There is some overlapping between the sections. as we shall consider similar 
questions from different vantage points. 

While we chose to include language intemationalization in a study which was 
original!y intended to be only about dialect and standard language. we broadened 
the theme of our treatment considerably. so mat we had to limit our discussion in 
other respects and use more references. Because of this our study has bccome 
more a programmatic synmesis. 

Another restriction is that the topic wil! bc handled from the standpoint of the 
Germanic languages. We wil! focus primarily on English when discussing the 
conceptual basis and language internalionalization. Because of its international 
status and expansion English is uniquely suited lO illustrate such issues. 

1·1 Introductory remarks 

We wil! start wim a discusson ofthe language concepts involved. When studying 
the interaction bctween dialect and standard language in a present-day linguistic 
context as compared to some decades ago. wc see that the scope of the subject has 
expanded and continues to expand. In the past the dialcct-standard interaction 
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was seen mainly from the viewpoint of dialectology. More recently the social 
aspect hecame more emphasized. Now we also concentrate on the fact that the 
dialect-standard interaction is an aspect of language contact and in an important 
case a form of language acquisition as weIl. Neither can we ignore language 
intemationalization in so far as it is an extension of standardization and shows 
certain striking parallcls with it. Such an expansion of the focus may he more a 
question of methodological integration and improvement than of novelty (Daan 
1985), but it requires that views from different subfields of linguistics he con
fronted and matched, which will clearly have an effect on the concepts we use. 

}·2 Dialect and language 

}·2·1 Words, especiaIly contentives, have by nature a high degree of variability 
and astrong potential for semantic change. This feature of naturallanguages is 
designed to cope with the varying and changing semantic needs of the individual 
and the society. The notions of dialect and language, even in their technical 
applications, are no exceptions here . As WeIls (1982:3) notes about dialect: "In 
linguistics the term is applied, often in a rather vague way, to any speech variety 
which is more than an idiolect but less than a language." 

In essence, i.e ., when referring to the verbal communication system, the 
concepts of dialect and (standard) language are the same, and Haugen much to 
the point (1987:15) states: "One man's dialect is anOther man's language." The 
difference between dialect and (standard) language appcars to reside primarily in 
a ranking evaluation, the dialect being viewed as subordinate and regionally 
confined in relation to the (standard) language as a superordinate or overarching 
language (cf. German Überdachung, Goossens 1973a, 1985). The difference in 
ranking rests on a variety of factors : on difference in functionality, on geographi
cal expansion, on language or structural distance (affinity)l and the subjective 
rating of this distance by the speakers themselves (Kloss 1985: e.g., 210-1. 
Weinreich 1953:69-70, 104-6). 

}·2·2 The geographical or horizontal aspect of the notion of dialect is the original 
and prevalent one in traditional dialectology. There are, however, social and 
stylistic or vertical aspects to a dialect, as to any form of language. In its social 
occurrenee any form of language is referred to as sociolect. 

In the case of either dialect or language monolingualism, the social and 
stylistic stratifications wiU either extend over the dialect or the language, respec
tively. In the case of a dialcct-language bilingualism, the social and stylistic 
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stratifications will of ten extend complementarily over both the dialect and the 
language (section 2-4). A term different from dialect may be used for referring to 
the sociolect, as in Dutch volkstaal vs. dialect or streektaal (Weijnen 1948:7, 
1958:19).2 

There are furthermore stylistic implications in the difference between the 
written and the spoken language in so far as there are written and spoken styles. 
In Dutch we can make a distinction bctween geschreven taal and schrijftaal or 
schrijfstijl, gesproken taal and spreektaal or spreekstijl. 

}·2·3 Both dialect and standard language show variation. It is in the perspective of 
variation and relative uniformity that wc can view a standard language as a 
reality, as a collection of vaiieties,3 and not solely as an imaginary entity, an ideal 
or a norm. There is always tension bctween norm and reality, and many factors, 
including subjective ones, arc involved in the delimitation bctween standard and 
nonstandard.4 Also, in dialect research social and stylistic variation is now being 
rightfully emphasized with methods to describe and formalize it systematically 
(cf., e .g., Chambers-Trudgill 1980: chapters 3,4 and 5). 

}·2-4 Dialect and standard language arc often genetically and structuraUy closely 
related, but it is not at all unusual for a standard language to expand over an area 
where a genetically less rclated or nonrclated language or dialect is used (lan
guage di stance). KJoss (1978 :60-3) calls it a dachlose Auj3enmundart 'roofless 
dialect' (e.g., the Flemish dialect in France), while Goossens (1985:288) would 
prefer to spcak in this connection of afremdes Dach. Such a language or dialect is 
then also in a subordinate relationship to the language that functions as an 
overarching standard. Indecd, the geographical area covered by a standard lan
guage is not linguisticaIly but sociopolitically motivated .5 There is a great deal of 
similarity bctween the expansion of a standard over genetically closely related 
dialects and the expansion of that standard over other languages, rclated or nonre
lated. Such an expansion also occurs in the intemationalization of a language 
(section 4). 

}·3 Language variety 

}·3·} In synthesizing our view of the dialect-standard interaction we need a gen
eral concept that includes the notions of dialect and language, and implies lan
guage difference and variation in time, spacc (dialect), society (sociolect; jargon) 
and style (register), as weIl as language diffcrence between the individual and the 
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community, the spoken and the written language. We will adopt the common 
notion of (language)variety, with further qualifying modifiers to signify its vari
ous aspects. 

From a general standpoint we will distinguish between an individual variety 
and a communal variety. From the specific viewpoint of our topic, that is, dialect
standard interaction as a spccific case of language contact and language acquisi
tion, we will distinguish belween intermediate variety or short/all variety and 
accent variety. From the broader pcrspcctive oflanguage intemalionalization, we 
will differentiale belween intranational and national variety, and between native 
and nonnative variety. The degree of functionalily is slill another criterion for 
differentiating belween language varielies (cf. the above-mentioned distinction 
bet ween dialect and language) . Since our laxonomy of varielies is based on 
different criteria, there is overlapping and intercrossing bclween the nOlions. 

1·3·2 For the sake of hierarchy, we mention first lhe dislinction between individ
ual variety or idiolect and communal variety or wh al could bc called • communilect' 
('communalect' , Kloss 1978:23), the latter indicaling any form of speech com
munity. A general observation in lhis conneclion is thal when using here such 
notions as dialect, language and language variety without any further qualifi
cation, we refer primarily lO communities of peer speakers, whose generallinguistic 
behavior can be describcd in lhe same way whelher we lhink in terms of the 
individual or lhe communily; lhis is valid because of the basic concordance 
between the ontogenetic and phylogenetic developmenLS. Difference in this con
neclion should only be considered if il is relevant lO lhe argument. 

1·3·3 The notions of intermediate variety / short/all variety and accent variety are 
directly relevant lO our topic. 

(i) An intermediate variety occurs in the acquisition process of a language. It 
is intermediate in so far as il represents a developmental form in what has been 
termed interlanguage in lhe process of lan!,TUage acquisilion (Selinker 1972).6 
Interlanguage, which is a basic concept here, refers to an acquisilion continuum 
or lO a gamut of intermediate language forms belween the leamer's language or 
source language and the target language or recipient language. Within the spe
cific context of dialect-standard interaction an intermediate variety is a develop
mental form, a kind of compromise between the dialect and the normative stand
ard. As Weinreich (1953:104-6) notes, such an intermediate variety is not a 
"crystallization" of a new language. Yet, it may develop lO a more or less senled 
and socialized status, and also be a sociolect. To the extent that it grows inde
pendent of interlanguage, it ceases to be an intermediate variely and becomes a 
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language or language variety in its own right. One might see it then more as a 
short/all variety,7 in that it has. fallen short of its goal in the process of in
terlanguage. 

(ii) An accent variety is similarly a form of dialect-standard interaction in the 
interlanguage process, and thus a subset of intermediate variety / shortfalI variety. 
We speak of accent variety, when accent, i.e., a set of pronunciation peculiarities 
or a specific pronunciation pallem,8 is the prevalent or virtually the only char
actcristic of the variety. It of ten represents the final stage of interlanguage and of 
the acquisition process. 

(iii) The qualifying modifiers 'intermediatc' , 'shortfall 'and 'accent' in connec
tion with 'language variety' arc different in nature, in that 'intermediate' and 
'shortfall ' teIl us about how the varietics eame into being, while 'accent' refers to 
a strueturaI feature of the variety. 

(iv) In line with formalions in -leet, such as dialect, the terms basilect, mesolect 
and acrolect have also been used in language aequisilion (especially in creolisties) 
for referring respeclively lO the leamer's language or source language (dialecl), 
lhe interlanguage, and lhe larget language or reeipient language (standard lan
guage). 

1·3-4 How arc such intermediate varieties / short/all varieties and accent varie
ties to bc further eharaelerized? 

(i) The semantie contents and connolalions of nolions are historically and 
culturally delermincd . In Europe, dialcets arc generally assumed lO have been 
moulded to a large exlent by early, medievaI lerrilories, and they are mostly 
locally restrieted, while the overarching slandard languagcs themselves arc regu
larly developcd from those dia1cels that grew to dominance and spread . In colo
nizalion areas sueh as the Uni lcd Slales, where English was imported, and in 
Soulh Africa, where Duteh was imported and evolved to Afrikaans, there arc 
virtually no dialccls in the European sense of lhe word. Yel, linguisls spcak also 
of dialeets in relation to local or regional forms of Ameriean English. They then 
refer to areal dislinclions whieh in a European eonlext would be seen ralher as 
regional varielies of a slandard I;mguage (cf., e.g., Martinel 1960: 158). Such 
regional varielies arc indeed nOL only found in colonizalion arcas, but also in 
areas lhal have dialecls in lhe European eoneeplion of the word . For instanee, 
there is in lhe Netherlands a Limburgie varicly of lhe Northem Dutch standard,9 
and in addilion lhere arc Limburgic dia1cels. Therefore, wc will distinguish here 
belween regiolect (e.g., KJoss 1978:23, Hoppenbrouwers 1985, 1989:84), the 
regional variely in queslion, and dialect, the traditional, locally restricted variety. 
This dualily has been weIl reeognized in tradilional as weU as in modem Euro-
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pean dialectology. However, the link with language acquisition and interlanguage 
has to be also clearly pcrceived. 

A regiolect, as opposed to a dialect, has been given different names, for 
example, in German Halbmundart, 'gebildete' landschaftliche Umgangssprache 
(Bach 1960:230 ff.), neuer Substandard, Sekundärdialect (Schönfeld in this vol
ume), stadtabhängiger Verkehrsdialekt (as opposed to Basisdialekt) (Wiesinger 
in this volume).l0 In English the regiolect is called mainstream-dialect (either 
standard or nonstandard) to distinguish it from the so-called traditional-dialect 
(Trudgill in handout at the Colloquium, and Wells 1982:3 ff.) . In certain areas, 
such as England and the Netherlands, regio1ccts seem to have reached a fairly 
stabilized form (Stroop in this volume), while the dialects are disappearing. In 
other areas, such as Switzerland, the diaIects are gene rally weIl preserved (Haas 
in this volume, and cf. section 2-4). 

Regiolects differ among each other in a number of ways, depcnding on such 
factors as the area, the time, the social circumstances or situations, the language 
distance between the dialect and the standard, etc. (cf., e.g., Lerchner, Schönfeld, 
Menke and Wiesinger in this volume). Yet, there is a constant, i.e., the language 
contact situation in which the dialect speaker while acquiring the standard (in the 
process of interlanguage) produces a variety which is neither the dialect nor the 
normative standard, but rather a more or less settled compromise product of the 
two. 

There is no difficulty in applying the concept of regiolect to so-called dialec
tal differences in colonization areas as, e .g., the United States and South Africa, 
although the notion may then be less associated with rural environments. The 
difference seems to bc mainly one of formation, in that regioIects in colonization 
areas arc the products of strong dialectal or regional levelling probably in an 
intergenerational perspective. Levelling is indeed an important factor here, al
though it does not occur with colonization alone, but in other cases of interlingual 
contact as well. l1 The major roIe of levelling in such a connection has been 
recognized as early as the beginning of this century. Wrede (1912) spoke in this 
perspective of Ausgleich, and the notion of Ausgleichssprache (koine), th at is, 
levelled (language)variety, is now often used. 

(ii) Regiolects, specifically those that occur within the same nation, are or 
develop often to accent varieties, and their number seems to bc on the rise. 
Accent varieties represent the last, most seuled and socialized stage ofthe interlan
guage development. Articulatory habits belong indeed to the most stabIe and 
enduring language domains. Accent is resistant, and efforts to give it up or 
change it may be frustrating and psychologically costly, even forchildren (Trudgill 
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1975:57-8, Van Coetsem 1988:27-8). It amounts to nothing less than breaking 
ingrained habits. Yet, social factors have often compelled speakers to do so. 

(a) In elaborating on our definition of accent variety, we note that as a rule it 
is proper to a certain geographical area, has an identifying pronunciation pattem, 
but does not show any significant amount oflexical and grammatical characteris
tics; in particular, the vocabularies of accent varieties of a language display a high 
degree of similarity all over the area covered by the language within a nation. 
This general characterization of accent variety ag rees quite well with what Trudgill 
(in the handout of his lecture at the Colloquium) states about the development of 
a mainstream-dialect (this corresponds to our intermediate variety/shortfall vari
ety and accent variety), namely: "A probably accurate scenario is one which 
involves lexical and grammatical homogenisation, but phonetic and phonological 
differentiation." The rclative lexical uni rormity of accent varieties, which affects 
both the active and passive knowledge of the language, is a consequence of the 
strongly increased and improved communication possibilities in more recent times, 
as weil as the fact that lexical items, specifically contentives, are easily transfer
abIe. 

With our notion of accent variery we accord accent a status of its own as 
opposed to grammar and lexicon, and so does Trudgill, as we have seen above. 
Trudgill (1975: 18) and Trudgill-Hannah (1985: 1) have noted in relation to 
(British) English that the distinction between dialect and standard is determined 
by grammar and vocabulary, not by accent. This represents an attitude about 
accent which is quite different from the one prevalent in the first half of this 
century (Görlach 1988: 155). 

We can speak equally weil of an accent variety in the case of the British RP 
(Received Pronunciation). This is one which is not geographically restricted, but 
rather "a genuinel y regionless accent wi thin B ri tain" as Trudgill-Hannah (1985 :9) 
call it. It can also bc considered a sociolectal accent variety. 

Accent is a pronunciation pattem that has acquired a certain distinction, 
regionally and/or sociall y. One accent may have more social prestige than an
other, which may in turn he socially stigmatized. Accent may thus not only refer 
to a regiolect but also to a sociolect. The identification and social evaluation of 
accent is made against the background of one's own perception of the accent 
situation , a total of the individual perceptions forming an overall opinion. It is 
also against this background that intelligibility of an accent is measured, where a 
rclative lack of intelligibility can possibly trigger social stigmatization and rejec
tion. 

Lexical similarity bctween accent varieties is another question th at needs to 
he further addressed. The development to such a similarity within modem com-
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munication conditions is not surprising since the lexicon, specifically its contentive 
component, is the semantically important part of the language, and thus a major 
factor in inteUigibity, which may play a role in the social acceptance of an accent 
variety, as we have seen. As Stankiewicz (1957:47) observes: "The ability to 
understand speakers of different speech community ... correlates more closely 
with lexical similarity than with structural correspondencies between linguistic 
systems." Equally significant in this connection is that the lexical deviations were 
considered by far the most serious in a survey by Politzer (1978) with 148 
Gerrnan teenagers, who were asked to evaluate deviations in the Gerrnan used by 
English speakers. And Dillard (1985:258), when talking about varieties of 
nonnative English in the prospect of intelligibility, comes to the conclusion that 
"if native language syntax is not very important in the type of English spoken, 
native language lexicon and idiom are extremely important". finally, while deal
ing in particular with language distance, Kloss (1978 :64, 334-5) regards the 
lexicon as "das wichtigste Merkmal". Thus, while lexical similarity is considered 
the most important unifying factor, the criterion is clearly 'intelligibility'. When, 
however, Weinreich (1953:70, referring to earl ier research) states that "it is major 
deviations of a grammatical type, above all, that are interpreted as a split" (frag
mentation), his criterion is not 'intelligibility' but 'structure'. The two opinions 
are not in contradiction, but conceived from different angles. As far as language 
fragmentation is concemed, given a continuum of language differentiation in 
time or space, we have no objective linguistic criteria to decide in an exact way 
when or where we can speak of different languages or of the same language 
(Hudson 1980:21-71 ).12 It is precisely in such a case th at the subjective attitude of 
the speaker becomes a deterrnining factor. 

(b) We will now briefly examine some examples of accent varieties, both 
regional and sociolectal. In American English there are a number of regional 
accent varieties that are said to be socially accepted; 13 the lexicon shows then, at a 
comparable sociallevel, a noticeable degree of uniforrnity from east to west and 
north to south. Similarly, Northem Dutch, in the Netherlands, exhibits a remark
able lexical uniforrnity,I4 while some regional accent differences seem to be 
socially weIl accepted, in spi te of the fact that they are occasionally considered 
deviations from the Northem Dutch standard. Although American English and 
Northem Dutch do not in all respects represent the same situation, both exemplify 
the type of regional accent variety which is viewed as not being socially stig
matized; the accent variety is in such a case not regarded as being in a subordinate 
relation to, but rather as a manifestation or a realization of, the standard language 
(section 1·2·3). 
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In contrast to the examples of the United States and the Netherlands, a re
gional accent in Britain carries in opposition to the RP more of a social stigma 
(Hudson 1980:43).15 Such a regional accent variety thus has a sociolectal aspect. 
Yet, attitudes are changing and RP in competition with native accents is now 
rapidly losing ground as a pronunciation model in Britain (cf. Petyt in this vol
ume). 

Another interesting example of the sociolectal accent variety is so-called Plat 
Amsterdams 'broad Amsterdam speech', which is a stigmatized accent variety of 
Dutch in the town of Amsterdam. Plat Amsterdams is mainly distinguished by 
accent, and has only very few lexicaI, morphological and syntactic characteris
tics, as Schatz (1986:5, 74-5) notes. The stigmatization of an accent variety is 
here the natural resuJt of the fact that Plat Amsterdams is within the same area 
(Amsterdam) a sociolect, i.e., the low Amsterdam variety of Dutch, as opposed to 
the high variety of Dutch as it is spoken in Amsterdam. Within such a sociolectal 
perspective the accent stigmatization may be more resistant than in other cases. 

(iii) That the general attitude towards regiolects is changing is a consequence 
of the growing social emancipation during the last decades. Significantly in
creased numbcrs of people have to acquire and use a standard language and in so 
doing they often only reach a certain stage in the acquisition of that language. In 
the process, the earlier idealistic goal of a standard as a language that does not 
reveal the area of origin of the speaker has become entircly unrealistic. Instead, 
regiolects th at reveal the area of origin of the speakers but all ow adequate commu
nication appear to becoming more and more socially accepted. These may de
velop to regiolectal standards, especially as in the case of accent varieties. 

(iv) In the following summary we include the language varieties involved in 
one type of interaction between dialect and standard language, with the dialect 
bcing the leamer's language and the standard the target language. We match the 
general notions of dialect, regiolect and standard language with the correspond
ing ones in language contact and language acquisition: 
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(1) 

I 11 
gene ral language contact/ language acquisition 

1. dialect H leamer's language, source language, basilect 
2. regiolect 

(regiolectal standard) H interlanguage (intennediate variety / shortfall 
variety, accent variety), mesolect 

3. standard H target language,recipient language, acrolect 

- in colonization areas: regiolect (regiolectal standard) H levelled variety 

As we will discuss (section 2), there are other interaction types, such as the one in 
which the relations are reversed, i.e., where the dialect is the target language and 
the standard the leamer's language. AIso, once a regiolect has emerged, interac
tion develops bet ween the regiolect and the dialect as weIl as bet ween the regiolect 
and the standard. 

The above represents language varieties from a geographical, regional view
point (horizontal aspect), which is that of our topic. The sociolectal (vertical) 
aspect is exemplified above by Plat Amsterdams. 

1·3·5 Next, considering the broader perspective of language intemationalization, 
we briefly discuss the distinctions between intranational and national varieties, 
and between native and nonnative varieties of language. 

(i) Having given examples of intranational varieties, we now direct our atten
tion to the national varieties. 

(a) National varieties of a language (or, as Kloss 1978:66-7 caUs them, pluri
zentrische Hochsprachen) are also native varieties. Their mutual relationship is 
complex and often differs from one case to another.They may represent different 
standards, as in the case of British and American English, which exhibit lexical 
(and grammatical) dissimilarities in addition to accent differences. The differ
ences are not always clearly demarcated, and with the present "communication 
explosion" lexical differences are fluid and subject to change (Algeo 1989:e.g., 
220, 222 ff.). British and American English each has its own sphere of influence 
(Görlach 1988: 158), British English in South Africa, Australia and New Zealand; 
American English in Canada. Within each sphere of influence the degree of 
difference is a variabie. "As the two major national varieties influence each other, 
they influence all other varieties of English too. And those other varieties exert a 
counterinfluence on British and American" (Algeo, p. 225). As we will see, 
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English varieties converge lexically, as the result of the growing lexical expan
sion of American English. 

(b) The issue of social acceptance must bc raised, this time in relation to a 
national variety. The case of English in Australia, another colonization area, is 
interesting, although complex and still an object of debate (cf., e.g., Delbridge 
1985, Horvath 1985). Australian English differs from British English through 
accent and lexicon. As far as pronunciation is concemed, RP or a close variant 
originally functioned as the norm. In other words, an Australian pronunciation of 
English was stigmatized. Since World War 11 this appears to be changing, and a 
more autochtonous English accent is becoming more and more socially accept
able and promoted, that is, a social stigma is gradually being removed from a 
national variety of English. This is a trend that we have also recognized for 
intranational varieties of English. 

(c) One could also distinguish an internationallanguage variety, which ex
tends over a national border. The Limburgic variety of standard Dutch, spoken on 
either side of the Dutch-Belgian border, may be considered an example. Yet, 
while recognizing the impact of the national border on the language, one can also 
see here closely related intranational varieties of two national varieties of Dutch, 
the intranational Limburgic variety of Northem Dutch and the intranational 
Limburgic variety of Southem Dutch (section 3·3·2 (i) (b)). 

(ii) Besides native varieties there arc also nonnative varieties, funher differen
tiated in institutionalized varieties and performance varieties (Kachru 1983b:48-
9) 

(a) Institutionalized varieties of English, also rcferred to as New Englishes 
(e.g., Pratt et al. 1984), arc Lhe ones found, c.g., in Ghana, India, Nigeria and the 
Philippines. Institutionalized varieties, which as a rule are national varieties, have 
achieved a cenain degree of stability. Kachru (1983b:48-9) menLions several of 
their characteristics, for example, "they have an extended range of uses in Lhe 
sociolinguistic context of the nation", and "they have an extended register and 
style range". The two main national varieties, British and American English, here 
again have their respective sphere of inOuence: for example, British English in 
Nigeria, American English in the Philippines. 

As an institutionalized variety, Nigerian English provides us with a repre
sentative case of intermediate variety / shonfall variety. In the description by 
Bamgbo~e (1983), it reOects clcarly various stages in the acquisition process. 
There are four varieties of Nigerian English, following the progression of the 
latter's acquisition from minimal to maxima!. The 'minimal' variety is a pidgin, 
while the 'maximal' variety is identical to British English spoken by Nigerians 
who have been educated in England, and is thus not a Nigerian variety by itself. 
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The two intennediate varieties / shortfall varicties are mainly phonologically and 
lexically characterized. The one that is closest to British English, also called 
Educated Nigerian English, is regarded by Bamgbo:;e (p. 102) as having the best 
change of becoming the generally accepted fonn of English in Nigeria. 

(b) Perfonnance varieties of English are those that are used as foreign lan
guages all over the world, e.g., in Egypt or Japan. We will find here intennediate 
varieties / shortfall varieties also, but in its most common optimal fonn a perfor
mance variety will be an accent variety. The leamer's language is then not sub
ordinated to the target language as in the case of dialect-standard interaction. 

1·3·6 The degree of functionality mayalso serve as a yardstick to differentiate 
languages and language varieties. 

(i) In relation with the community that it serves, a language variety fulfills all, 
some or only one of the communicative functions; this functionality thus ranges 
from maximal to minimal (Cooper 1982:7ff.). A language or language variety 
may be used in a functionally restricted way outside of its own area. 16 

(ii) In this connection we briefly compare the notions of standard language 
and internationallanguage. In general both are based on prestige, but they differ 
in functionality, as the latter may serve as an auxiliary language and thus have a 
limited functionality, while the former is at least intendcd to fulfill all the COID

municative functions of the community in question. They are both distinct from 
the lingua franca type of language, which is used as an auxiliary language be
tween pcoples of different linguistic background, with the prestige criterion being 
irrelevant. As always, there are borderline cases. The similarity and distinction 
between language standardization and intcmationalization will be further dealt 
with in section 4. 

1·3·7 Concluding our discussion on language variety, we come back to the sub
ject of social acceptance of accent in order to qualify some of our earlier state
ments. 

(i) When we speak above about the relation between accent and social stigmati
zation, we mainly repeat current opinions. It appcars that we are presently in a 
process of social 'neutralization' of accent, a process which may be in different 
developmental stages from one language area to another and from one individual 
speaker to another. There may he also subtIe distinctions involved, and rather 
than being an either-or question, social stigmatization may be a matter of degree. 
AIso, social stigmatization is overt vs. covert, conscious vs. subconscious, an 
individual vs. a community feature . As we have stated, overt social stigmatization 
also appears to depend on the degree of deviation of the accent and how accent 
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features affect intelligibility. Even in the United States, a regional accent still 
triggers, consciously or unconsciously, a certain degree of stigmatization. The 
stigmatized character of the Southem American accent in its most noticeable 
form cannot be denied. Otherwise, why would Southem speakers living in the 
North so of ten adapt their language and suppress the more salient characteristics 
of their native accent? 

(ii) As suggested, lack of stigmatization of accent seems to be the trend of the 
future, at least if wh at happens in the development of English as a world language 
may be considered indicative and symptomatic. When promoting RP, the ex
pressed concern of Daniel Jones was to expand the intelligibility of English, but 
this is a problem that may weil bc solved by self-regulation. Strevens (1985:28) 
pointedly notes that "in the last resort, global mutual intelligibility in English is 
maintained by those who need it: those who don 't need it don 't achieve it. And 
those who do need it, achieve and maintain it by using the same global dialect, 
standard English, because it will support any accent you care to use with it." 
When Görlach (1988: 156, 168) remarks that lexical unification between national 
varieties of English grows and that Iexical expansion emanates from the United 
States (cf. Kahane 1983:233) and in the same way but to different degrees influ
ences England, 17 Australia and other countrics, he concurs with Strevens' view. 
In so far as a lexical expansion within the English-speaking world promotes 
lexical unification, and in so far as lexical difference between national varieties of 
English decreases accordingly, national varieties of English are on their way to 
accent varieties. Indeed, while ackowledging the growing lexical unifïcation of 
national varieties, Görlach also mentions that the difference in pronunciation 
norms seems rather to increase than to decrease. With the strong trend to social 
levelling and egalitarism, the future does not seem to favor stigmatization of an 
accent, especially one that does not do anything other than simply reveal the 
speaker's area of origin.1S 

2·} The dialect-standard interaction as a case of language contact: the two 
transfer types 

2·1 ·1 The interaction between dialect and standard language is a particular case of 
language contact, the latter implying competition and change. We will first sum
marize our general view of language contact, as we have discussed it in detail in 
our monograph on loan phonology of 1988. In language contact there is a source 
language, the si, and a recipient language, the rl. These form a transfer relation (in 
the general sense of the word), with language material bcing transmitted from the 
si to the rl: 
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(2) 
sI ~ rl 

We have to differentiate further between two transfer types depending on whether 
the si speaker or the rl speaker is the agent of the action. If in the transfer of 
material from the si to the rl the rl speaker is the agent. the action is borrowing or 
what we have called rl agentivity. If. however. in the transfer of material from the 
si to the rl the si speaker is the agent. the action is imposition 19 or what we have 
called si agentivity. In determining which of the speakers. the rl speaker or the si 
speaker. is the agent of the action. we use the criterion of linguistic dominanee. 
the Iatter referring to the fact th at the speaker has a grcater knowiedge or profi
ciency in one of the two Ianguages. In rl agentivity (borrowing). the rl speaker 
has by definition a greater proficiency in the rl than in the si. and he is therefore 
linguistically dominant in the rl: as a bilingual he is an rl biIinguai (RL / sI). If we 
use capitalization to indicate the Iinguistically dominant member in the transfer 
relation between si and rl. rl agentivity can be adequately represented as follows: 

(3) 
sI~RL 

In si agentivity (imposition). on the other hand. the si speaker has a greater 
proficiency in the si than in the rl. and he is thus linguistically dominant in the si: 
as a bilingual he is an si bilingual (SL/ rl). Using again capitalization si agentivity 
is as follows : 

(4) 

SL ~ rl 

In practice there will often be differences in linguistic dominance in the bilingual 
individual and/or in the bilingual community between parts of the rl and si. 
differences which can be ascribcd to functional dissimilarities. Furthermore there 
may be shifts in Iinguistic dominance from one time to another in the individual 
and in the community. Also. a bilingual virtually may have the same proficiency 
in the rl and in the si. reducing to zero the difference in Iinguistic dominance 
between the contacting Ianguages. In such a case the difference between the two 
transfer types also tends 10 be neutralized. 

A very important fact is that language has a constitutional property of sta
bility. Certain Ianguage components or domains (e.g .• phonology) are more sta
bIe. whiie other such domains are Icss stabie (e.g .. vocabuIary). There are thus 
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differences of stability in language, which were already recognized in the previ
ous century and are of ten referred to in the literature. However, distinction in 
stability based on language domains is an oversimplification. Forexample, within 
the vocabulary itself, it is necessary to distinguish between a more stabIe primary 
vocabulary, including, e.g., functors, and a less stabie secondary vocabulary, 
generally contentives. While we mention in our monograph a number of factors 
in stability, such as frequency, structuredness and saliency, we also conclude (p. 
34) "that both the elaboration of a precise and detaiJed hierarchy ofthe stability of 
language constituents, domains or subdomains and the investigation of code
termining and counteracting factors or circumstances remain very much concerns 
for future research". In ongoing research on the interaction bctween dialect and 
standard language in Twente (the Netherlands), Van Bree (1985, and in this 
volume) focuses on the question of stability. Whereas we saw consciousness and 
abstraction as one of the factors in stability (p. 33), he convincingly argues th at 
the degree of stability of language constituents arc primarily related to the degree 
of consciousness and abstraction, although he does not ignore other factors (cf. 
also Van Bree 1990: 307-10).20 

A language in contact with another language will tend to maintain its stabIe 
domains or subdomains. If the rl speaker is the agent, he will tend to preserve the 
more stabIe domains or subdomains of his language, e.g., his phonology, while 
accepting vocabulary items from the sI. Ir. on the other hand, the si speaker is the 
agent, he wilI also tend to preserve the more stabIe domains or subdomains of his 
language, e.g., his phonology and specifically his articulatory habits, which means 
th at he will impose them upon the ri. 

In borrowing, lhe transfer of malcrial from lhe si lO the rl primarily concerns the 
less stabie domains or subdomains, particularly vocabulary, whilc in imposition, 
such a lmnsfer involves the more stabie domains or subdomains, particularly 
phonology. 

Consequently, each transfer type has its own characteristic general effect on the 
rl, and consideration of the two transfer types with the stability factor accordingly 
has predictive power. 

Confusion of the two transfer types, which has been a common fact in previ
ous research and a serious obstacle to our understanding of language contact, has 
lcd many scholars to believe th at everything from phonology to semantics can be 
'borrowed'. Virtually everything can indeed be 'transferred' or 'transmitted' 
from one language or dialect to another, but part occurs through borrowing or ri 
agentivity and part through imposition or si agentivity . 
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2·1·2 From the viewpoint of the two transfer types there are four basic linguistic 
forms of interaction between dialect and standard language. In each of rl agentivity 
(diagram (3» and sI agentivity (diagram (4» there are two possibilities depending 
on whether the borrowing occurs from the dialect into the standard language or 
from the standard language into the dialect, or whether the imposition occurs 
from the dialect upon the standard language or from the standard language upon 
the dialect. Using again capitalization for indicating the linguistically dominant 
member, we can represent the four interaction types as follows: 

(5) 

si 

1. DIALECT 

2. standard 
3. dialect 
4. STANDARD 

~ rl 

~ standard 
~ DIALECT 

~ STANDARD 

~ dialect 

(si agentivity, imposition by dialect) 
(rl agentivity, borrowing by dialect) 
(rl agentivity, borrowing by standard) 
(sI agentivity, imposition by standard) 

Another factor, social dominanee, is less relevant in this context, as it does not 
affect the cases as such, the standard normally being the sociaUy dominant lan
guage. We will now consider the different cases of dialect-standard interaction. 

2·2 The four basic forms or types of dialect-standard interaction 

2·2·1 The first basic form of interaction bctwecn the dialect and the standard 
language, which we will caU interaction type }, is si agentivity, with the dialect 
imposing upon the standard languagc (DIALECT ~ standard). 

(i) This type of dialect-standard intcraction is very important, as it underlies 
to a significant extent the process of language standardization (section 3). With 
the development and expansion of a standard language a dialect speaker will 
Ie am and use that language. We arc thus faccd hcre primarily with second lan
guage acquisition, in which the si or the dialect is the linguistically dominant 
leamer's language, while the ri or the standard language is the target language. 

In second language acquisition we have two different leaming situations, the 
'artificial' classroom-environmcnt situation and the 'natural' reallife situation. 
Both situations are applicable in the case of a dialect speaker acquiring the 
standard. 

(ii) The second language acquisition proccss involves generally four variabie 
factors, which rcpresent opcrations, namcly: acquisition, imposition, internally 
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induced change, and reduction. Imposilion is aClually a form of eXlernally in
duced change, while intemally induced change has eilher a language specific or a 
universal characler. To these opcralions evaluation procedures may he applied, 
such as simplification and complication. For example, an imposition may arnount 
to simplification in one case and to complication in another; this also corresponds 
to what Weinreich (1953: 18) has called under-differentiation and over-difJerentia
tion. An opcration may be viewed from other angles. For example, an intemally 
induced change may bc a regularization or an overgeneralization. The greater the 
language distance bctween the dialect and the standard language, the Iess exten
sive will be the operation of the four variabIe faclors. Especially intemally in
duced change and reduction will be minimal if the dialect and the standard are 
closely related genetically. The variabIe factors arc not equally represented in all 
forms of second language acquisition, and they do not uniformly apply to each of 
the rl' s domains or subdomains. Although they interact, and may in some cases 
be difficuIt to distinguish, each of the variabIe factors has its own development. 
Using 'maxima\' and 'zero' as dclimiting polcs, their developments can be repre
sented as follows : 

(6) 
,------------~~~-~~-_._-_._----------, 

acquisition 
imposition 
int.ind. change 

reduction 

zero 
max. 

I 
zer.o 
max. 
max. 

-------------7) max. 
--------» zero 
-----t max. ---7 zero language-specific 
--------» zero universal 
--------» zero 
time----7 

Van Leuvensteijn (personal communication) point" out an interesting distinction 
in focus between acquisition and imposition on the one hand, and intemally 
induced change and reduction on the olher. With acquisition and imposition we 
refer primarily lo lhe eXlremes, i.c., lhe slandard and lhe dialecl, respeclively, 
while with intemally induccd change and reduction it is the intermediate area, 
i.c., interlanguage, which is brought lO the foreground. 

(iii) We will now consider lhe variabIe factors separatcly. 
(a) The acquisition process of the rl or target language evolves from zero to 

maxima\. The dialect speaker's attention will primarily be directed towards the 
contentive part ofthe standard's vocabulary, th at is, the semantic hard core ofthe 
slandard language; il is lhe mOSl dynamic and versalile subdomain and also the 
most readily acquired. In case of a dialectthat is genetically c10sely related to the 
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standard language, the care vocabulary of the dialect will not be all that different 
from the standard language vocabulary. The dialect speaker will then apply so
called correspondence rules (also cal led input-switch rules, conversion rules, 
even transformation rules): x of the dialect corresponding to y of the standard 
language in one set, x of the dialect is converted to yin the standard language in a 
correspondent set (e.g., Moosmüller 1988, Stem 1988). For example, in dialectal 
Dutch loaten and moaken [:>:] corresponding to laten and maken ofthe standard, 
droagen of the dialect will be converted to dragen of the standard. Lexical simi
larity (section 1·3·4 (ii) (a» and correspondence rules, i.e., linkage between the 
lexico-semantic and the phonological-grammatical levels, are precisely the ele
ments that underlie the structuralist notion of diasystem (Weinrcich 1954, Goossens 
1969: 18-22 with further references). Correspondence rules are basic in the acqui
sition process of a genetically closely related standard language or dialect; in this 
connection affinity between dialect and standard language is therefore an im
portant factor. However, correspondence rules lead to overgeneralization or 
hypercorrection (Trudgill 1986:66fl) and consequentJy to intemally induced change 
«c) below). 

(b) Imposition evolves from maximal to zero and thus counters acquisition. 
Through the acquisition process, the dialect speaker keeps imposing parts or 
elements of his dialect, the si, upon the standard language, the rl. Such parts 
include primarily the most stable domains or subdomains of the dialect, for 
example, the phonology. specifically articulatory habits. It is through the imposi
tion of si articulatory features upon the rl that an accent originates. 

Also, the morphology is a very stabie domain, and is not transferred in its 
entirety to the rl or target language. When the dialect and the standard language 
are genetically closely related. they normally share a great deal and especially the 
basic part of their morphologies. and separate morphological elements or usages 
may be imposed from the dialect upon the standard language.21 

During the acquisition of a standard language by a dialect speaker the im
position process also includes elcments from less stabie domains or subdomains, 
such as vocabulary items. but these generally offer less resistance and show a 
strong tendency to disappear. Y ct, more stabie clements of the vocabulary, such 
as functors, especially prepositions, which indicate grammatical relations, are 
also of ten maintained and imposed upon the standard even after subjective com
pletion ofthe acquisition process (Nuytens 1962:e.g., 123-5. Van Coetsem 1988:70 
and Van Bree in this volume). 

If the dialect is genetically less related or nonrelated to the standard language, 
the acquisition process amounts 10 foreign language lcaming and will therefore 
be more elaborate. although here again accents develop. 
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In connection wi!h what has been stated above about consciousness as a 
stability factor (section 2·1·1), it is interesting to consider here what Labov 
(1972:178 ff.) has called a changefrom be/ow, !hal is, a change occurring below 
the level of consciousness, and a change from above, that is, a change occurring 
above the level of consciousness. Imposilion is a form of extemally induced 
change and seems in principle lO be a change from below. In general the leamer, 
i.e., the dialect speaker, is nOL aware lhal he imposes his own dialeclal usage upon 
the targellanguage, i.e., lhe slandard language, allhough he may become aware of 
it in certain cases (cf. now Guy 1990:in particular 51,54-5). 

(c) The third variabIe faclor, intemally induced change, has a dual character 
in that it is language-specific or universal. Intemally induced change will indeed 
he activated on lhe basis of a language-specific requirement, evolving from zero 
to maximal to zero, or when a structure emerges thal violatcs universal principles, 
evolving from maximal to zero. 

The following is an example of language-specific intemally induced change. 
It is a case of a correspondence rule lhal is overgeneralized. While lhe dialect 
speaker is lcaming the slandard language, he is nol aware of all the differences 
bctween the dialect and lhe slandard, and as a result he may apply overgeneraliza
lion or hypercorreclion. For example, lhe plural damen of dame 'lady', which is 
or was quile common in Sou!hem DUlCh, is in line wilh !he rule of plural forma
lion of DulCh words in -e, e.g., zedc 'custom " plural zeden. Yet, in Northem 
Dulch a great number of words in -c can have a plural in -n or -s, e.g., ziekte 
'sickness', plural ziekten or ziektes, although in such cases the plural in -s is 
usually felt as more colloquial. The lwo plural formations are also found in 
foreign words, e.g., periode, plural periodes or perioden, apparently wilhout 
much difference in stylistic connotation. In Northem Dutch !he word dame [da:m;:,] 
can, however, only be dames in !he plural, and !his usage is followed in the 
Soulhem Dutch standard. The Southem DulCh plural damen is !herefore an inler
nally induced usage (overgeneralizalion of lhe -n plural formation) th at also 
occurred in Soulhem DulCh dialecls, here mostly in !he form dammen, singular 
damme, lhe latter wilh the short f al yowel in accordance wilh lhe French pronun
cialion.22 

Inlemally induced change is lO be equaled wi!h change from below, !hat is, a 
change lhal occurs below !he level of consciousness. As such il occurs automali
cally. In lhe case of overgeneralizalion lhe dialecl speaker has lO be made aware 
of !he exception in lhe slandard language. 

(d) Reduction, which is lhe fourth variabIe factor lo be considered, affecls in 
particular lhe infleclional morphology. As far as wc arc involved in an acquisition 
process, reduclion is a proficicncy-rclated strategy bascd on avoidance. Here 
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again, Ûle degree of affinity between dialect and standard language is an impor
tant factor. Indeed, reduction occurs most obviously when the contacting lan
guages are genetically less related or nonrelated, especially as in pidginization. 
On the other hand, in the case of a dialect and a genetically c10sely related 
standard language, reduction plays only a minor role and concerns individual 
elements or minor pans of the language. For instance, while leaming the stan
dard, the dialect speaker may avoid using cenain words of Ûlat standard.23 

(e) While the discussed variabIe factors (acquisition, imposition, intemally 
induced change and reduction) refer to operations, Ûlere are other variables, such 
as age and gender of the speakers, which affect interlingual contact and in par
ticular Ûle interaction bctween dialect and standard language.2A 

(iv) As our analysis of Ûle variable factors suggests, the acquisition process of 
a standard language starting from a dialect is a gradual development. 

(a) Dialect, the lcamer's language or si, and standard language, the target 
language or rl, are Ûle poles ofÛle acquisition continuum, along which Ûle acquisi
tion process of Ûle standard language proceeds in a gamut of intermediate or 
compromise developments (e.g., Wiesinger in this volume); such intermediate 
varieties constitute, as wc have seen, the interlanguage process, and they reflect 
what we have called the regiolect. 25 The concept of interlanguage is character
ized by a high degree of variability,26 and so are the intermediate language real
izations in Ûle acquisition process of a standard language . For example, Southem 
Dutch (as used in Belgium), being still in the process of standardization, illus
trates quite clearly the great variability that characterizes the interlanguage phe
nomenon. Although we were not the first to do so, more than Ûliny years ago we 
noted a broad variation range in the standardizing process of Dutch in Belgium.27 

Similarly, when speaking of landçchaftliche Umgangssprache and Halbmundart, 
Bach (1950:5 and 230) states that these show "OieBende Übergänge von groBer 
Schwingungsbreite", Ûlat is, • flowing transitions of a broad swinging range'. 

(b) The interlanguage development may be intenupted as in the case of 
pidginization. Or the acquisition process may not bc objective1y completed, and 
in the dialect-standard interaction regiolects, e.g., shortfal1 varieties and accent 
varieties, develop (section 1·3·3). The acquisition process is then counteracted by 
the other variabIe factors. imposition, intemally induced change and reduction; 
there may be also no motivation or need on the pan of the language leamer to 
complete objectively Ûle acquisition process. 

(c) Wc have noted (section 2·1·1) th at a bilingual may develop the same or a 
comparable proficiency in the rl and in the si. In such a case the tendency is 
towards zero difference in linguistic dominance bet ween the contacting languages 
and towards neutralization of the difference between the transfer types. Whereas 
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with dear-cut rl or sl agentivity each transfer type has its own characteristic 
general effect on the rl, with neutralization of the difference bctween the transfer 
types, the effect on the rl, here the dialect or the standard, is usually less character
istic. 

2·2·2 The second basic fonn of interaction between dialect and standard lan
guage, interaction type 2, is rl agenlivily, with lhe dialect borrowing from the 
standard language (standard ~ DIALECT). The borrowing primarily concerns the 
vocabulary, especially ils contentive component. The dialect borrows more and 
more words from lhe standard and loses his lexical characteristics, the dialect 
bccoming lexically more similar to lhe standard. There is consequently on the 
lexicallevel dialect-standard or vertical convergence, which occasions interdialectal 
or horizontal convergence. 28 For example, while in the Netherlands the Northern 
Dutch standard exhibits regional 'accenL<;', as wc have seen (section 1·3-4 (ii) 
(b», it alsó shows a comparativcly st rong lexical unifonnity, and influences the 
Northern Dutch dialects, which give up more and more their lexical peculiarities. 

While interaction type 1 is the most common fonn of sl agentivity and impo
sition, interaction type 2 is the most common fonn of rl agentivity and borrowing. 
There are numerous examplcs of this interaction type. It occurs quite naturally in 
the contact between immigrant languages such as Norwegian and English in the 
United Slales. A very famous case is also the conlact belween Middle English 
and Nonnan French, described in some detail by Van Coetsem (1988: 131 ff.). 
Another example is the contact bet ween Dutch and Frisian, the latter as used in 
the northwestern part of lhe Netherlands. As a language dislinct from Dutch, 
Frisian reacls to the influence of Dutch in a similar way as the Northern Dutch 
dialects do. The genera! profile of lhe Frisian-Dutch language contact is that of rl 
agentivity, Frisian borrowing from Dutch, aILhough sl agentivity is also involved 
in particular cases. While in thal process the Frisian lexicon is to an important 
extent bcing dutchified, Frisian preserves beller its own phonology and morphol
ogy. Yet, there is an important attitudinal factorthat counteracts the dutchification 
of the Frisian lexicon, a factor that is far stronger in Frisian than in the Northern 
Dutch dialects, Le., the Frisians' conscious perscverance to maintain their Iin
guistic and cullural identity. 

Borrowing of ten goes with phonological, grammatical and/or lexical adapta
tion (Van Coetsem 1988:8). In th is way the borrowing languagc or dialect re
ceives new malerial, whilc prescrving and even reinforcing its phonological, 
morphological and lexical characteristics. Recently Gerritsen-Brussaard (1989: 138 
ff.) ilIustrated such a case of borrowing with adaptation. Dutch dialects that have 
the word kaste for standard Dutch kast 'cupboard, etc.', have borrowed standard 
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Dutch ijskast 'refrigerator' mostly as ijskaste, that is, with lexical adaptation. It is 
noteworthy that the adaptation took place in a majority of cases, ho wever, not all 
the time, because imitation or borrowing may prevail over adaptation. 

2·2·3 The third basic form of interaction between dialect and standard language, 
interaction type 3, is again rl agentivity, with the standard language borrowing 
from the dialect (dialect ~ STANDARD). Since the standard is the rl, interaction 
type 3 may affect the standard directly, although usually only in a minor way. As 
noted, borrowing will then primarily affect the Iess stabIe domains or subdo
mains, th at is, the vocabulary, specifically its contentive component. In so far as 
the standard language is socially dominant vs. the dialect, borrowing from a 
dialect into the standard language will in general only be motivated by need, e.g., 
for achieving certain (stylistic) effects, or when regional words or phrases refer to 
objects, situations or views which show a wider than local interest or application. 
For example, the word Rucksack was originally Upper German used in the 
Alemannic dialects of the Alpine areas (cf. dialectal Ruck without umlaut vs. 
standard German Rücken). The word Rucksack was borrowed into standard Ger
man, and also into English. Here again with borrowing, phonological, grammati
cal and lexical adapatation may occur. For examplc, Dutch rugzak represents a 
lexical adaptation of German Rucksack. 

2·2·4 The fourm basic form of interaction between dialect and standard language, 
interaction type 4, is si agentivity, but this time me standard language is the si and 
the linguistically dominant language (STANDARD ~ dialect). The standard speaker 
imposes standard usage upon the dialect. He may do so while acquiring the 
dialect. If both the dialect and me standard are maintained, we have a situation of 
stable bilingualism (Fishman 1972: 91 ff., Louden 1988) or additive bilingualism 
(Romaine 1989:e.g., 107 referring to W. Lambert); if on the omer hand, the 
standard is acquired and used atthe cost ofme dialect, we have a case of subtractive 
bilingualism and possibly of dialect attrition, which we will discuss next. 

2·3 Language or dialect attrition and death 

2·3·1 Thatlanguages and dialccts are subject to allrition, th at they can go out of 
usage or ' die', is a commonly known fact. Allrition does nog mean that the 
process lacks systematicity (e.g., Van Marle 1990:24ff.). Language contact, be
ing a form of compctition, implies sclection and mus also elimination. As there 
are different forms and aspects of aurition and death, a number of taxonomies 
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have been proposed and distinctions made, such as between intragenerational and 
intergenerational attrition, between attrition in the individual speaker and attrition 
in the community, between attrition in the first and the second language, etc. 
(Van Els 1986:4, Jaspaert 1986:37 ff.) . Also, distinctions are based on the kinds 
of death situations, e.g., sudden death and gradual dcath, or on the processes in 
dying languages, etc. (Campbell-Muntzci 1989). Hamp (1989:204 ff.) distin
guishes bctween death "without capitulation" and dealh "with accommodation". 
As an area of investigation, language or dialect attrition and death is still in an 
organizational stage.29 

A point to remembcr is lhal languages and dialects arc communicative func
tions ofthe human bcing. As such, lhey do not 'live' and 'die' . We should be weU 
aware that the metaphoric use of such notions as life, obsolescence and death in 
connection with language may be misleading. 

2·3·2 In the literature the notion of attrition refers to two cases, one in which the 
dialect is being lost through a compromise process in the interlanguage develop
ment, and another one in which the dialect is being lost as a direct result of the 
lack of functionality and usage. Although there may be inlermediary forms, in the 
former case, the result is a merger (the product of which being usually different 
from the target language), in the latter case, it represents an actualloss: 

(7) 
x y 

J, 
z 

x 
J, 
x 

y 
J, 
o 

(i) In the first case, a speaker, acquiring a second or foreign language and be
coming linguistically dominant in il, loses proficiency in his own language; in 
particular, a dialect speaker, acquiring and using a standard language, loses profi
ciency in his dialect. This may result in the latter's attrition, which happens not 
only in the case of individual speakers, but also in the case of speech communi
ties. This common form of dialect attrition represents the reverse of language 
acquisition, as it is the complementary losing of the dialect in the acquisition 
process of the standard during lhe interlanguage development. In this losing of 
the dialect the same variabie factors as in interaction type 1 (imposition, inter
nally induced change and reduction) seem la be opcrative in the dialect, of course, 
with the exception of acquisition. However, what is affected first and foremost by 
change and attrition is evidently the lexicon, as it is, as we have noted (section 
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2·1·1), the least stabie domain (cf. also Hinskens 1986, Vousten-Smits-Schroen 
1986). 

The development that we consider is a succession of two forms of si agen
tivity, one with imposition of the dialect upon the standard (interaction type 1), 
and one with imposition of the standard or a variety of the standard upon the 
dialect (interaction type 4) (see, e.g., Van Bree in this volume). The linguistic 
dominance shifts from the dialect to the standard (or a variety of the standard, 
regiolect); the native dialect becomes the second language (dialect) while the 
standard (regiolect) shifts from second to first language. Usually the succession 
of the two forms of si agentivity appcar to extend over different generations. 

It seems that in this case of attrition similar changes are found in both 'healthy' 
and 'dying' language developments. In concrete examples it is then difficult if 
not impossible to establish whcthcr wc are dealing with reflexes of language 
attrition or language contact. In the Dutch area the Limburgic dialect of Maastricht 
has been considered from the viewpoint of dialect attrition (Münstermann-Hagen 
1986:79, 81,84, Münstermann 1989:66-100), although the dialect still covers a 
"fuU range of functions". In this case the idea of attrition is clearly based on the 
general assumption that the Dutch dialects are somehow disappearing. However, 
are the considered changes really indicative of attrition? For example, in the 
dialect of Maastricht a number of verbs belong to the weak conjugation while 
their standard equivalents belong to the strong conjugation (e.g., Dutch schuiven 
'to shove, push, slide '). Since in a norm al development as weU as in some forms 
of language contact the general trend in the Gcrmanic languages is to give up the 
strong conjugation (cf., e.g., Afrikaans, Van Coetsem 1988:142-3), one might 
expect the Maastricht dialect to maintain the weak verbs. However, wh at really 
happens is that the weak verbs in that dialect are being replaced by their strong 
counterparts from standard Dutch. Such a replacement is clearly nothing other 
than imposition from standard Dutch upon the Maastricht dialect, which thus 
loses indeed one of its characteristics. However, is imposition in this context a 
reflex of regular language contact or of language attrition? 

(ii) In the second case of attrition, as a result of lack of functionality and 
usage a language or dialect is actuaUy being lost. Structural change and loss take 
place, which themselves result from loss of function; loss is also no longer com
pensated. 

It remains to be determined what the characteristic symptoms, the 'diagnos
tic' changes ofthis case oflanguage attrition and death are, what constitute, in the 
terms of Hamp (1989), the "signs of health and death" (cf. also Jaspaert et al. 
1986:40). We have to make a distinction between structural (internal) and social 
(external) characteristics. Perhaps we may formulate as a hypothesis that ifthere 
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are structural characteristics of attrition, they will be represented in those kind of 
changes that occur nowhere c1se than with imposition (si agentivity) upon a 
socially nondominant language or dialect (which is interaction type 4 in the 
context of the dialect-standard interaction). As to the social indicators of lan
guage or dialect attrition, they are found in the functionality and usage of the 
language or dialect, for example, in a rapid decline of the number of its speakers. 

2·4 Diglossia and code switching 

Diglossia and code switching offer also examples of dialect-standard interaction. 
While diglossia refers to a language contact situation, as do biJingualism or 
multilingualism, code switching is like the transfer types a process or strategy 
used in a language contact situation. Future research will have 10 concentrate here 
on problems of definition and delimitation. 

Diglossia expresses a functional complemcntarity of ten with prestige differ
ence of H[igh] and L[ow] bctween the languages, language varietics or dialects 
involved (e.g., Fisman 1972:91 ff., Romaine 1989:31 ff., Haugen 1987:92 ff.), for 
example, Nynorsk and Bokmi'll in Norway (Yenäs and Hanssen in this volume), 
Swiss German dialects and Swiss standard High German. 

Code switching is a shift from onc language or dialect to another by the same 
speaker and within the same speech act or within the course of a conversation 
(e.g., Lehiste 1988:93, Romaine 1989: 110 ff. with further references, and Macha 
in this volumc).30 Further investigation will have to focus on the delimitation of 
code switching vis-à-vis the two transfer types, as weU as on the constraints to 
code switching. The question of code switching between dialect and standard 
language has been discusscd, for cxamplc, by Giesbers (1989), who confronts the 
theory with a corpus of data from a Limburgic diaJcct in the Nethcrlands, and by 
Werlen (1988: 1I1 ff.), who cxamines cases of code switching bctween Swiss 
standard High German and Swiss Gcrman diaJccts in mcdical interviewsY 

2·5 Pragmatic aspects 

Finally, pragmatic aspccts of language play also a role in dialect-standard inter
action. Language ordialectal diffcrcnces can be more thanjust phonic, grammati
cal or lexica!. There is, for example, the case of positive or negative response tags 
to the same question or statement, dcpending on the area in Southern Dutch 
(Belgium), e.g., het is toch maar weinig 'it is only a littlc', with the response 
(confirmation) ja 'yes' in the eastern part, and nee( n) 'no' in the western part 
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(example mentioned by O. Leys; cf. also Meeussen 1943). Such a usage is trans
mitted from the dialect to the standard (interaction type 1). 

3·1 Aspects and components of language standardization 

Language standardization, which is our next subject, can be considered from 
different angles (e.g., Joseph 1987). We will discuss the points that appear most 
germane to our topic. The components of language standardization, commonly 
referred to in sociolinguistics and which we will incorporate in our treatment, are 
selection, codification, elaboration offunction and acceptance (Hudson 1980:33, 
referring to E. Haugen). We will start with a discussion of the community of 
interaction as the sodal correlate of the speech community. 

3·2 Community of interaction and speech community 

3·2·1 Language or dialect is an open system that by nature is subject to change. It 
can absorb new elements or give up material that is no longer functional. Lan
guage has a great potential to satisfy the communicative needs of the community 
that uses it. While the general question of adequacy between society and lan
guage is very important and deserves to be extensively discussed, we cannot go 
into it here. Directly relevant to our topic is that language standardization shows 
how a geographical expansion of a community is parallelled by a corresponding 
spread of its language, and this is a point that we will examine more closely. 

3·2·2 When speaking of a community and its geographical expansion, we actually 
refer to what has been called in German dialectology a Verkehrsgemeinschaft 
(Bach 1950:80 ff.), or a Kommunikationsgemeinschaft (Besch 1988:205), that is, 
a community of (social) interaction. In English we often speak rather loosely of 
community, without any further qualification, or of group (subgroup). The com
munity of sodal interaction is intended here as a general concept covering any 
form of human community, also the speech community;32 language is indeed a 
universal and basic component of society. Of crucial significance is the corre
lation between the community of interaction and the speech community.33 

A community of interaction exerts a centralizing and cohesive effect, and 
forms the social setting for the expansion and contraction of linguistic phenom
ena. It corresponds to a communication need with a variety of motivations 
(Mattheier 1988). Communities of interaction are of varying nature and of differ
ent form and size, in that they refer, for example, to political, administrative, 
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economie, cultural, religious and other units. They also differ by their impact on 
speech. For example, a nation, as a political and administrative unit, has a far 
greater impact on speech than acultural organization. Communities of interac
tion, including and intersecting one another in hierarchical and intercrossing 
relationships, form totalities, in which political and administrative boundaries (as 
in the case of nations) appear to be most basic and prevalent. The complexity of 
such totalities and their modifications in the course of time not only account for 
the specific character of dialect boundaries as bundIes of isoglosses, but also for 
the irregularly intercrossing pattem of isoglosses. The isogloss, demarcating one 
linguistic feature, is thus the corrc1ate of a social (political, cultural, etc.) bound
ary, while isoglosses in their various conligurations (e.g., Goossens 1969: 15-8) 
are the synchronic compression of the expansion or contraction of successive 
changes in the diachronic perspective. In other words, communities of interaction 
and their modifications form the social settings for what happens in and with 
speech communities, namely, divergence and convergence,34 the presence or ab
sence of a community of interaction respectively having a unifying or diversify
ing intluence on speech. 

This macroscopie view of the relation between societal development and 
language evolution, between communities ofinteraction and bundles ofisoglosses, 
is a meaningful one, in spite ofthe fact that we are generally not able to correlate 
the various isoglosses to their respective communities of interaction, because we 
are very insufficiently informed about the societal development in question. In 
general history keeps better track of politieal and administrative boundaries than 
of other demarcation lines. 

Another matter concerns the general background against which language 
standardization takes place, as a converging phenomenon within a given commu
nity of interaction. Standardization may vary from one place to another and from 
one time to another. There is a marked difference in nature, extension and cohe
siveness between communities of interaction in the past and the present. An 
originally prevalent divergence is being gradually replaced by a dominant con
vergence. An important stage in that development was the forming of nations 
with their particularly strong and centralizing administrative apparatus and their 
hierarchical organization; until recent! y cuius regio, eius lingua (Décsy 1973: 171-
2) has been an of ten occurring rule of govemment. Nation forming is, however, 
not the end of the development, since communities of interaction are now be
coming larger and are growing to global proportions. Standardization is being 
strongly promoted by sociopolitical, socio-economic and sociocultural changes, 
by increasing industrialization and technological advances, by greater population 
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mobility, and by the development and improvement of mass media that con
stantly reduce di stance and unify more and more the planet. 

3·3 How does language standardization co me about and develop? 

3·3·1 First, how do the dialect-standard interaction types discussed in section 2 
relate to standardization? The first form of interaction between dialect and stan
dard language, interaction type 1, i.e., si agentivity, is the one that basically 
underlies language standardization.35 While the standard language is being formed 
and acquired, the dialect imposes upon the standard language (D1ALECf ~ stand
ard); there is here an acquisition continuum (interlanguage), to which corre
sponds a standardization continuum. The other types of dialect-standard interac
tion co-occur or are involved with standardization, but are of secondary signifi
cance from the viewpoint of standardization. Interaction type 3 has a direct, 
usually minor, effect on the standard. Interaction types 2 and 4, as weIl as dialect 
attrition affect the subordinated dialects, not the standard (cf. diagram (5)). 

From the stand point of the interaction types the notion of standardization can 
therefore have two meanings a narrow, specific one, when only the effect on the 
standard is considered (interaction types 1 and 3), and an extended one, when the 
effect on the subordinated dialccts is additionally taken into account (all interac
tion types and dialect attrition). We will use the notion of standardization in both 
senses, with the context revealing which meaning is involved. 

3·3·2 Language standardization consists of two aspects, the formation of a stan
dard language and its spread. These two aspects are usuaIly intimately inter
twined. 

(i) In a common scenario, the dialect of a particular region becomes dominant 
among other dialects. 

(a) The development to dominance of this particular dialect, the synecdochic 
diaLect as Joseph (1987:e.g., 2) caUs it, normally goes together with the growth to 
poli ti cal , economical and cultural supremacy of the region in question. In this 
context to become dominant means that a dialect, which is a locallanguage with a 
restricted functionality, broadcns its domain of opcration. There are differences 
between dialect and language that arc implied in their distinct functionality, such 
as that the dialect is usually not written or codified while the standard language is. 
The emerging standard is indeed strongly supported by a wrinen form and fol
lows a development of its own as compared to the dialect or dialects from which 
it originated (cf. Van Leuvensteijn in this volume); it also undergoes levelling. 
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The development of standard English in Britain, with Southern England and 
in particular the region of London as the standardizing area, offers an example of 
a development that consistently remains within the same area. In other cases the 
standardization proceeds along a more sinuous path. FoIIowing the changing 
centers ofpolitical, economical and cuItural hegemony, we see, forexample, how 
the standardization of Dutch started out on a modest scale in the South, in Flan
ders and subsequently in Brabant, and continued around the end of the 16th 
century in the North, specificaIIy in Holland, where it could develop unhindered. 
This represents a relocation of the gravity center of standardization, again largely 
supported by a written form (cf. also Goossens 1985). 

(b) A standard language as a dominant language wiJJ quite naturally spread 
from its original geographicallocation to the urban centers of other regions in the 
greater community of interdction, subsequently expanding from these urban centers 
to the surrounding rural areas (Kloeke 1927, Trudgill 1974). 

This expansion is strongest within the limiL'i of the basic (political and ad
ministrative) community of interaction. Above (section 3·2·2) we have repeatedly 
mentioned political and administrative boundaries as formatives of communities 
of interaction that have a significant speech-differentiating impact. For example, 
the expansion of the standard language in the Netherlands went on and is still 
going on, gradually and naturally, within the national boundaries of the Kingdom 
of the Netherlands. On both sides of the Dutch-Belgian border, people speak or 
spoke the same or similar dialects, which are (were) thus clearly part of a dialect 
continuum . However, the standard languages th at these people use are different 
varieties, determined by different nations or different basic communities of in
teraction (Van Coetsem 1957, 1970, Goossens 1972:10-26, and cf. section 1·3·5 
(i) (c) above).36 These standards then in turn innuence the dialects, reinforcing the 
differentiating effect of the national border. More recently Deprez (1985) has 
shown that the Netherlandic-Belgian border remains remarkably effective as a 
language boundary even in an area of very close interaction such as the well
known Belgian Baarle-Hcrtog enclave in the Netherlands. Similarly, the 
Netherlandic-German border illustrates very clearly the case of a political border 
that has become in time a sharp language boundary (Goossens 1985:300, Berns 
1990:79). 

(ii) Certain factors often interfere with the above scenario of standardization: 
specifically, the formation as weil as the expansion of a standard may be influ
enced by migration and colonization. 

(a) Neighboring dialccts may contribute to the formation of a standardizing 
language. For example, in England in the 14th century, foIIowing astrong popu-

The lnteraction between Dialect and Standard Language 43 



lation influx in London from the Midlands, the latter's contribution to standardiz
ing English is significantly rcinforced (Görlach 1988: 142). 

In colonization areas, where speakers of different dialects or even different 
languages meet, and because of a need for mutual understanding, a more or less 
levelled idiom may develop on the basis of a given, often al ready dominant 
dialect or language. German offers an ilIustrative examplc. The standardization 
process from which modem standard German ultimately evolved, had its roots 
before the 13th century when East German regions were colonized by speakers 
from other areas. A more or less levelled Ostmitteldeutsch, East Middle German, 
developed, wruch has been called a koloniale Durchschnittsprache (Bach 1950:e.g., 
193), or Ausgleichssprache, a colonial levelled languageY This East Middle 
German formed the basis for the language used in the 14th, 15th, 16th centuries 
by the important chanceries of the Saxon electorate and of Prague. AIso, the fact 
that Luther used the language of the Saxon chancery as the basis for his Bible 
translation (16th century) was undoubtcdly a crucial factor in the development of 
East Middle German to the German standard language (cf. also Schönfeld in trus 
volume) 

(b) As to the expansion of a standard language or of a standardizing language, 
it follows patterns that we find in language spread in general (Cooper (ed.) 1982), 
and is for an important part a question of diffusion. However, such an expansion 
may also he implemented by migration and colonization, particularly in the interna
tionalization process of a language. Standardization and internationalization may 
overlap, and the colonization areas mentioned earlier, namely the United States 
of America and South Africa concern not only standardization but also inter
nationalization. 

In both countries the language reflects a high degree of dialectal or regional 
levelling, as is often the case in colonization areas (section 1·3·4 (i)). It is difficult 
to say what kinds of English have been brought over to North America, although 
there has been no lack of discussion about this topic; "the new • American' popu
lation th at came directly from England was diverse and heterogeneous" (Dillard 
1985:53), and, as can be gathercd from Dillard 's (1985) discussion of "a social 
history of American English", dialectal or regionallevelling has been applied in 
this area, as there was a diversity of immigrants and of language contact, includ
ing pidginization and second language acquisition. In relation to levelling Mencken 
(1941:5, 354) notes that all the "Early writers on the American language re
marked its ... freedom from dialects", and he cites an interesting quote from John 
Witherspoon, a Scottish clergyman, who came to North America and Iived there 
in the second half of the 18th century. Witherspoon stated in 1781 that "The 
vulgar in America speak much better than the vulgar in England, for a very 
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obvious reason, viz., that being much more unsettled, and moving frequently 
from place to place, they are not so liable to local pcculiarities either in accent or 
phraseaology." And Witherspoon went on saying: "There is a greater difference 
in dialect bctween one county and another in Britain than there is between one 
state and another in America" (cf. also Görlach 1988: 165). 

Similarly, the seventeenth-century Dutch imported in Sou th Africa was not 
strongly standardized and showed dialectal features (Raidt 1983: 16-8). The speak
ers of that language may weIl have avoided and thus leve lIed out confusing 
dissimilarities (Combrink 1978:71-6, elaborating on O ' Neil 1978:20-9, and cf. 
Van Coetsem 1988:143). 

(iii) Contrary to what is orten assumcd, pidgins and creoles are not, with 
respect to standardization, a separate breed oflanguages (e.g., Weinreich 1953:69, 
Kloss 1978:75). Such languages can develop to standards, and in this process 
decreolization occurs. For example, although one can dcbatc the degree to which 
Afrikaans is a pidginized and creolized language, there can be no doubt th at it is a 
standardized Germanic language (Van Coetsem 1988:129-44). 

(iv) In the standardization expansion a continual dialect-standard interaction 
produces regiolects (scctions 1·3-4 (i), 2·2·1 (iv) (b». 

3·3·3 A factor of eminent significance in standardization is the writlen language 
form. 

(i) In the early standardization stages the wrillen language form appears to be 
the major factor guiding standardization,3X while the acquisition process is then 
more a passive one. Different stages in the "text production" have been consid
ered (Joseph 1987: 76 ff. referring to Kloss 1978:52 ff.). German again offers a 
good example of the significance of the wriuen language in the earl ier stages of 
its standardization developmenl. Middle High German, a prestigious literary lan
guage, the chancery languages (Kanzleisprachen) with the sixteenth-century printer 
languages (Druckersprachen) arc all standardizing wrilten languages (Schrift
sprachen). Middle English offers comparable examples (Görlach 1988:141 ff.). 

As long as a standard language is exclusively or mainly represented in a 
wriuen form and the dialects function as thc spoken language, a spoken form of 
the standard will bc to a large extent an imitation of thc writlen form, and it will 
naturally show absence of social and stylistic stratification. IIlustrative of this 
point is the example of Dutch in Bclgium, at least as it was spoken a couple of 
decades ago (Van Coetscm 1957:24, Goosscns 1987:290). In that country the 
dialects arc very much alive, and a spoken standard, which is strongly supported 
by the wriuen form,39 is far from bcing generally used . In the Netherlands, on the 
contrary, the standardization of Dutch has moved much more towards comple-
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tion,40 and there is a commonly used spoken standard, which exhibits social and 
stylistic stratification. As we have statcd earlier, we can speak of two national 
varieties of Duteh, Northern Dutch in the Netherlands and Southem Dutch in the 
northern part of Belgium. In our study of 1957 (p. 22-3) we mention an example 
of the interaction between dialect and standard language. Where in Northern 
Dutch as weU as in the Southern Dutch dialects the commonly used word for 'to 
marry' is trouwen, a Southem Dutch speaker, applying his version of standard 
Dutch, may weU speak of huwen, a word that bclongs to the written style, and that 
therefore will be labeUed boekentaal 'bookish' by the Northern Dutch speaker. 
Indeed, the standard spoken by Southem Dutch speakers has been perceived as 
'bookish' (cf., e.g., Uijlings 1956:83, Geerts 1985:93, and Willemyns-Van de 
Craen 1988:123). Although the examplc might be datcd, it remains valid. 

(ii) More progressive stages in the standardization process show the develop
ment of a spoken standard, as, e.g., in the mentioned case of Northern Dutch. In 
other words, next to a written language with written style stratification, in nonnal 
conditions a spoken standard develops with social and stylistic stratification. 

(iii) With language standardizalion goes nonnally codification (e.g., diction
aries, grammars), which in turn conlribule lO the regularization and homogeniza
lion of the standard. This may develop lO slrong and even excessive prescriptive
ness, while in general sclf-regulatizalion is more effective. For the question of 
regularization and codification, as, e.g., in English, sec Gärlach (1988). 

There are often discrepancies between language as a spoken communication 
tooI and its codification. To a large extent such discrepancies are due to the fact 
that language development is an ongoing process, albeit at variabIe rate, while 
language codificalion occurs al variabIe inlervals. 

3·3-4 Dialects are in compelilion in slandardizalion (selection), but so, to~, may 
be standard varieties or standardizing varieties (regional varieties) themselves. In 
different areas of genetically relaled dialects independent standardization proc
esses may occur, which may lhen enter in competition with one another, with 
possibly one of the compeling slandard or standardizing varieties supplanting the 
others. For example, in the German area Ostmitteldeutsch, East Middle Gennan, 
graduaUy supplanted another important chancery language, Gemeines Deutsch, 
Common Gennan, which, based on Upper Gennan, was used as a standard lan
guage in soulhem Gennany and Austria. 
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3·3·5 Language standardization (in the extended meaning of lhe word) is a multi
dimensional phenomenon. 

(i) The standardization process, in which a dialect grows to dominance and 
spreads, represems dialect-standard convergence or vertical convergence, which 
in turn occasions interdialectal or horizontal convergence (section 2·2·2). The 
latter also occurs in colonization areas and may bc part of the standardization and 
internationalization processes (section 3·3·2 (ii)) . A typical example of conver
gence, either vertical or horizontal, is the regiolect itsclf, which occurs in stabi
lized or stabilizing forms. In so far as there is stabilization, bOlTowing by the 
regiolect mayalso occur, cither from the standard (interaction type 2) or from the 
dialect (interaction type 3). 

(ii) Language standardizalion is somelimes visualized as a pyramid or lrian
gle represeming the development from dialecls lO a slandard language (e.g., 
Moser 1950: 225 ff.) . This pyramidal represenlalion may be praclical and sugges
tive, but it is an oversimplicalion. It has obviously been conceived in the line of 
thinking lhat produced lhe family tree of languages. 

3·3·6 There is also the queslion of funclionality (claboration of function) of a 
standard or standardizing language, as wc have already mentioned (section 1·3·6) . 
A standardizing languagc broadens its funclionalily (scclion 3·2·2 (i) (a)), and 
ideally, a standard language fulfills alllhe communicalive funclions of the soci
ety thal il serves; it is th en lhe communicalion medium of lhe community, of its 
administralion, economy, lileralure and science, for example . Difference in the 
frequency of usage of the communicalive funclions is also a factor to take inlo 
account. 

3·3·7 Difference in the rale of lhe slandardizing development and in the rate of 
expansion or spread of the standard depends on a numbcr of social circumstances. 
For example, in our part of the world recent social deve1opments, as weB as the 
growing communication possibilities arc factors lhal no doubl speed up language 
standardizalion and spread, and counteracl the use of dialect. 

3·3·8 Finally, the speakcr's general language awareness and in particular hls 
evaluative (positive, negative or neutral) attitude lowards dialect and standard 
language is another faclor in lhe standardization process. Language awareness is 
of ten increascd by linguislic oppression, when a speech community is somehow 
on the defensive. 

Acceplance of a slandard "by the relevant population as the variety of the 
community - usually, in facl, as lhe nalionallanguage" is a requircment (Hudson 
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1980:101-2). The standard is then a unifying factor, and has been political1y used 
as such. There is an important poli tic al aspect to standardization (Joseph 1987:72 
ff.). 

Language awareness may express itself in various ways. For example, self
identification may be a motive to promote aspecific variety of a standard lan
guage, as in the case of Southem Dutch (Deprez 1981, Ure land (ed.) (1986:90ff.), 
Geerts 1985:101-2). 

4·1 Language standardization vs. language internationalization 

4·1·1 In the broader perspective of language standardization we will also look at 
language intemationalization.41 They are both multifaceted phenomena, which to 
a large extent share a common basis . Dialcct-standard interaction and language 
standardization are thcn part of a grcaler contact development that also includes 
language interaction and language intcmalionalization (globalization); indeed, 
intemationalization is an overlapping eXlension of standardization. Both stand
ardization and intemalionalizalion, exhibiling compctilion and selection (Ward
haugh 1987), are basically the same development at different stages of conver
gence and expansion.42 They are part of the total language evolution that has 
divergence and convergence as evolulionary prototypes (section 3·2·2). In turn 
this language evolution reflects the sociclal devclopmcnt, i.e., change in the basic 
communities of interaction. 

We have mentioned lhe differcncc in funclionality (sec ti on 1·3·6 (ii)) be
tween standard language and international language. We have also noted (sec
ti on 3·3'1) that standardization can have lwO meanings: a narrow one in which 
interaction types affect only the slandard, and an extended one in which interac
tion types affect bOlh the standard and lhe subordinate dialecls (cf. diagram (5)). 
Similarly, internationalization can have lwo mcanings: a narrow one in which 
interaction types affecl only the intemationalized language, and an extended one 
in which interaction types affecl all languages involved. Diagram (5) is then as 
follows: 

(8) 

si 

1. LANG. 1 
2. lang. 2 
3. lang. 1 
4. LANG. 2 

48 

rl 

lang. 2 (si agcntivity, imposition by LANG. 1) 

LA NG. 1 (rl agcnlivily, borrowing by LANG. 1) 
LANG. 2 (rl agcntivily, borrowing by LANG. 2) 

lang. 1 (sI agenlivity .. imposition by LANG. 2) 
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4·1 ·2 Dialect-standard interaction / language standardization and language inter
action / language internationalization display fundamental paraBels, but also dif
ferences, which arc more of a circumstantial or functional nature. 

(i) Wc first list some other paraBels bet ween the two phenomena. 
(a) In internationalizalion like in slandardizalion, the contact is primarily 

based on interaction type 1. In the process of interlanguage intermediate varieties 
/ shortfall varielies occur in internalionalization as welJ as in slandardization, as is 
illustrated by Nigerian English (seclion 1·3·5 (ii) (a)). 

(b) Like in dialect-slandard interaction (seclion 2·2·1 (iv) (c)), in 1anguage 
interaction wc find cases of less welJ characterized dislinction belween the two 
transfer types, i.c., less predictabIc 'mutual infiltration' of the contacling lan
guages. Dillard (1985 :246-7) remarks thai "lhe batlle belween English and Span
ish in Puerto Rico has been a real strugglc. not without damage to the speakers of 
both languages if not to lhe languages themselves". 

(c) Mainly as a resuIt of semantic interference. and specificalJy ofborrowing 
(interaclion type 2). the more recent development of the languages in the Western 
world, where English is presently lhe dominanllanguage, iIIuslrales very clearly 
interna1 mulual convergence,43 in lhe same way as dialccl-slandard inleraclion 
and standardizalion do (sections 2·2·2, 3·3·5 (i)). Yel, wc should not think that 
such an inlerference belween languages is something ncw (e.g., MeilJet 1926:343-
50, Wandruszka 1971); il has taken place in the past, however, not on the large 
scale il is occurring now. Wilh lhe growing possibililies of communicalion lhe 
languages of the Western socielies become more and more comparable,44 mosl1y 
in their Icss stabIc domains or subdomains. lhal is, in lhe contenlive parts of their 
vocabularies (words and phrases).45 The growing correspondence between Euro
pean languages is reflecled in a rapidly increasing amount of so-called interna
tionalisms (Braun ct al. (eds.) 1990, JabiOllski 1990, both with further refer
ences). Braun (1990:32) mentions G. Korlén as having slated in 1976 that the 
internal semantic slruclure of most European languages is so related, "daB man 
bcrechtigt ist , von einem abendländischen Sprachausgleich zu sprechen". This is 
a case of conceptuallcvelling. 

While they grow lowards grealer correspondence mainly in their vocabu
laries, and again as dialccts do in dialccl-slandard interaction, the European lan
guages preserve better their more stabJe domains. in particular their phonologies 
and grammars. The lexico-semantic influence lhat these languages arc now un
dergoing from English is a unifying faclor. Yet, newly imported forei!,'ll words 
and phrases remain subject to the speci fic phonological , grammatical and lexical 
adaptation of each particular language (cf. seclion 2·2·2); furthermore, sueh adap
tation, particularly the phonological one, shows differences of degree as well as 
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variation (Van Coetsem 1988:20-1, Jablonski 1990:189 ff.). Another fonn of 
adaptation in the borrowing process is represented by loan translations for which 
some speech communities show a certain predilection.46 

As we have observed (section 2·2·2), together with interaction type 1 (si 
agentivity, acquisition) interaction type 2 (rl agentivity, borrowing) is the most 
common fonn of interlingual contact. ft is therefore not surprising that Kahane 
(1983:232-3) mentions and discusses them together in relation with the concept 
of world language, stating that the laner "implies a two-pronged process of 
acquisition and integration" (corresponding to our interaction types 1 and 2, 
respecti vel y). 

(d) As in dialect-standard intcraction (scction 2·2·3), interaction type 3 occurs 
in intemationalization; this is excmplilïcd by English borrowingperestroika from 
Russian. 

(ii) We also mention some diffcrcnces bctween dialect-standard interaction / 
language standardization and language interaction / language internationalization. 
These differences are lO a large extent directly relatcd to the potentially important 
functional distinction between dialect and language (scction 1·2·1). 

(a) In general the functional distinction between dialect and standard lan
guage in standardization is very important, but the same distinction between 
languages in intemationalization is unimportant or virtually nonexistent. Because 
ofthis, interaction type 2 has a far grealer signilïcance in intemationalization than 
in standardization. 

(b) While in standardization a complex and c1aborate fonnation of the lan
guage is intertwined with its expansion, in language intemationalization it is the 
spread of the language th at is the primary event. The multiple causality of this 
spread, in which migration and colonizalion usually play a major role, is far more 
difficuIt to pinpoint than in the case of standardization. 

(c) In intemationalization the range of languages or language varieties in
volved, including pidgins and creoles, is far greater than in standardization. In 
this connection we note that reduction is far more opcrative in intemationaliza
tion than in standardization, as, e.g., pidginization shows. 

(d) In language interaction and intemationalization, this being an aspect of 
foreign language acquisition, the leamer's language is not subordinated to the 
target language as in the case of dialect-standard interaction and standardization. 

(e) As to attrition, wc have some idea of its role in standardization, but we 
know far Iess about its roIe in intemationalization. Given the difference in func
tion referred to under (a) above, attrition is bound to be more severe in standardi
zation than in internationalization. 
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(f) Because of the nature of the ethno-cultural differences bctween languages 
and language varieties pragmatic aspects will bc in general far more consequen
tial in language interaction / language internationalization than in dialect-stand
ard interaction / language standardization (section 2·5). 

4·2 English as the leading international language 

4·2·1 In the past, as is well-known, a numbcr of languages have become presti
gious, and have also served in different functions as auxiliary languages in certain 
areas of the globe. In the present competition to achieve the status of global 
language, English was in the view of Meneken (1941 :593) already half a century 
ago "far ahead of any compctitor", and it is now thc unchaIlenged front runner. A 
unique concurrence of external factors, and even an internalone, has determined 
the present international status of English, as weIl as its potential to funher 
strengthen that status. Such factors occur c1sewhere but not in the combination 
and totality th at characterizes English. 

(i) In matters of language Britain has been very successful as a colonial 
power, as it has established English all over the world. The United States, a 
former British colony, has significantly contributed to promoting English as a 
world language, and it seems now to play even the leading roIe in this respect. 
Being represented as a native language in four world continents, English pres
ently has more than any comparablc language a strategicaIly favorable interna
tional distribution. Languages as Spanish and French have achieved international 
status, but not by far to the same extent as English. 

There are many reasons why English continues to be thriving as an interna
tional language, e.g., it is a symbol of technological modernism and liberalism, 
and it is a preferred language in trade and science (e.g., Fishman 1983: IS, Haugen 
1987:85, 144). By the very fact that so many people all over the world lcarn and 
use English as an auxiliary, internationallanguage, there is a very decisive factor 
at work. English is used and promoled by a conslantly and rapidly growing 
number of nonnative speakers, so much so, thal their amount may now surpass 
that of the native speakers. This "spread has reached such an order of magnitude 
that it is now significanlly fostered by the non-English mother-tongue world" 
itself (Fisman 1983: 15). This nonnative English is "the olher tongue" or "the 
other si de of English", as Kachru (1983a) has characterized it. English seems 
indeed to bccome lcss the 'property' of lhe English mother-longue nations and 
more the language of choice of lhe international community. If this evolution, 
that is, the gradual dissociation and growing lO independenee of English from its 
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'grandparent and parcnt' countries, Britain and the United States, goes on, it 
could lead to a tremendous breakthrough, indeed to a 'coming of age' of English 
as the global communication medium. This would have all kind of (good and 
bad) consequences for both the native and nonnative English-speaking communi
ties. English would then become politically, ethnicaUy and culturaBy a 'neutral' 
language. The fate of the English language would he dissociated more and more 
from the political fate of the mother-tongue countries.47 

(ii) An intemal feature of English, its strong analytic make-up, may he a 
favorable factor in its international expansion. It should, however, he weB under
stood that this analytic make-up could only be of some significance after English 
had achieved an international status. Wc certainly do not concur with the old and 
popular opinion among nonlinguists that English is a'simple' and 'easy' lan
guagetoleam. 

(a) English is weU prepared internally for its international mission, and Haugen 
(1987:87) has stated this in a di rect and suggestive way: "The Germanic base 
brought to England by the Anglo-Saxons has been reduced to an almost creolized 
set of form words in a more analytic than synthetic grammar. The lexicon reflects 
the successive ruling elites of England from the Romans and Celts to the Vikings 
and the Normans. By natural select ion it has achieved a form that meets the needs 
of an intemationallanguage beller than any of its artificial rivals like Esperanto." 

(b) The development of English to an analytic language is a metaconditioned, 
intema11y induced change that affected all of the Germanic languages to different 
degrees; in English the devc10pment has reached its most progressive stage (with 
Afrikaans as a case in itself), which has been explained as the result of multiple 
contact with neighboring languages or dia1ccts (e.g., O'Neil 1878, Van Coetsem 
1988:51-2, 136-7). English has also been amply exposed to language contact 
outside of Europe and has absorbed a variety of lexico-semantic material from 
other cultures. It has also not been subject 10 a strongly centralizing standard
ization as has been the case with French. 

(c) The question is how the analytic make-up of English can be seen as a 
favorable factor in the internationalization of that language. The answer is th at 
from the very bcginning of the acquisition of English, and more than is the case 
with any other comparable international language, the 1carner can readily resort 
to reduced varieties for the convenience of less sophisticated or less demanding 
communicative situations. In other words, more than any other intemationallan
guage, English lends itself easily for usage with a minimal know1cdge of the 
language. In the first half of th is century a reduced variety of English was de
signed and codified by e.K. Ogden as Basic English (British, American, Science, 
International, Commercial) to serve as an international auxiliary language.48 This 
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Basic English has a lexicon of only 850 words, the reduction occuning mainly on 
the lexico-semantic level, since English has a naturally reduced morphology (in 
spi te of the strong verbs).49 Although Basic English, which is thus partly an 
artificiallanguage, did not expcrience any beller reception than completely artifi
cial languages such as Esperanto and Volapük, it proved a point, namely, that 
English could be conveniently reduced, without necessarily becoming, e.g., . for
eign talk' (Lattey 1989) or a 'pidginized' variely. This brings us to conclude that 
ifan artificially fonned and codified Basic English can be applied, so can rcduced 
varieties of English that are naturally and spontaneously fonned in response to a 
need by individual lcamers and users of the language, this bcing done with a 
limited vocabulary as weil as with phonological and possibly syntactic imposi
ti on (interaction type 1 ).50 

4·2·2 Some have viewed intemationalization as a threat to the very existence of 
English, as we know it now. The idea has been expressed that, given its global 
expansion, English may split up into a variety of dialccts or languages in a similar 
way as did, for instance, Proto-Germanic and Proto-Romance. Actually, English 
is now represented in more varieties than ever, mUlually intelligible and unintelli
gible ones. Vet, the comparison of English with Proto-Gennanic and Proto-Ro
mance is flawed (cf., e.g., Strevens 1985:25 IT.), because of a complete difference 
in the prevailing communication conditions existing between the Proto-Gennanic 
and Proto-Romance times and now. The question of language fragmentation 
must be seen against the background of the general communicative development 
of human society. At the time of the Proto-Gennanic and Proto-Romance 
fragmentations, divergence occurred as a natural consequence of the fact that the 
Gennanic and Romance speech communities had stretched themselves beyond 
the limits of their respective basic communities of interaction. With the now 
existing and still growing possibilities for global communication and interaction, 
it is virtually impossible for English to overextend itself. In the future, divergence 
will only be able to take place in areas where the trend to intemationalization is 
absent or irrelevant. However, even in such areas the trend 10 globalization is 
bound to take place sometime, and as soon as this occurs, convergence will most 
probably take over and remove the effects of the fonner divergence. There is in 
the case of English a constant or at least recurrent 'corrective' presence or avail
ability of standard varieties. And, as Oillard (1985:251) points out, we observe 
now "a greater approximation to prestigious varieties of English among the non
native speakers who abound in many part" of the world". Interesting in this 
connection is the devc10pment of varieties of English in mainland China. As 
Cheng (1983: 138) reports: "When China is inward-Iooking, the English there 
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acquires more Chinese elements"; he refers then in particular to an early phase 
when Chinese Pidgin English developed (starting from the 17th century) and later 
declined. But he adds, also referring to more recent times, th at: "when China is 
outward-Iooking, English there is more Iike the norm in the West." Indeed, if 
English maintains its international status in the growing global communication 
pattem, the possibility of an irreversibIc fragmentation of the language is virtu
a1ly nonexistent. 

4·3 Language internationalization and the future global 
language constellation 

4·3·1 With the above succinct comparison between standardization and interna
tionalization, specifically the intemationalization of English, the question automati
caUy arises what the global languagc constcUation in the (far) future might beo 
However, do we have the necessary data to handle such a question? 

(i) The fact is that we do not know enough about the effects of standardization 
on dialects, the process bcing far from completed. And we are even Icss informed 
about internationalization. Do dialccts disappear under the pressure of a standard 
language? In some cases they obviously do. In other cases they disappear by 
dissolving into compromise forms between the dialect and the standard. In certain 
areas, such as in Switzerland in case of diglossia, they even survive, at least for 
now. For all this there are underlying social factors, which, however, are subject 
to change, and may lead to irreversible situations. 

(ii) We see how strongly some communities react when their languages as a 
symbol of their cuItural identities arc threatened . In fact, together with language 
intemationalization and triggered by political and nationalistic considerations, 
the numbcr of standard and / or literary languages in the world has significantly 
increased (Burney 1962: 120-1, Fishman 1983: 18). The nature of the human bc
ing and his relationship to his language or dialect is intricate and changeable, 
being determined or motivated by a complex interplay between reason and emo
tion. This makes predicting very hazardous. The human being has a social nature, 
but an inherent need for self-affirmation as weU. There is a continu al interaction 
bet ween the individual and the community, bctween the group and the subgroup, 
but this interaction is a1ways in a state of tension. Furthermore, language as 
communication tooI rcflccts aspecific way of conceptualizing. 

(iii) We cannot be sure that such a trend as the internationalization of English 
will continue. Against all expectations circumstances may change, and with them 
a trend may be counteracted, stopped or even reversed. 
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Even English, as the international front runner language, is challenged. While 
until recently it has been de facto if not de jure the (only) officiallanguage in the 
United States,51 Spanish has started to challenge this position in certain areas of 
the land (Guy 1989, Adams-Brink (eds.) 1990). 

If English becomes more and more the global auxiliary language, will it stay 
an auxiliary language or trigger extinclion of other languages. "If English 'en
joys' the position of being virtually the 'H' language in a world diglossie situa
tion" (Dillard 1985:253), what will SLOp il from eliminating lhe use of some or 
even all other languages? To slate it as extremcly as can be, could we be on our 
way to a monolingual global community, however far in lhe fulure such an idea 
might have to be projectcd? Could in such a case the need for self-affirmation or 
self-idenlification be satisfied through the dcliberale use of varielies of one lan
guage, thal is, through language variation, language shibboIelhs and espccially 
accent (pronunciation) differences? Or will humanity somehow preserve or re
coup a mulLilingual society through forms of diglossia wilh, e.g., English as lhe 
auxiliary language, that is , lhrough regulalion "via both status and corpus plan
ning" (Fishman 1983: 16 ff.)? Fishman (p. 18) notes that " littIe languages have 
leamed lo stand lheir ground wilh respecl lO English, and to carve out domains 
into which English has littIe or no entree".52 Why then could we11 established 
languages with great and venerabIc (written) lradilions nol survive? 

4·3·2 We are not the firsl or lhe only ones lo wonder and be ambivalent about the 
possib1e 'side effects' of language internationalization. Considering the lack of 
success of a Scandinavian intercommunication language, Haugen (1987:81) con
cludes on a rather pessimistie no te that "The alternative for Scandinavians is to 
turn to an outside language, formerly German, now English, in their mutual 
contacts. One regrets this necessity, if that is wh at it is. In the long run it would 
mean the death of all the Nordic languages and the cultures thcy represent." But 
at a later stage of his discussion (p. 88-9), stating that "in Scandinavia one also 
encountcrs fears th at English may lead to extinction of the nalive languages", he 
adds more oplimistically: HIt is my conviction that lhis is unlikely; we know ofno 
such example ." 

For the time being wc lack the necessary perspective to establish how far the 
similarities and differences bctween st,mdardization and internationalization reach. 
The only thing wc arc able to do in lhis respect is lO formulale the basic relation
ship. And whilc dcaling with the issue, we hope to have asked the appropriate 
questions, but wc arc also very much aware th at only time and more research will 
supply the answers. 
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Foolnoles 

• This is an elaborated vers ion of a lecture at the International Colloquium 'Dialect and Standard 
Language' ofthe Netherlands Royal Academy of Arts and Sciences (Amsterdam), from October 15 
to 18, 1990. I am grateful to those who have read a version of the manuscript and have provided me 
with their comments, namely, O. Leys, E.M. Uhlenbeck, C. van Bree, E. Young Ballard, and the 
members of the Organizing Committee who were also helpfuI in other ways, J.B. Berns, M.E.H. 
Schouten and J.A. van Leuvensteijn. lamalso indebted to Deborah McGraw for revising the 
English style. 

Language distance and functionality are also the factors contained in the wel1-known distinction 
bet ween Abstand- and Ausbausprache, that is, respcctively, 'Ianguage by virtue of structural dis
tance' and 'Ianguage by virtue of standardization' (e.g., Kloss 1978:23 fr. , Weinreich 1953:69, and 
see also the discussion in Joseph 1987:2-3). 
2 Cf. the case of French patois vs. dialecte, as interpreted by Dauzat (1938: 30); see, ho wever, also 
Martinet (1960: 154 fr.). 

From a pcdagogical viewpoint one can sec this in the prospect of difference in norm; cf., e.g., 
Valdman (1989:264-7). 

Interesting in this respect is the situation of Dutch in Belgium as described by Geerts (1985:102 
ff., with further references). For \imitation to variation in the standard, cf. Joseph (1987: 127 -9). 

Recent discussions of such cases are found in Dorian (ed.) (1989). 
6 Terms other than inJerlanguage have been used; sec Van Coetsem (1988:57 -8). 
7 Wc owe the term to Strevens (1983:28), who uses the notion of short/all variation in reference to 
interlanguage. 
I The term accent has different meanings in linguistics. In the context of our discussion, it refers 
to a distinguishing way of pronouncing, a choracteristic whole of articulatory habits, or a "mode of 
ullerance" (OED) peculiar to an individual, an area or a social level; the fact that a 'way of 
pronouncing' has an arcalor social connotation is the key point heren. In this meaning accent is the 
layman's usage of the word, but it is now regularly utilized in sociolinguistic studies. Research will 
have to detcrmine the linguistic implications of the notion. 
9 Northern Dutch refers here to the variety of Dutch used in the Netherlands as opposed to 
Southern Dutch as the variety of Dutch used in the northern part of Belgium. 
10 Cf. French patois françisé. jrançais régional (Dauzat 1938:33 ff.). 
11 It is ascribcd to a strategy known in sociology as accommodation and applied in the study of 
language and dialect contact (e.g., Trudgi111986, Van Coctsem 1988:167), that is, the speakers of 
the contacting languages or dialects concentrate on shared features and avoid dissimilarities. 

12 For the notion of diasystem, sec section 2.2.1 (iii) (a). 
13 E.g., already BIoomfield (1933:49): "In matters of pronunciation, especially the range of stand
ard English in America is wide: greatly different pronunciations, such as those, say, of North 
Carolina and Chicago, are accepted equally as standard." 
14 The distinction in the 'gender ' system of substantives (producing a difference in pronorninal 
reference) between Northern and Southem Dutch dialects is considered part of the overall Dutch 
standard (Woordenlijst 1954), and does not appear subjectto social stigmatization (cf. also Van 
Leuvensteijn in this volume). 
IS French influence may have have been at work here, in spite of the developmental differences 
between French and English (GriIlo 1989, and also Görlach 1988:150). Social stigmatization of 
regional language varieties and dialects, and espccially a strong tendency to centralization are 
features which characterizc the standardization process of French, which may have had a certain 
impact on the standardization processes of other European languages. 
16 Cf. Daan et al.(1985:50) : "Een cultuurdialect is een taal die wel als communicatiemiddel van 
een kleine groep gebruikt wordt, maar tevens buiten die groep, als gevolg vaneen hogere economische 
en culturele ontwikkeling van het gebied waar dat dialect wordt gesproken." 
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17 Already in the winter of 1929- '30 when in London, Mencken ventured to say: "The Englishman, 
whether he knows or nOl, is lalking and wriling more and more Amcrican. He becomes 50 accus
tomed to it lhal he grows unconscious of il. Things lhal would have sel his lCelh on edge len years 
ago, or even live years ago, are now inlegral parlS of his daily speech" (Mencken 1941 :31). 
11 In lighl of all this, one may perhaps envision a certain directionalily in the developmenl of the 
two now clearly differentialed variclies of DU1Ch, the Northern one in the Netherlands and the 
Southem one in the northern pari of 8elgium. The facl thai the laller is still in the process of 
standardization contribules significanlly 10 the dislinction. With the very favorable communication 
circumstances, the lwo DUlch varielies may through a process of self-regulation proceed further on 
the way 10 a relalive lexical uniformization and end up being nOlhing more than differenl 
nonstigmalized accent varielies (Knops 1982:239, Gecrts 1985: 101-2). 
19 In our rnonograph of (1988:2) wc inlroduced imposition as a lechnicallerm opposed 10 borrow
ing. We did lhis because such lerms as interference, promOled by Weinreich (1953:1), were nOl 
specific enough. We also nOled thai the word imposition had "occasionally been used as a nonlech
nical lerm", and for lhis we rcfcrrcd (p.163) 10 Grosjean (1982: 190), Milroy (1983:43), Gass 
(1983:70) and Trudgill (1983:205).we could also have referred to Weinreich (1953: 18) hirnself, 
who wrote: "Over-differentiation of phonemes involves the imposition of phonemic distinctions 
from the primary system on the sounds of the secondary system, where they are not required." 
Interestingly, also in French the verb imposer has been used in precisely the contexl in which we 
apply it technically. See 8umey (1962:25): "Là même ou ils ont l'air de survivre, les dialectes sont 
extraordinairement pénétrés de français commun. 115 tendent a se dissoudre peu à peu dans la 
langue commune qui leur impose jusqu'à des mots-outils ("afin que", "vu que", "Ià ou" entrent ainsi 
dans ses parlers méridionaux)." 
20 Van Bree makes further distinctions in stability based on circumstantial or situalional differ
ences, e.g., firsl vs. second language acquisition . 
21 Interesting in the broader perspective of interlingual contact is the occasional s transfer from the 
verbal system of English to that of American Dutch (e.g., schrijfs for schrijft 'writes', praats for 
praat 'talks') (Van Marle-Smits 1988:42, Van Marle-SmilS, forthcoming). 
22 The Southern Dutch dialectal form damme with [a] is based on the French pronunciation, while 
standard Dutch (that is, in this case Northern Dutch) dame with [a:] is based on the spelling 
However, the name of the checkers game is in ooth Northern and Southern Dutch dammen( spel). 
For comparabIe cases of difference in the way of borrowing (from French) via either pronunciation 
or spelling bet ween Northern and Southern Duteh, cf. Van CoclSem (1988: 101 ff.). 
2] OulSide of the acquisition process, reduction may not be proficiency-related; for example, 
accommodation mayalso result in reduction. 
2. As far as gender is concerned, cf. now Brouwer (1989). 
n Hoppenbrouwers (1985:150): "In gebieden waar het regiolect wordt gebezigd, vinden we een 
continuüm van tussen taalvormen met de algemene laaI als eindpunt van deze reeks." 

26 In Eisenstein (ed.) (1989) a number of studies (especially in theoretical part I) discuss the 
occurrence and mechanism of variation in interlanguage from different angles. 
27 Van CoelSem (1957:21): "De verbreiding en ook de vorming van de algemene omgangstaal is 
dus thans in Vlaams-België nog steeds een proces in wording. Van een eenheidstaal in de zin van 
het Noordnederlands of van het Frans kan daar om begrijpelijke redenen vooralsnog geen sprake 
zijn. Elk min of meer ernstig streven tot distantiëring van het dialekt in de richting van de algemene 
taal kan op het ogenblik in Vlaams-België "beschaafd" worden genoemd. En deze pogingen vallen 
nogal verschillend uit naar gelang van de omstandigheden waarin de taalgebruikers zich bevinden, 
zoals hun geooorte- of verblijfplaats, leeftijd en graad van ontwikkeling; dialektische en Franse 
invloeden laten zich hierbij in ruime mate gelden. De taalvorm van de Vlaamse "beschaafdsprekers" 
beweegt zich dus tussen een soort van gezuiverd dialekt en, in enkele gevallen, een zogoed als 
zuiver Noordnederlands ... Cf. also Goossens (1973b:230). 
21 Cf. Auer - di Luzio (1988:5): "when distinguishing Umgangs- and Ausgleichssprachen one has 
to keep in mind that horizontal convergence is usually influenccd by a co-existent standard variety 
(if there is one), that is, it incorporates aspects of vertical convergence bet ween dialect(s) and the 
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standard as weil. In a parallel fashion, vertical convergence usually diminishes differenees between 
neighbouring dialect varieties and therefore also implies aspects of koineformation. " 
29 For language attrition and language death, whose research is very much involved in methodological 
issues, cf., e.g., Dorian (1981), Dressler (1981), Lambcrt-Freed (eds.) (1982), Hagen (ed.) (1986), 
Weltens et al. (eds) (1986), Dorian (ed.) (1989), all with further references. 
JO In a broader sense code swirching has also been uscd to refer to a comparabie shift from one style 
or register to another within the same language or language variety. In such cases it seems more 
appropriate to speak of sryle and regisler swirching. 

31 The notion of relexificalion applied in research on pidginization-creolization has also been 
mentioned as a form of interaction between dialect and standard language (WelIs 1982:7); cf. now 
also Van Bree (1990:309). lt is defmed by Lchiste (1988:95) as: "Very rapid replacement of the 
vocabulary of a language by le)(ical items taken from another language." 
32 The not ion of speech communiry (linguislic communiry) is differently defined (Hudson 1980: 
254 ff.) . 
33 In this connection one can refer to the overall picture drawn by Haugen (1987:27 ff.) of what he 
calls "an ecological model", which is based on his earlier research, as weil as on work of 1. 
Gumperz, J. Fishman and W. Labov. 

34 There are problems with the evaluation of isoglosses, especially with their grading, although we 
should consider differences in stability betwecn, for e)(ample, le)(ical and structural isoglosses. We 
cannot go into these questions here (for a discussion, cf. Chambers-Trudgill 1980: chapters 7 and 
8). 

3' Number 2 of Sociolinguislica . /nlernational Yearbook of European Sociolinguislics, which has 
been published in 1988 and is cditcd by Mattheier, is devoted to the study of language standardiza
tion, in particular in the Germanic languages. The volume contains some new and updating contribu
tions to the subject, e.g., Görlach dealing with English (in an informative and important study), 
Besch with German, Loman with the Scandinavian languages, Willemyns and Van de Craen with 
Dutch in Belgium. 
36 Chambers-Trudgill (1980:10 ff.) use in this cormection the term heleronomy (dependence), this 
being the opposite of aulonomy (independence), and they write (p. 11): "The Dutch dialects are 
heteronornous with respect to standard Dutch, and the German dialects to standard German. This 
means, simply, that speakers of the Dutch dialects consider that they are speaking Dutch, that they 
read and write in Dutch, that any standardising changes in their dialects wil! be towards Dutch, and 
that they in general look to Dutch as the standard language which narurally corresponds to their 
vernacular varieties." In such a conception standard Dutch and standard German are superirnposed 
varieties on the dialect continuurn. 
37 In this connection it may bc useful to mention the study of Scholtmeijer (1990) about the Dutch 
variety used in an area which has been during thls century reclaimed from the sea (Zuiderzee) and 
colonized by immigrants from different parts of the Netherlands . Unfortunately, the study deals 
virtually only with pronunciation questions (accent). Whereas the speakers of the older generation, 
the immigrants themselves, keep naturally their original aecents, the speakers of the younger 
generation. bom in the new area, have, quite e)(pectedly, uniform (peer) accents ofthe neighboring 
regions where they go to work and where they partly co me from. This also can be considered a form 
of levelling. 
]I Cf.Haarmarm (1988). How much the wriuen form functions as a guide especially in the begin
ning stages of language standardization is illustratcd by what the average dialect speaker of (South
em) Dutch of a former generation considercd standard speech, namely op (naar) de leller spreken 
'to speak as it is wrinen' . 
39 There are other factors involvcd, as more recent research has clearly shown (e.g., Geens 1985). 
40 Cf. Hagen (1986:106): "Als men de verspreing en aanvaarding van de standaardtaal ziet als de 
diffusie van een innovatie, zou men mogen vaststellen dat het irmovatieproces op dit moment in 
Nederland diep doorgedrongen is in de 'late meerderheid', terwijl het in Vlaanderen pas net de 
'vroege meerderheid' bereikt lijkt te hebben." 
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41 Language internationalization is a not a new research topic; see Burney (1962: 1 05 ff., with 
earlier references). 
42 Although internationalization can result from a split, it is in reference to expansion that we 
consider it here. 
43 The idea is cenainly not new. Cf., e.g., Burney (1962:104): "Les langues s'interpénètrent." The 
borrowing does nol have to be only from English. For example, German einschälzen 'to evaluate' 
has been borrowed during the last decades into Dutch, inschallen (not yet occurring in earli~ 
editions of VanDaIe (1961") and Koenen (195 PO) and from Dutch into Frisian, yrukatle (e.g., in UI 
de smidlefan de Fryske Akademy 24 (1990,3:18). 
401 We use here the general and neutral term comparable to avoid such notions as congruent and 
equivalent, which are used in this context in specific meanings; cf., e.g., Schaeder (1990:64-5). 
45 For stability differences, cf. also Volmerl 1990:55. 
46 In this connection, see the typological distinctions in mixed languages proposcd by Décsy 
(1973: 184) and Kloss (1978:334 ff.) . 
47 E.g., Kachru (cd.) (1983), in particular Ferguson (1983:ix-xi), Kachru (1983a). Platt et al. 
(1984:201), FlaiLZ (1988 :1). 
41 Basic English has had "a number of sompetitors on its own ground", see Mencken (1941 :605). 
49 A comparabIe Basic French or Basic Spanish would contain 2000 words and have a far more 
complex grammatical component than Basic English (Burney 1962:77). Basic English has only 18 
verbs, with 10 gel having an extensive range of meanings. 
50 How much an analytic make-up is now a natural anribute of an international auxiliary language 
is shown by the fact that in 1903 the Italian mathematician Giuseppe Peano proposed for the 
purpose of an auxiliary language a 'simplified' Latin as a language without injleclion (!) (Burney 
1962:84-5). 
51 In the case of English in the Unitcd States one could speak of a 'national' language instead of an 
'official' language; see Ruiz (1990: 18-20). 

52 In an interesting study about Breton vs. French, Kuter (1989:82) also refers to people, who "feel 
that efforts to maintain 'linIe languages' are a waste of time." Kuter mentions the case of the 
Parisian professor Gérard Antoine, who in Le Figaro of december 13, 1975 askcd the question 
whether "[IJt is wise or opportune to urge linIe French children towards a bi- or tri-lingualism 
turned not towards the future of the planet, but towards the past of a little country." However, it 
would he also interesting to know how Antoine would react, if French would develop to a 'linIe 
language' in a global environment of perhaps a distant future; this is not necessarily an unrealistic 
or rhetorical question, considering how much French has lost of its international expansion in the 
past five decades. 
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Abstract 

M. Benskin 

Some new perspectives on the origins 
of standard written English 

This paper considers certain aspccts of the national written standard emergent in 
legal and administrative writings ofthc middle and later fifteenth century; it takes 
only passing account of standardisation in literary texts. The contents are as 
follows. 1. Introduction. 2. The late mediaeval dialect continuurn. 3. Documen
tary sources for the study of the standard. 4. Definitions of 'standard', the chang
ing character of the London and Westminster dialccts, and their part in the forma
tion of a standard. 5. 'Chancery Standard' . 6. The character ofthe King's English, 
1417-1500. 7. Standardisation in the provinces, as selection of common-core 
variants. 8. Interference phenomcna in northem dialects, arising from contact 
with the southem standard. 9. The spread of London English into the provinces: 
regional mobility and the Inns of Court. 10. Some problems of recognition. 11. 
Chronology and the sources. It should be emphasised that the present treatment is 
selective and largely summary, merely a sketch for the larger work describcd in 
section 3. 

Introduction 

The development of wh at became standard written English is essentially a fif
teenth-century phenomenon. At the close of the fourteenth century, the written 
language was local or regional dialect as a matter of course; typically, the area in 
which a man acquired his written language can be deduced from the form of the 
language itself, and often it can be quite narrowly defined. By the beginning of 
the sixteenth century, in contrast, local forms of written English had all but 
disappeared. Even from the periphery - from the far north-west, from East An
glia, and from Ireland - texts in solidly local language arc relatively very rare; for 
the most part, the conventions of a century before arc reflected dimly if at all. 
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English was still far from unifonn by comparison with the written standard ofthe 
present day, even allowing for such differences as appear between British, North 
American and Antipodean usage; but in the written language of ca. 1500, local 
dialect had become very nearly a thing of the past. Only in Scotland did the old 
pattern persist, beside a written standard that was distinctively Scots and to south
em Englishmen all but a foreign language. 

2 The late mediaeval dialect continuum 

It may be useful to indicate the extent to which the range and detail of this late 
mediaeval dialect continuum are now known. Traditionally, it may be recalled, 
the Middle English dialects have been trcated in tenns of broad and reified 
regional divisions: 'The South-Eastern Dialect', 'The Northern Dialect', and so 
on. These rest heavily (and, it may be thought, perversely) on the boundaries 
postulated for the regional dialects of Old English - boundaries that may reflect 
more of what is known about Anglo-Saxon poli tic al groupings than about any
thing th at pertains dircctly to language. The object of inquiry, moreover, has been 
reconstructed spoken language, with mediaeval writing treated all too often as if 
it were phonetic transcript: 'man schrieb wie man sprach' (Luick §27; cf. Stanley 
1988). It was seldom recognised that the written language, independently of the 
spoken, may have had regional or loc al conventions of its own; what really 
mattered was the spoken language, for which writing was a regrettable though 
unavoidable intennediary. 

Assumptions of this kind have produced some curious results, not least in the 
history of standard English. For example, a phonologically-based inquiry into the 
language of certain fifteenth-century writers conduded that the language oftheir 
private letters 'on the whoie ... agrees with London usage, such as this is reflected 
in the contemporary official (London and State) documents, not only in its gen
eral features ... but also in minute details' (Kihlbom 1926: 193). Yet among these 
writers was Edmund de la Pole, whose written language is utterly bizarre. From a 
sample of his text, the truth would have been obvious at a glance; instead, under 
an atomistic catalogue of his supposed vowel sounds, it lies buried beyond recal!. 

A systematic and large-scale investigation of the dialects of late mediaeval 
English, which from the outset took the wrinen language as its first concern, was 
not begun until 1952 (cf. McIntosh 1956 & 1963). Given the mediaeval doctrine 
of littera, the spoken language could not of course be ignored; and in any case, 
one of the aims of the survey itself was to provide a finner basis for understand
ing the phonological implications of Middle English spelling. Interim reports on 
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these maners have appeared in artic1es published over a period of thirty years.\ 
The main end, however, was A Linguistic Atlas of Late Mediaeval English, which 
appeared in 1986. This is the result of attempts to map the whole regional dialect 
continuum, and, where possible, to map it in as much local detail as could be 
expected for a living language. The quality and density of coverage inevitably 
vary from one region to another, and some areas are still very imperfectly known; 
but overall, the network of locations in England at which information can be 
mapped is between two and three times as dense as that of the Leeds survey of 
modem English dialects. lts bulk notwithstanding, the mediaeval Atlas is neces
sarily a provisional codification, and various types of revision are already to be 
desired; but it has enabled a shift of focus from generalities about regional dia-
1eets to the analysis and localisation of scribal idiolects. A detailed description of 
the work is obviously out ofplace here, but something ofits character wiJl appear 
from the accompanying samples (Maps 1-2). 

For an investigation into the origins and spread of what became standard 
English, such a research tooI is obviously essential; but in evaluating potential 
source-material for mapping Middlc English dialects, it is no less essential to be 
able to recognise standard forms . Making a dialect atlas for late Middle English, 
and unravelling the early history of the wriUen standard, have to a large extent 
been complementary activities. 

3 Doeumentary sou rees 

The new perspectives advertised in the present title derive in part from the work 
of Professor M.L. Samuels, with whom I have worked intermittently for over 
twenty years. The immediate origins of the paper, however, lie in a collaboration 
with Professor Arthur O. Sandved, on a book provisionally entitled 'The Begin
nings of Standard English' . This has been long in progress, continued intenupt
edly since 1978, and has gone far bcyond wh at we first envisaged; we hope 
nevertheless to complete it in the near future . We bcgan with the modest and 
practical intention of producing a course book for our students. It was to contain 
introductory chapters on the history of standard English as then understoood, and 
a collection of illustrative texts, with notes and glossary; and though the perspec
tives have shifted somewhat, this remains the plan of the book. Some texts 
exemplify the London dialect and the English of government documents, at vari
ous stages of their evolution. Others, and this is something new, reOect the 
displacement of local wriUen language by the developing national standard. For 
each of six towns in England, a series of texts illustrates (i) the locallanguage as it 
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was hefore London English started to spread, (ii) the partly-standardised usage 
typical in the middle and later fifteenth century, and (iii) the muted remnants of 
local usage characteristic at the century's close. 

The texts in such a series must he of known date and local origin. Moreover, 
they must he of comparable type: variation attributable to differences of theme or 
literary style is so far as possible to he excluded. It is accordingly on administra
tive and legal usage, whcre a national as opposed to regional standard first devel
ops, that our study focuses. The language presented may justly he styled 'burgess 
English'. It is drawn mainly from corporation records, and particularly from town 
books - that is, registers kept by lhe municipal council, compiled often over a 
century or more, containing ordinances and memoranda of civic affairs. 

A wide regional spread is obviously desirabie, though the choice of towns is 
inevitably constrained by lhe extent to which documents are available. Even 
when material of appropriate date can be he found, its assessment may he prob
lematic. At one stage, for example, much work was devoted to documents from 
Shrewsbury. The earliest and most dialectal of lhese is a parliamentary petition of 
1433, and it is doubtless in locallanguage of a sort; but the West Midland aspect 
of that language is somewhat pale by comparison with what appears in co-aeval 
texts from neighbouring areas. The pctition may reflect Shrewsbury usage undis
turbed by accommodation to other norms, and our expectations for Shrewsbury 
language are perhaps falsely conditioned; but for the present it remains question
abie how far this text is representative even for the 1430s, to say nothing of the 
generation hefore. With various misgivings, particularly in view of the impaired 
geographical coverage, Shrewsbury was eventually left out. 

For towns within the Central Midlands, the required documentary sequence is 
hardly to be found. Stages (ii) and (iii) in succession are weil represented at 
various places, but here, stage (i) is altested inadequately if at all; and the docu
ments that do exemplify stage (i) are from places where the evidence for stages 
(ii) and (iii) is lacking. Nolhing is 10 be made of this historically, heyond noting 
the dominanee of Latin and the hazards of documentary survival : Even when 
English texts do survive, their originallanguage need not. For example, the Liber 
Custumarum of Northampton, to judge from the printed edition, contains emi
nently suitable material: its English version of the Statute of Westminster is 
perhaps from hefore 1400, and a long series of dated entries continues from 1431 
into the next century. The bulk oflhe manuscript, however, proves to he continu
ous copy in a hand of the later fifteenth century. The scrihe clearly preserves 
some of the original language, and may even report it fairly accurately; but 
whereas his copies will serve to exemplify lhe Northampton dialect in general 
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during this period, they cannot be rclicd upon in detail as evidence for any 
panicular writer or date.2 

The series ofprovincial texts now gathercd represents Bristol, Norwich, Not
tingham, Kingston upon HuIl, York and Carlisle (see Map 3). These texts are 
illustrative and no more: the historical account that accompanies them draws on 
analyses of some thousands of documents, made largely in the course of the Atlas 
project.3 

Historians of the English language have in general paid remarkably linIe 
attention to administrative and legal writings of this kind, in spite of Morsbach 
(1923) and Flasdieck (1926); the late Professor Norman Davis' work on the 
Paston letters is the sustained and monumental exception. 'The literary language' 
has too easily passed off as the language itself; whereas it is only a part, and the 
history that emerges from the documents is not the same. It is precisely in its 
adoption as a second-leamed competence that the language of the capital quali
fles as a national standard at all: the displacement of local conventions is not an 
epiphenomenon, but standardisation itsclf. Without attention to provincial usage, 
'the rise of standard English' simply cannot be understood, and it is above all in 
administrative and legal writings that the early standard appears. 

4 Definitions of 'standard', and the language of the capital 

The extent to which a panicular form of language has become a standard may be 
judged in two different ways. We may considcr (i) the degree of intemal consist
ency it displays, the extcnt to which it excludes redundant variations in spelling 
and morphology; or we may consider (ii) the extent to which this form of lan
guage has become common property, a second-Ieamed Gemeinsprache as op
posed to a Muttersprache. A form of language th at is intemally consistent is 
obviously more likely to become a standard in this second sense, than one that is 
not. The greater the scope for frce (and hence unpredictable) variation, the less 
likely it is that any two speakers wiII agree in their choicc of forms, even in the 
same utterance or text. In such a case, idcntity will be established only within 
very broad limits, and a single standard can hardly be said to exist. This state of 
affairs is not merely a theoretical possibility, a logical consequence of the defini
tions: for a study of fifteenth-century standard English, it is an important perspec
tive. It has been assumed too often that 'the rise of standard English' was simply 
the gradual spread of a language that was already fully formed when it began to 
be adopted outside the capital, and too littIe attention has been paid to the circum
stances of its spread. For this extemal history, to say nothing of the taxonomy of 
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the incipient standard (or standards), a comprehensive inventory of localised 
material is obviously a sine qua non. 

Since Morsbach's pioneering study of 1888, the conventional view had been 
that ear1y standard English was in some sen se the language of the capital, though 
opinions varied as to whether its origins lay in London or in Westminster. The 
difference is greater than may appear from the two miles between. Even al10wing 
for the commercial capital 's constant inflow of people from other parts of the 
country, the London language was locally rooted (it was held) in ways that the 
language of the administrativc capital was not. The language of government 
documents, the work of clerks rccruitcd from perhaps all over the country, need 
have looked neither to the local dialect of Westminster's indigenous population, 
nor yet to that of London. There wcre also long-standing claims that the dialects 
of the Midlands had played some part in the genesis of the standard, if indeed 
they were not actually its source. 

It was common ground, moreover, that the London dialect itself had an unu
sually complex history: between ca. 1250 and ca. 1370, it appeared, an originally 
East Saxon type had given way to a predominantly Anglian type. Morsbach had 
tried to account for the change of dialect-type in terms of London's proximity to 
Anglian territory, but failed to convince; most later scholars looked to immigra
tion from different parts of England as the cause. Even the internal record of 
London English was uncertain, [or it was variously disputed how far any of the 
literary or documentary works supposcd to he in London English from before ca. 
1380 was indeed in London language.4 

Our own point of departure was a highly influential paper by Professor M.L. 
Samuels, • Some applications of Middle English dialectology', published in 1963. 
This does not betoken disregard for the earlier scholarship, which, though space 
forbids a review of it here, inc1udes substantial and distinguished work. It is fair 
to say, ho wever, that by the late 1970s, Samuc1s' views on the London language 
had become widely accepted: he had brought into coherent relation wh at for
merly had seemed conflicting evidence, and proposed an outline history more 
comprehensive than its predecessors. 

Samuels' paper was a prcliminary report of conclusions based on his work 
towards the Linguistic Atlas of Late Mediaeval English, a survey that rested on 
two principles not previously applicd in the study of Middle English dialects 
(McIntosh 1963). First, it was reéognised that scribes who copied literary texts 
commonly translated between dialects as they did so. Hence a copied text that 
revealed linie or nothing of the author's dialect, was not to be discarded as a 
potential source: it might weil afford a self-consistent and trustworthy sample of 
the scribe's own dialect instead. The range of Iiterary material that could be 
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utilised was thus extended far beyond the few extant holographs. Secondly, a 
means was devised for localising dialect samples on the basis of their language 
alone. Such placings were necessarily approximate, but they enabled sources that 
would otherwise have been unusable to bc incorporated into the survey, and so to 
amplify the relatively meagre record of the securely localised materiaP The 
southern configuration was not finaJly published until 1986, but its main features 
were already established when Samuels wrote his paper of 1963. For the first 
time, therefore, a detailed knowledge of the whole southern and Midland dialect 
continuum could be brought to bear on the history of London English and the 
origins of the early written standard . 

The ncw history was in oulline as foJlows . Until ca. 1360, it appeared, Lon
don English had been ofa predominanlly Essex (East Saxon) type. This, Samuels' 
'Type 11', remained current until ca. 1360. It was then displaced, and abruptly so 
as it seemed, by the familiar Chaucerian type.6 This later stage, 'Type III', is 
exemplified not only in literary manuscripts, but in the local documents as weIl. 
After about 1430, however, Type III was displaced in its turn. lts successor, 
'Type IV', had long been recognised as different from the language of Chaucer, 
but it had been regarded either as (i) a separate London dialect co-existing with 
the 'Chaucerian' type, or (ii) a state dialect peculiar to Westminster. Samuc1s 
identified it as mainstream London English, but of a later period than the 
'Chaucerian' type, which it rapidly displaced: in the evolution of London Eng
lish, there was discontinuity onee more. Type IV was represented in 'that flood of 
govemment documenl<; that starts in the years following 1430', and was London 
English at the time that it was' finally adopted by the government offices for 
regular written use' (1963: 88-9). The beginnings of the national written standard 
were seen to lie in this last stage of the mediacval London dialect, which Samue1s 
labclled 'Chancery Standard'. 

The fonns th at distinguished the successive types could not bc derived [rom 
their predecessors in London usage. (For some of the differences bet ween the 
'Chaucerian' and 'Chancery' types, see Table 1). These unconfonnities indicated 
rapid changes in the regional ba1:mce of London 's immigrant population, and the 
pattern th at emerged tallied closely with the results of Ekwall 's population stud
ies for the period 1250-1350 (1951 & 1956). Between Types 11 and lIl, the 
proponion of incomers from thc Central Midlands and East Anglia had increased, 
whereas that from the Home Countics diminished. The differences between Type 
III (ca. 1370-1430) and Type IV (ca. 1430-) were ascribcd to a sustained inflow 
from the Centra! Midlands, beyond the period documented by Ekwall. Immigra
tion from East Anglia, particularly Norfolk, could likewise bc assumed to have 
continucd; but the East Anglian dialects, like those of nonhern England, contrib-
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uted to the London language of this period only in so far as they reinforced 
Central or North Midland usage. Fonns that were distinctively northem or dis
tinctively East Anglian did not enter the mainstream. In effect, a largely colonial 
dialect was continuing to evolve, from the common core variants of diverse 
immigrant speech. 

Table 1: someforms distinguishing the 'Chaucerian' (ca. 1370-1430) and 'Chan
cery' (ca. 1430-) types of London English (Samuels 1963: 89) 

'Chaucerian' 'Chancery' 

THESE thise thes(e) 
THEIR hir(e) theyre, peir(e), 

pair(e), her 
SUCH swich(e) such(e) 
SHOULD sholde shulde 
NOT nat not 
THROUGH thurgh thorough, porow( e) 
BUT bot but 
GAVE 1/3 sg. yaf gaf 

5 'Chancery Standard' 

When the history of standard English is rewrinen within a mere four pages, 
however, it is apt to be misunderstood: a condensed narrative, expounding con
trasts of which some were already oyerstated, has been read too easily as con
densed historical process. The year 1430 has been variously seized on as the year 
in which the Chaucerian Type III became obsolete, the year in which government 
adopted English once for all, or the date by which masters in Chancery had 
attained control over the fonn and future course of the written standard. A fair 
sample is Strang's History of English (1970), 163: 

Official documents continue 10 be only exccptionally written in English until 
1430, when English becomes lhe norm and documentalion is abundant. It is 
written in a kind of Standard, Type IV or Chancery Standard, which thereafter 
reigns supreme. 

Here, contrasts are intensified to the exclusion of all such shading as was in the 
original, and the history presented is hopelessly mistaken. 

Nevertheless, Samuels' own account of the use of English by government 
offices was in some respects considerably overdrawn: • finally adopted' (1963: 
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89) implies more than it should, both for the language itself and the particular 
form that it took. We may consider firstly the status of the language. With one 
important exception, to be treated hereafter, it is quite true th at 'consultation of 
any of the large classes of documents at the Public Record Office will shöw 
clearly that, until 1430-35, English is the exception rather than the rule in the 
written business of administration' (1963: 87). The rest of the sentence, ho wever, 
is seriously misleading: 'after that, lhere is a sudden change, and the proportions 
are reversed, from a mere trickle of English documents among thousands in Latin 
and French, to a spate of English documents' . That is to generalise beyond the 
evidence of only a few documentary classes: the quantity of written English 
certainly increases, but overall, it is emphatically not the case that the proportions 
of English and Latin were reverscd, and in some of the large P.R.O. classes, 
English is found rarely if at all . Moreover, a clear distinction must be made within 
the general category of P.R.O. documents. A great deal of wh at is now preserved 
in the Public Record Ortïce is not the work of state officials al all, but came into 
the state offices from outside: so, for example, the great bulk of Ancient Petitions, 
Ancient Correspondence of the Chancery, and, as Samuels himself made clear, 
Early Chancery Proceedings (1963 : 93; cf. my own observations in Atlas I.49-
50). 

'Chancery Standard', indeed, is a considerablc misnomer; the German 
Kanzleisprache was pcrhaps too much in mind. The Chancery was a major de
partment of govemment, but by no means the whole of it, and most of the 
documents that it initiated continued to be in Latin. In so far as Chancery clerks 
wrote English in state documents, they did so mainly as copyists, either (i) of 
documents originating from the Sil,'11et (King's Secretary's) or Privy Seal Of
fices, or (ii) of documents sent in lO lhe Chancery from outside govemment 
altogether. This is not the place to pursue the maller, but it will be obvious th at the 
diplomatic requires careful study: documents coming in to state offices from 
outside, and state documents produced only as intemal records or memoranda, 
can hardly have been a direct inOuence on the language of many provincial 
writers. If the spread of a national wrillen standard is to be explained in terms of 
the documents issuing from departments of state, then the Signet and Privy Seal 
Offices must be 100ked to as the sourec. It is true that documents originaling there 
might be copied and disseminaled by Chancery, as, for example, was normal 
practice with multiple copies of writs to sheriffs or other officers; but Chancery 
clerks seem in general to have been close copyists when charged with business of 
this kind, and it has yet to be demonstrated th at the Chancery had any distinctive 
standard of its own. 
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As to the date when English came to be used regularly as a language of 
government, we should look to 1417 rather than 1430. Until August 1417, the 
language of royal missives under the Signet had been French, but with Henry V's 
second invasion of France, it changed suddenly and decisively to English. This 
may have been a purely practical measure to ease the difficulties of governing in 
England while leading a military campaign in France: letters could be sent as 
dictated, instead of being converted into official formulae (cf. Kirby 1978: 6-10). 
The change may in part, however, have been politically motivated: the English 
taxpayer was financing the war, and letters under the Signet were the most per
sonal form of communication bctween the king and hls subjects. Several of these 
letters, addressed to the mayor and aldermen, survive as copies in the archives of 
the City of London; in duly appreciative terms, they report the successes of the 
campaign to one of the main investors in the war effort, from whom aid continues 
to he sought (Chambers and Daunt 1931 , 62-89) . Henry V's adoption of English 
undoubtedly had an effect, and there is explicit testimony on this point. When 
William Porland, clerk 10 the London Craft of Brewers, started to keep their 
records in English, he explained that 

our mo!her-longue, lo wit !he English longue, ha!h in modem days begun to be 
honorably enlarged and adomed, for lh at our most excellent lord, King Henry V, 
halh in his letters missive and divers affairs louching his own person, more 
willingly chosen to deciare !he secrets of his will, and for the better understand
ing of his people, hath wi!h a diligent mind procured !he common idiom (setting 
aside o!hers) to be commended by !he exercise of writing ... ' 

That was in 1422, and Henry V died in the same year. His son was then only nine 
months old, and the Signet Office ceased to function; but when he came to 
maturity, and there was a King 's Secretary once more, the language of the Signet 
letters remained English. In the meantime, perhaps following the example set by 
his illustrious father, the Privy Seal Office had also begun to use English for 
certain purposes; and by the 1440s, in royal missives under that seal, English had 
become established. 

6 The King's English, 1417-1500 

The form of this King's English caBs for comment. Type IV, 'Chancery Stand
ard', enters the written record fairly abruptly, but it did not replace Type III 
ovemight. Some of the Type III forms were replaced faster than öthers: swich 
'such' looks to have been recessive by the 1420s, whereas even in the 1480s, 
thise 'these' and nat 'not' were by no means abnormal in state documents, and 
wol(l) 'will' vb. was the regular form .8 It remains to he determined when yeuen 
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'given' was displaced by the modem fonn; my impression is that giuen (beside 
geuen) had secured only a foothold even by the 1480s, and that yeuen remained 
standard into the next century.9 'Given' is very weU allested in official docu
ments, because it nonnaUy introduces the dating or sealing clause, whereas 'gave' 
appears only infrequently. The replacement of Type III yaf(1/3sg.) is hence hard 
to document in detail; but it is not to be supposed that it disappeared as soon as 
gaf enters the record, and examples can bc found in late texts. Once this is 
understood, the appcarance of Type III features as exotics in local documentary 
language wiU occasion no surpnse: even at the close of the century, provincial 
wnters looking to state document" as their exemplars, must often have found the 
Type III fonn instead of its Type IV equivalent. In so far as 'Chancery Standard' 
betokens an institutional language, it is lcss homogeneous than has been com
monly supposed. 

On the other hand, some of the Type IV shibboleths were established in state 
English weU before 1430. From the reign of Henry V, over a hundred lellers 
under the Signet, wnllen in English, survive in their onginal fonn. lO These belong 
to the years 1417-22, and are the work of perhaps ten different clerks; the hands 
are often remarkably difficuIt to separate. Whether counted by text or by clerk, 
however, some of the dominant features belong to Type IV. So Type IV pees 
'these' is regular, with vanants thees, theyse, pes(e); 'their' is Type IV pair(e), 
her, peire, there, never Type III hir; 'such' is Type IV such(e), though one clerk 
also wntes Type III swich; Type IV shuld( e) outnumbers Type lIlsholde, and 
Type IV not is more frequent than Type III nat; for 'will' vb., Type III wol is 
regular, beside occasional wil and wyl; 'through' and 'gave' 1/3sg. are hardly 
attested, but for these appear porow (Type IV) and yaf(Type III). 

The clcrks of the Signet Office, as we have seen, were the first regular wnters 
of English in the king's name. In Henry V's reign, it appears there were rcgularly 
four clerks to the Signet, sometimes fïvc, and in the latcr fifteenth century, six or 
eight; admittedly the evidence is incomplete, but it is clear that the Signet Office 
had only a small staff (Otway-Ruthven 1939: 111-3). At fïrst, thcrcfore, govcm
ment English was represented to the world outside the court by rclatively fcw 
wnters, and their language need not have been mainstream in all its features . (So, 
for example, John Depeden has youen and yiuen 'given', beside the nonnal 
yeuen.)11 Even when lellers under the Pnvy Seal started to be wnllen in English, 
the numbcr of clerks involved was still relatively smal\. Their wntten language 
was unifonn as compared with the London English of Chaucer's time, though not 
as compared with, say, the literary standard of the Central Midlands. The schol ar 
of today can collcct the products of a century, and discern clcar long-tenn trends, 
but thesc trends covcr a muItitudc of short-tenn and individual fluctuations. We 
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know, for example, that these eventually replaced thise and pise; whereas a man 
of the fifteenth century who received royal missives in the course of perhaps a 
decade, might very weil have been led to think that these was no longer in 
fashion, and that thise was the coming form - and in these circumstances, small 
wonder if he adopted it himself. 

7 Standardisation in the provinces 

That is to consider the spread of standard English from a purely centralist stance. 
We may be confined to Westminstcr, as it were, describing the development of a 
form of written language that can he identilied as having a history continuous 
with the modem written standard of today. Our evidence will be found in the 
records of the state, our activities conlined for the most part to the Public Record 
Office and the Cononian collection in the British Library. We shall be tempted to 
assume that this is the whole story, that once govemment adopted English for at 
least a large part of its business, the rest of the country naturally adopted this 
same kind of English for its communication with the govemment and for the 
conduct of its own written affairs . And that, for the most part, is the kind of 
history that has been written. 

A second type of inquiry looks on the 'rise of standard English' not from 
Westminster, but from the provinces. It considers, among other things, how the 
emerging govemment standard was perceived by writers outside the capital, but 
more particularly it looks at the circumstances in which th at standard was re
ceived. It is not, though to a Home Counties mentality it may seem otherwise, a 
foregone conclusion that the mere existence of a govemment standard will lead 
automatically to its imitation by provincial writers. We need to consider what 
kinds of contact there were between the scat of govemment and the provinces, 
and what kinds of language the new govemment standard displaced. The idea that 
solidly local dialect was used for all provincial writing until govemment standard 
appeared, at which point govemment language was imitated, with varying de
grees of success, until it wholly displaced local dialect during the later fifteenth 
century, simply does not accord wilh the facts. A monogenetic origin for standard 
English in the provinces is not borne out by an examination of provincial writing. 

In many areas, a decidedly neutral, non-Iocal usage had developed a decade 
or two bcfore govemment English had had any opportunity to influence the 
written language. From the point of view of the later and very rapid spread of 
'Chancery Standard', this is important: earl ier non-Iocal usage may weU have 
prepared the way for acceptance of a single national standard. 
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Table 2: 'colourless regional standard'. These lists are representative, not ex
haustive. The sourees are asfor the maps in Atlas /I, with additionsfor 
Nottingham (Municipa/ Archives: CA' 1601a and CA 4534) and Nor
wich (Municipal Archives: Liber A/bus, and the composition of St Va/
entine' s Day, 1415 J12 

York Colourless York (sou/herly aspect) 
yam, yaim yam, yaim 
swilk, swyllc swilk, swyllc 
qwhilk, qwillc, whillc whilk 
mykyll, mylcel mykyll, mykel 
er(e), ar(e) ar(e) 
sal(l) sal(l) 
efter, after afler 
yf, if yf, if 
-and(e), -yng -and(e), -yng 

Nottingham Colourless Nottingham 
ham, hem hem 
sych,such sych,such 
quellc, w(h)ych w(h)ych 
mekyl, mych mych 
are are 
sall, s(c)hall s(c)hall 
aftur aflur 
if if 
-yng -yng 

Bris/ol Colourless Bris/ol 
ham, Lha(i)m, hem hem, ?harn 
sech, suc(c)h such 
whic(c)h which 
mech, moch, much much, moch 
bilh, bclh, ben belh 
s(c)hall s(c)hall 
aflour, aflir, aftcr after, aftir 
yef, 3if(f), yf(f), if yf,3if 
-ing, -yng -ing, -yng 

Norwich Colourless Norwich 
hem, Lhe(y)m, es hem 
sweche, swiche, soche, suche swiche, swcche 
qwilk, qwich(e), qwych, w(h)ech(e), w(h)ech(e), qweche, 
w(h)ich(e), wache qwyche, w(h)ich(e) 
melcel, meche, moche, mych meche, moche, mych 
ben(e), (h)arn, belh, bien ben(e), arn 
s(c)hal, s(c)ha, xal s(c)hal 
efter, afLir, afler aflir, afler 
3ef, yhef, yefe, 3if, if jf,3if 
-and(e), -ende, -yng(g)e, -ing -yng 

"------ '---
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The new non-local kinds of writing may be regarded as regional standards in 
the making. One such was already well-entrenched by 1400: Samuels' 'Central 
Midland Standard' (1963: 84-5; cf. Sandved 1981: 40). It differs, however, from 
the standards we have to consider here, in that (i) it was a well-defined model that 
admined relatively liuIe intemal variation, and (ii) although as a literary language 
(and especially as the language of Lollardy) it had seemingly a very wide cur
rency within the Central Midlands, as a language of administration or business it 
had hardly any existence at all . 

What is so striking about lhe incipient regional standards of the earlier fif
teen th century, by contrast, is that they are commonly the language of non
literary texts. Nor do they present well-defined states of language that lend them
sclves to adoption as an exemplar. Rather they displayaselection of those vari
ants already part of the loc al dialect but which were current over a much wider 
area, and exclude those equivalent and co-variant forms having only a limited 
range (cf. Samucls 1981). Such selection involves the leaming of no exotic 
forms, as will appear from Table 2. So, for example, a writer from Norfolk could 
suppress xal ' shall' in favour of schal, and qweche 'which' in favour ofwheche, 
and in selecting these non-dislinclive fonns from his repertoire, would write a 
language much more readily intelligible outside Norfolk than his xal / qweche 
language could have been. Since there are so many variant forms in the NOIwich 
language, and indeed in the language of Norfolk generally, there is much wider 
scope for selection lhan is the case, say, in York. The 'colourless' Norwich forms 
givcn in Table 2 are in combinalion still recognisable as East Anglian, but even 
that colouring could be lost: hem, swiche, which(e), mych, ben, s(c)hal, af ter / 
af tir, if / Jif, and -yng, were in varying degrees all Midland and southem forms as 
weIl. Such selection we may regard as the development of a new register: one 
language for dealing wilh the writer's Norfolk peers, another for dealing with 
outsiders. 

Dealing with outsiders seems to be one clue to the devclopment of this col
ourless regional writing. It may be no accident that almost as soon as English 
came to be used commonly for the conduct of business and administration, col
ourless regional usage began to displace the more slrictly local convention. Some 
of the conventional Norfolk spcllings, regardless of the corresponding spoken 
forms, were bizarre by Midland or southem standards, and a Norfolk writer 
moving in the wider world could hardly have remained unaware of the fact (cf. 
Davis 1954 & 1983). In some cases, regional stereotypes of a different sort may 
have encouraged the selection of neutral variants. In William Langland's great 
poem, Piers Plowman, the allegorical figure of Avarice makes confession to 
Repentance, and rehearses a sordid catalogue of his misdeeds. Repentance asks if 
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he has ever made restitution to those he has cheated. 'Yes', he answers, explain
ing that once, when lodged with a group of pedlars, he got up while they were 
asleep, and rifled their packs. 'But th at was no restitution', counters Repentance, 
'It was theft, and you deserve to be hanged'. Replies Avarice: 'I thought rifling 
was restitution - I never had any book learning, and the only French I know is 
from furthest Norfolk'. 13 

From Tab1e 2 it will bc seen th at what counts as colourless depends on the 
background: colourless Norfolk language is not the same as the neutralised lan
guage of Bristol or Nottingham . Even so, they differ from each other much lcss 
than do the local dialccts from which thcy are drawn, and thcy are identifiabie 
only in broad regional terms. The sample from York is another matter. The scope 
for accommodation is very limited indecd: among the items considered, only 
<qwh> (in 'which') distinguishes York usage from that of the immediately sur
rounding areas. It is debatable to what extcnt regional standards devc10ped in the 
north, if indeed they developed at all; but dialectally, the north seems never to 
have been differentiated to the same extent as the Midlands or the south. Against 
this, however, none ofthe dialects from north ofthe Humber-Lune line had much 
in common with the London-based standard. For northem writers, therefore, 
adopting this standard could be very different from the southerly or Midland 
experience: it was more like leaming a forcign language. 

8 Contact features in northern dialects 

'Colourless regional standard' is obviously not standard in iL~ forms, bccause 
what is neutral in one region may be exotic in another; but as process, the dis
placement of loc al forms by more general currency, it surely qualifies. lts interac
tion with govemment English is variously problematic; and cvcn discounting 
colourless regional usage altogether, the more like London English were the loca! 
dialects in question, the harder it is to identify the impact of 'Chancery Standard ' . 
The more alien northem dialects, accordingly, arc of special interest, and interfer
ence phenomcna are now well-documented . Two examplcs may serve to illus
trate. 

The first is an orthographical feature.In late Middle English writings from the 
southem and western parts of England, the old distinction between the letters 'y' 
and 'p' is regularly preserved: <1» corresponds to [el or [OJ, and <y> to [ie:)] or 
Ol. In writings from northern and parts of eastem England, however, the letters 
'p' and 'y' are not normally di stinguished : the same <y>-like symbol is used for 
both. This came about through changes in styles of script, and has nothing to do 
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with phonology: in northem as in southem dialects, [0] and [9] remained. (For a 
more detailed account, see Bcnskin 1982.) The regional distribution is shown in 
Map 4. 

For most northem writers who adoplcd the fiftcenth-century written standard, 
it was necessary to leam a new symbol. The habitual <y> was not to be given up 
entirely, but where it corrcspondcd to [0] or [9], it had to be replaced by an 
acquired <1». From northem documents in semi-standard or even standard lan
guage, it appears that the ruIe was not easy to apply: commonly, <y> still appears 
for [0] or [9], with or without <lJ>; and when <1» has more or less displaced <y> 
in these functions, it is likely to bc writtcn hypercorrectly for [i] or fj] as weIl. (Cf. 
Table 3.) Here, an obvious comparison is with a present-day English speaker 
who se own accent lacks [h], but wha attcmpts ta acquire Received Pronunciation. 
The c1ass af wards familiar ta him as bcginning with a vawel must naw be 
divided: in same, [hl is required, in others, nat. Leaming ta produce the aspirate 
may be easy, but it can prove embarrassingly difficult ta cantine it ta its proper 
place. 

Table 3: correspondences of <p> and <y> in later Middle English 

I. Northern and some eastern areas 
(1) <y> [0] <yai> 'they', <yar> 'thcre' <ayer> 'other' 
(2) <y> [i] <hys> 'his', <yb 'if', <mykyll> 'much' 
(3) <y> fj] <yere> 'year', <yaur> 'yaur' 

1/. Southerly and western 
(1) <1» [0] <pei> 'they', <per> 'there', <apcr> 'ather' 
(2) <y> [i] <hys> 'his', <yf> 'if', <mych> 'much' 
(3) <y> fj] <yerc> 'year', <yaur> 'your', <yeuen> 'given' 

1/1. Hypercorrect northern 
(2) <p> [i] <nps> 'his', <pb 'if', <mpeh> 'much' 
(3) <p> fj] <pere> 'year', <pour> 'yaur', <peuen> 'given' 

(cf. indigenaus <geuen» 

The second of the late mediaeval interference phenamena is marpholagical. The 
syllabic suffix of the present indicative plural takes variaus farms in late Middle 
English, as does that af the third persan singular. In outline, the regional para
digms are as in Table 4; for the separate distributians af the suffixes, see Map 5. 
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In the northem dialects, the syllabic suffixcs of the 3sg. and the pI. are the same, 
-es. In both Type III and Type IV London Eng!ish, by contrast, they are normally 
distinct: the pattem here is the same as ror the Midlands south of the Chester/ 
Wash Hne, -eth for the 3sg., -en for the plura1. 14 Northem writers leam to replace 
their native -es with standard -eth in the 3sg., but typically they identify -eth wilh 
-es in the plural as weIl. The morphology changes, but not the gram mar: the form 
has been identified, but not the system. 

It is noteworthy that this ncw inOexional pattem, a result of interference 
between dialect and standard, arises ror other reasons in some local dialects of the 
East Midlands. In the east of the country, through Lincolnshire, the domain of the 
northem paradigm (3sg. -es, pI. -es) comcs far to the south, and so borders the 
domain of the southerly Midland type (3sg. -eth, pI. -en). For the 3sg. in this 
border area, both -eth and -es arc round, and commonly they interchange in the 
same texts. In this area, thererore, the suflïxes -eth and -es are equivalent in virtue 
of the 3sg.: and their equivalence is extended to the plural. The paradigm is then 
3sg. -eth, pI. -eth: the northem system is reproduced with southerly morphemes, 
and the 3sg. is on cc more the apparent bridge (cf. McIntosh 1983, and rererences 
there cited). 

Table 4: sujJïxes of the present indicative, in (J) the third person singular, and 
(2) all persons of the plural. The vowel rendered e varies dialectally, 
but is not at issue here. So also,p, with other spellings that imply [9], 
may correspond to th; and -z or -3 may correspond to -s. 

3sg. pl. 

I. Regional synopsis 

Northem -es -es 
Midlands (1), north of -es -en 
Chester/Wash !ine 
Midlands (2), south of -eth -en 
Chester/Wash line 
West Midland & Southem -eth -eth 

Il. Hypercorrect northem -eth -eth 

The contact paradigm reproduces a second characteristic of the northem system, 
relating once again to the present indicative plural. Here, ifthe subject ofthe verb 
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is a personal pronoun, and it stands directly adjacent to the verb, then the suffix is 
not -es, but either zero or -e (which -e can be presumed silent in the correspond
ing spoken language). In semi-standardised northem writing, this commonly re
mains the pattem of innexion: -eth is adopted where northem -es would have 
been appropriate, but not otherwise. (Similar rules govem the use ofpt. -eth in the 
contact paradigm of the East Midlands noted above.) This likewise confinns that 
-eth in the present indicative was adopted by many writers merely as an inflex
ional substitution; they seem not to have invoked the category 'plural' . 

It appears that very few northemers adopted -en in the plurat. The explanation 
is at least twofold. First, whereas the suffix of the 3sg. was fuUy preserved in 
Type III and Type IV, that of the plural was in decline: -en, partly as a result of 
ordinary phonetic process, was already losing ground to -eo This was also the case 
in many Midland dialects. The history of this reduction is complex (cf. Smithers 
1983), but in state documents -e appears to have spread particularly when the 
subject was a personal pronoun, regardless of whether it was adjacent to the verb; 
and in royal missives - 'We wol and charge yow' - verbs in the present indicative 
very frequently had pronoun subjects. Secondly, and to consider Middle English 
writing generally, it appears to bc an accident of discourse that verbs in the 
present indicative occur more frequently in the 3sg. than in the plural, whether the 
count is by text or by instances within a text. 15 Exceptions, both by individual text 
and class of text, can of course bc found; but among documents of state origin, 
royal missives arc the only obvious case, and in these the reduced suffix was 
already weil established. Those who leamed their standard English from afar, and 
knew it only as a written form, may hencc have had rather limited opportunity to 
acquire -en in the first place. 

9 Regional mobility and the Inns of Court and Chancery 

Provincial writers, however, need not always have leamed their King's English 
from afar. Large-scale immigration into London has been prominent in the his
tory of the standard, but the population of late mediaeval England was otherwise 
more mobile than it has been customary to imagine. Many people had occasion to 
visit the capital for short periods on business of various kinds, and even outlying 
parts of the country could maintain remarkably close contact with it (cf. Bennett 
1983). 

In this respect, the Inns of Court and the Inns of Chancery are important 
institutions. It was not until the fifteenth century that the Inns of Court began to 
organise systematic legal educalion in Westminster; they came eventuaUy to be 
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called 'the third universily'. They educaled many more young men than found 
eventual employment in lhe capilal: over half made their careers in the provinces, 
and for lhe Inns of Chancery, ~he proponion was higher slill. Some of the most 
successful of the Weslminsler praclilioners, however, still depended on a provin
cial clientele, maintaining through a lifetime the link that bound the majority to 
the capital for only a year or two (lves 1968). That year or two could be highly 
formative nevertheless: in our own time, it is a commonplace that provincial 
accents are toned down or even eradicated by education at a southem university. 
Westminster English was sent into the provinces not only as govemment mis
sives: there was a small but increasing flow of people who took it with them, 
perhaps as a spoken language, certainly as a written one, and with varying de
grees of competence (sec funher, Benskin 1989: 20-3). 

Two indentures from the CastIe Howard Muniments provide what may weIl 
be an early example of this phenomenon. Both are in the same professionalIegal 
hand, and dated at Carlisle in the reign of Richard 11 - 1382 and 1386 respec
tively. These arc among lhe earliesl instruments of the post-Conquest legal tradi
tion to be composed in English; and of lhose from northem England, only the 
Tynemouth indenture of 1380 in Viscount Allendale 's Muniments predates them. 
To both of the Carlislc indenlures, one Alan de Blcnerhasset, citizen of Carlisle, 
is party. The earlier is an agreement wilh the four local c1ergy enfeoffed in his 
properties in Cumberland, bolh within Carlisle and outside it, forthe re-enfeoffment 
of Alan or his heirs; 16 the later is an agreement with the prior and convent of 
Carlisle Cathedral, conceming Alan's grant to lhem of a rent-charge from one of 
his properties beside the city. The exlemal evidence for the origins of these 
documents in Carlisle, therefore, is about as slrong as it could be. By late mediae
val standards, their language is intemaIIy consistenl, and so far as it can be 
judged, il looks 10 be stabIe. 17 

Nevertheless, in some its features lhis language is decidedly non-northem: so 
wol'will' 3 sg., nat 'not', owne 'own' adj., seid 'said', -eth 3 sg. pres. indic., 0 for 
OE ä, ho/d- 'hold' (six exx., beside halde once), and pas opposed to y for 
historical 'p'. These forms are prediclable in London English of the period, and 
there are others, similarly non-northem, that would not be out of place there: so 
pei 'they', pe(i)me 'them', peire 'thcir'. Besides these, however, are forms that 
cannot be found in combinalion south of the Wash, and are characteristic in 
dialects from much funher north: swilk 'such'; whilk 'which'; er 'are'; kirk 
'church'; giffen 'given'; -es 3 sg. pres. indic.; and the alternation of -el and zero 
suffixes in the pres. indic. pI. according (except in haue 'have ') to the nonhem 
syntactic rule, which on the face of it is an unlikely feature for a southemer la 
acquire early in his accommodation lO northem usage. The whole assemblage 
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may quite weU refleet a London-educated northemer, a man from Carlisle, per
haps, who had retumed to legal practice in his home town. If he is rightly identi
fied as a northemer then his southerly usage must have been acquired in the 
south: at that date there can be no question of a London legal language being 
imitated from afar, for English was almost never used in administrative or legal 
writing, and a national written standard had yet to emerge. Presumably this 
eccentric choice of English in the Carlisle documents depends on Alan de Blener
hasset, the disposer of property who is party to both; we may imagine a man 
literate, but not in Latin, who wanted to he able to read the terms of the two 
agreements for himself. 

It is the rarity of the vemacular in fourteenth-century legal documents that 
makes the apparent Mischsprache so anomalous: there must have been many 
people who, perhaps unconsciously, acquired elements of London English by 
dint oftemporary residence in the capital, but who never had occasion to use it in 
their written conduct of formal affairs . Seventy years later, the linguistic phenom
enon is commonplace in lcgal and administrative writings: the King's English 
was readily imitated by provincial writers who knew it only from the missives of 
central govemment; and the Inns of Court continued to educate people who 
retumed to provincial careers in law or administration. By th at time, however, the 
mainstream of London 's language had itsc1f changed: whercas the London Eng
lish accessible to Blenerhasset 's lawyer looks to the Chaucerian type (Samuels' 
Type lIl), the later writers found a type more heavily influenced by immigration 
from the Central Midlands, the so-called 'Chancery Standard'. 

10 Some problems of recognition 

The history supposed above for the writer of Alan de Blenerhasset's indentures is 
reasonable, and it may weU he right; and until recently I believed it to be so. More 
detailed analysis, however, suggests another interpretation. The southerly ele
ment looks to he consistent: even allowing for the limited text, there are very few 
items having co-variants of both northerly and southerly type: -andbeside -ing in 
the pres. part. is the obvious case, but these commonly co-occur in northem and 
north-Midland texts; and ha/de 'hold' can he found in London documents, just as 
ho/d, though not characteristic, is to be found in the north-west (cf. Atlas I, Dot 
Maps 930-1). The lexical division between northerly and southerly elements is 
otherwise suspiciously ne at: it is as if accommodation (if that is the history) were 
a maner of simple replacement proceeding one word at a time. And in course of 
such accommodation, surely such markedly northem features as swilk and whilk, 
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er and kirk, would have been filtered out at a much earlier stage? Or is the 
Ianguage of these documents rather a genuinely local dialect, of neither Carlisle 
nor London, but of somewhere between? 

A case of sorts can be made for origins in the East Midlands, either in north
east Leicestershire, or over lhe border into south-west Lincolnshire; origins fur
ther no rth , on the borders of Nottinghamshire and Lincolnshire, cannot be en
tirely ruled out. In lerms of lhe Atlas configuration, the least unlikely area is an 
ellipse of about twenty miles by ten, bounded by LPs 560, 1,71, 767,46,549, and 
213: its centre lies roughly halfway bclween Melton Mowbray and Grantham. 
Some features, in combinalion, point rather persuasively to origins in this area: 
thies, th iel 'these'; peime,peme 'thcm'; -el sb. pI.; and the forms ofthe 3sg. and 
pI. pres. indic. 18 There are nevertheless difficulties with such a placing, and on 
present evidence it cannot be regarded as secure. The chief difficulty is the 
postulated overlap of (i) nat and wol, with (ii) swilk, whilk, kirk and er. Either wol 
and nat extended north-cast into Lincolnshire, or the swilk-set extended south
west into Leicestershire, and within this corridor, the forms in question were the 
dominant usage. But if that were so, they ought to appear as minor variants in at 
least some ofthe sources that dc1imit the corridor; and they are not to be found. In 
other words, contact bctween wol and nat and the swilk-set is topologically possi
bIe, in that there is a corridor of uninterrupted space between areas in which they 
separately appear; but the distributions as presently documented give no ground 
for thinking that either set actually extended along it. The Carlisle indentures 
provide the only evidence to date for the existence of any such combination, and 
there is nothing very close to it in any of the unpublished Atlas materia1. 19 If 
similar language were to be found in writings by another hand, then the case for 
regarding it as a genuinely local variety would be strengthened enormously; for it 
is unlikely in the extreme that any lwo writers would independently hit onjust the 
same combination of forms in the course of adapting from northem to southem 
usage. For the time being, howevcr, we must suspend judgement: the Carlisle 
documents may be the work of a northemer whose language has been Iargely 
southemised, but it is not impossible th at they reflect a loc al dialect from some
where in the East Midlands. 

Consideration of these documents has involved a delailed ex cursus, and it 
may reasonably be asked wh at bearing it has on the history of standard English
a history that belongs, after aU, not to the fourteenth century, but to the next. The 
Carlisle indentures in fact raise three problems that may confound the investiga
ti on at any period: 
i) Wh at looks Iike a semi-standardised form of one dialect. may be an unadulter
ated local dialect from elsewherc, and so give a false impression of the extent to 
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which a standard was gaining ground. 
ii) In principle, emigrants from the Central Midlands could reinforce the spread 
of standard-like English anywhere outside the Home Counties, though to what 
extent they did so remains unclear. Some characteristic features of the Centra! 
Midland dialects, however, were not absorbed into mainstream London or West
minster usage (e.g. mich 'much', ony 'any', sich 'such'), and when these appear 
as local unconformities in texts from outlying parts, they may point to either (a) 
an immigrant from the Central Midlands, (b) alocal writer imitating maverick 
forms of London English, or (c) alocal writer looking directly to the Centra! 
Midlands for his model, whether spoken or written.20 

iii) The dialects of the capital had converged markedly on the Central Midland 
type, as a result of continued immigration: even so, the emerging standard was 
not yet a fixity, and within the general type there was a good deal ofvariety. The 
King's English itself, though superficially of London type, could on occasion be 
Midland language with very little of London in it at all. So, for example, that of 
Henry Benet, clerk of the Privy Seal and clcrk to the king's council in the years 
1435-8 and 1441-7: his language cannot weIl be placed in London or the Home 
Counties, but appears to belong either to south Leicestershire, or to the adjacent 
parts of Northamptonshire.21 People in the provinces looking to royal missives as 
a model for their written language, might weU have found themselves reproduc
ing an unremarkable variety of Midland English rather than anything indigenous 
to the court or capital. 

11 Chronology and the sourees 

The standardisation of written English has hitherto been considered as a chrono
logical drift; a late text, it is generally supposed, will naturally bc less dialectal 
than an early one. It may therefore be weIl to end this paper by observing that, for 
some places, what looks like a progressive weakening of the standard could be 
illustrated by a perverted choice of texts. Carlisle is once more the locale. The 
two indentures of the 1380s, already considered at length in this paper, are pcr
haps to be regarded as illustrating the chance adoption of London language before 
any national standard was in question; but their language may, after all, belong to 
the East Midlands. For present purposes, ho wever, they can be set aside, for 
various documents from the mid- and later fifteenth century show Cumbrian 
writers increasingly adopting London forms; in the perspectives afforded by local 
documents from over the whole of England, a dear trend may be discemed. 
Against this trend a final Blenerhasset document from CastIe Howard may be 
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cited. a marriage settlement dated from Carlisle in 1510.12 The opening legal 
formula. 'Thys indenture ... witnesseth·. shows the one standard form. -eth in the 
3sg. present indicative. Otherwise iLS language is remarkably local. not mercly 
northem but distinctivcly Cumbrian; it would occasion lcss surprise had it been 
written sixty or seventy years before. It is a salutary reminder of the way our 
history is controlled by the survival of the sources. What should we have con
cluded had this been the only English document from Carlisle? 
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Map 5 Inflexions of the present indicative in late Middle English. The bounda
ries marked are necessarily approximate. Line I-I is the northern limit of 
pl. -eth derivedfrom Old English pl. -apo Line 2-2 is the southern limit of 
pl. -es. Line 3-3 is the northern limit of pl. -en. Line 4-4 is the northern 
limit of -elh as the reguLar suffix of the 3sg. ; north of that line, -es is 
regular, though in the N.E. Midlands, variant -eth may appear beside 
dominant -es (cf Atlas 1.466, map 646). 
The cross-hatching indicates the area in which pl. -eth derives independ
ently of Old English pl. -ap,from the contact of the northern and Midland 
paradigms. 
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aecess to the Muniments, and for his many courtesies during my work on them, I am greatly 
indebted to the Archivist, Mr Eeyan Hartley. 
11 In the later document, pcime 'them' replaces pemc of the earlier; and for the present participle 
are found -ing four times, -yng twice, and -anJ once, against the earlier document's -and (four 
en.). 
1I Thies may neverthcIess be a Carlisle foml; cf. pies in AI/as LP 1170 (1.69b & 183c, and 10.61, 
but sec bclow), and other forms in -.I' (against usual yir, yer) elsewhere in Cumbria. Outside 
Cumbria, Ihies (var. yies), is well-established in a group of northerly texts chieOy from the East 
Riding of Yorkshire. Admittedly, LP 1170 has one or two southerly-Iooking forms, and <p:> instead 
of <y> for 'p'; with hindsight its inclusion on the Alias maps prompts certain misgivings. Even so, 
its language is in most respects still of Incal character, and without better evidence, pies cannot be 
discounted as an adoption from elsewhere. 

In respect of LP 1170, AI/as errs: the wrong summary description has been attached to the LP 
numbcr, and the language portrayed is nearly thirty years earl ier than appears. The source is stated 
as Cumbria Record Office (Carlislc) Ca/5/1/28, which document is correctly described; but the 
document whence LP 1170 derives is Ca/2/1 5. an ordinance by the commons of Carlisle conceming 
the powers of the mayor and lhe mode of his election, datcd at Carlisle, 26 October 24 Hertry VI 
(i.c. 1445). This document is not ovenly recorded in AI/as. 

Ca/5/1{28, a lease of the city mills by lhe mayor and cilizens of Carlisle, is dated on the Feast of the 
Purification of the BVM, 13 Edward IV (2 February 1474). The indenture of lease is in Latin; a 
contemporary endorsement, recording that three of lhe partics to the indenture have not sealcd it, is 
in English. The AI/as survey questionnaire elicits only the following: ye 'the', yei 'they', yeire 
'their', ere 'are', nol, -yn ppl., -ed ppl.. all, yal 'lhat' rel., afore adv. time, by 'by', hailh 'have' pI. 
indic., yhung (pers. nom., from Latin) 'young' . 
19 From the unpublished material, the following may be relevant. The language of Hand B of 
British Library, Additional MS 34193, can be localised in the Tuxford area of Nottinghamshire 
(about fifteen miles west of Lincoln, bClwccn AI/as LI's 2 and 225).lt has nal, nall (nou),lhyes, 3sg. 
pres. indic. -cs ((-lh»; but ar and wyll. Hand Dof Gonville and Caius College, Cambridge, MS 84/ 
166, part n (pp. 208 linc 9 to p. 224 line 12), has regular nal (but wyll, not woll) beside why/k and 
3sg. pres. indic. -es ((-elh», but such and ar; the language seems to be of north-west Nottingharn
shire. The hand of Bodlcian Library, Oxford, MS Lyell 37, pp. 25-44, combines nal with er 'are' 
and yies 'these', but has qwych and qwich 'which', and such; the manuscript has associations with 
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Norwich, but the language sccms to belong to Lincolnshire. The hand of MS Lambcth Palacc 
Library MS 131, ff. 8r following, has wo/fe) beside swylk and swilk 'such', whilk. peym 'thcm', 
peyr 'their', 3sg. pres. indic. -ep, -es; bUL ar(n) 'arc', noughl 'not'. The combination may he 
artificiaI, ho wever, a text-conditioncd Misch.\prache in which the forms of a Wiltshire copyist 
partly displace those of an exemplar from south Lincolnshire. (For analyses of these manuscripts, I 
am indebted to Professor Angus Mclntosh.) It seems, therefore, that nol was known more widcly in 
the East Midlands than appears from the Atlas; but there is little if any confirmation for the pcculiar 
assemblage of the Carlisle documents. 
20 The Central Midland spellings of a mid-century hand in The Little Red Book of Bristol imply a 
written model: heside forms that could have been transmitted via the spoken language (e.g. ony), 
appcar the long vowel digraphs <aa>, <cc>, <00>. The language is mixed, and includes some 
regular Bristollian features : eny 'any' ,Iha(i)m 'them ' , /asse 'Icss' ,sill 'scll', yef'ir, -ilh pres. indic. 
pI. (LittIe Red Book of Bristol, ff. CUllr, CL Vllr-CLXr). 
21 On Benet as acting c1erk to the Council. sce Rrown 1969:28-32. Some account of his language 
forms part of a forthcoming paper. 
22 CastIe Howard A 1/193. Cf. Alias 111.64, LP 1206. 
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K.M. Petyt 

The influence of the standard variety on 
Northem fonns of British English 

Abstract 

Influence on dialect from the standard variety is not a recent phenomenon. but 
traditional British dialectology has tended to ignore this by concentrating on 
"pure dialect". Recent studies suggest that Standard English has had a much 
greater effect on dialect than Receivcd Pronunciation has had on accent (though 
perhaps the definitions of these terms need to he redrawn). The influence of 
school teachers is thought to be important in this process of standardisation. 

A quotation: 

"The peasantry throughout the country have usually two different pronunci
ations. one of which they use to one another ... the other which they use to the 
educated ..... 

Another quotation: 

"The working classes speak quite differently arnong themselves than when speak
ing to strangers or educated pcople ... The other day in a Westrnorland village a 
man said to me [O~ ro:dz ~ d;:,:Il). and I said to him fdu;:,nt j;:, se: up I;)r;)t trIadz IZ 
mula)? With a bright smile on his face he replied fwi: dlU:). and forthwith he 
began to speak the dialect in its pure farm." (my italics) 

The two scholars I have just quoted both point out that many people in Britain are 
bidialectal. using a more standard-influenced form of speech when outside the 
more intimate situations of thcir own circle. They were not in fact writing in the 
closing decade of the twentieth ccntury: these quotations come from around a 
hundred years ago. They come [rom two of the greatest schol ars in the history of 
British dialectology: it was AJ. Ellis. who conducted the first major survey of 
British dialects. who wrote in 1889 of the difficulty caused by the fact that those 
wh om he was pleased to caB "the peasantry" used a more standard-like speech 
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when speaking to an educated person such as himself. (And he used this fact to 
justify his decision to base his magnum opus largelyon a great number of second
ary sourees, which varied considerably in quality and reliability). And it was 
Joseph Wright, a native of the same Northem city as myself, who edited the 
massive English DiaLect Dictionary which was completed in 1905 and has never 
been superseded, and who also set the pattern for descriptions of many dialects 
over the next half-century with his monograph on his native dialect of Windhill
it was this Joseph Wright who was presumptuous enough to remind a countryman 
how to speak his own dialect! 

So there is dear evidence that the standard form has been influencing British 
dialects for many years. Indeed, both Ellis and Wright feIt that its effects had 
already become very marked. The passage I quoted from Ellis refers to the 
peasantry having "two different pronunciations, one of which they use to one 
another, and this is what is required .. the other which they use to the educated, 
and this ... is absoLuteLy worthless for the present purpose ..... (my italics). 

And Wright, in the passage to which I referred, also says: "The pronunciation of 
natives differs considerably in the same district according to sociaL rank .. . (and) 
great divergencies can arise, too, according to the age of the dialect speaker ..... 
(So this sort of thing was known 60 years bcfore Labov! Wright goes on:) "There 
can be no doubt that pure diaLect speech is rapidLy disappearing even in country 
districts, owing to the spread of education, and to modem facilities for intercom
munication ... (some dialects) are hopc1essly mixed and are now practicaLLy 
worthLess for philological purposes ..... (my italics) 

These passages from a hundred years ago contain several points of interest, to 
some of which I shall return later in this paper. But the one I wish to follow up 
now is the agreement of these two schol ars in their use of the word "worthless" 
when referring to certain froms of speech. People were aware that dialects were 
being influenced by the standard, but instead of being interested in this process 
and its results; instead of examining which kinds of features were affected, in 
what order, and to what extent in di fferent sections of society; they regarded these 
developments simply as the destruction of the genuine artide: "pure dialect", 
which displayed the results of regular sound laws and other types of historical 
change affecting Old and Middle English. 

For the next half-century and more, this attitude was to dominate British dialec
tology. The interesting devclopments which were affecting the great majority of 
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the population were ignored in favour of an archaistic study of the small and 
diminishing minority who spoke "gcnuinc dialect". 

Wright himself seems vinually to have givcn up dialectology after completing 
the English Dia/eet Dictionary. He seems to have feit that he had finished the job 
just in time, and that in the future dialects would not be so interesting and worthy 
of study. But Wright's influence continued, panicularly through his Dialect of 
Windhill: this became the model for monographs about English dialects, which 
traced in detail the developments of their sound systems and inflectional mor
phology from their origins in Old and Middle English to the most "genuine" 
forms that could still bc found among old country people - if you looked very 
hard. 

During the 1930s and 40s schol ars were bccoming more and more aware that the 
study of British dialects was now way behind that in many European countries, 
and that a new survey and an atlas along modem lines was needed. In a famous 
paper calling for this in 1946, the Swiss scholar Eugen Dieth wrote this: 

"The hislorical enquiry is nOl !he only one; lhere are rrumy phenomena in dialect 
speech which are weil worth recording and investigating even though they can
not be traced back lO Alfrcd !he Greal ... Il is lhe aim and object of dialect 
geography, by making a simultaneous synchronie record of what people say at a 
given time, lo reveal all the trends andforces at work" (my italics). 

This sounds very promising: it suggests that the proposed survey would record 
not only traditional dialect forms which were fast disappearing, but also those 
signs of change produced by the growing influence of the standard. Unfortu
nately, however, the Survey of English Dia/ects did not live up to this ideal of one 
of its originators. It is clearly stated in the introduction to the Unguistic Atlas of 
England, which appeared some 30 years aftcr the survey was launched, that "they 
decided to set as their objective the o/dest kind of traditional vernacular ... " and 
the speakers on whom they concentrated came from "a restricted social class 
most likely to have retained the oldestfarm of local speech." (my italics) 

The findings of the Survey of English Dia/ects are a valuable and fascinating 
record of this form of speech. But one cannot help feeling that this was not a true 
"survey of English dialects", since it had chosen deliberately to concentrate on a 
particular minority and virtually to ignore the great majority of the population 
whose speech was not "pure dialect". 
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But the speech of the majority certainly is local speech: it is traditional dialect 
modified by contact with other varieties, especially the standard. And it is cer
tainly worthy of study: indecd, I would maintain th at the natural cveryday speech 
of natives is to he rcgardcd as "genuine dialect". And it could certainly teach us 
much about the processes by which a standard infiuences other varieties. 

The decision of those involved in the Survey to concentrate as far as possible on 
"pure dialcct" was doubtless made for very good reasons, and thosc responsible 
arc entitled to make such decisions. Some of us might rcgret it, and wish that we 
did not havc to depcnd just on scallered cJucs among the resuJts of the survey in 
order to sec how dialect was being modified; but wc must respect the right of 
scholars to dccidc how they wish to use thcir time and resources. What wc can 
critici sc, howcver, is the fact that scholars of the Survey seem at timcs lO have 
misled themselves into bc1ieving that their findings give an accurate picture of 
thc situation. 

To take justtwo brief cxamples: 

I. The Atlas dcvOlCS many maps in its morphological section to forms of the 
personal pronouns and of the verb to beo Thc editors admitthat certain maps 
indicate that "the standard forms arc evidently gaining ground" in some cases, 
but elsewhere they speak, for example, of"thc persistence of all four forms of 
the second pcrson pronoun". Now surcly, when wc arc dealing with such a 
restricted sample of the population, the term "pcrsistencc" is too strong, and 
"survival" would be more appropriate - cspecially when, for example, one 
sees in Map M29 that in the large area labelled "is thou" thc great majority of 
locations also used "arc you", showing clearly the spread of the standard 
form . And one suspects of course that this was used far morc widely among 
the population at large than the traditional dialect form. 

2. A similar situation is seen with Map M62, where the editors say that "thc old 
weak form een persists in northerly areas .. . " The map clearly shows eyes at 
most locations in addition to een ... and having grown up in the arca in 
question I can say that I virtually never heard the form een until I delibcratcly 
went out looking for il. The truc situation, then, was th at the standard form 
had virtually taken over: the traditional dialect form did not "persist" - it only 
just survived, among a sma)) and unrepresentative minority. 

So much by way of commcnt on British dialectology in the first half of this 
century: it chose in effcct to ignore as far as possible the way dialccts wcre being 
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affected by the standard, and our records of wh at was really happening in this 
period are therefore fragmentary. From the 1960s, ho wever, wc begin to have 
studies of British dialects which are more representative of the population at 
large, and we can see how far dialect has given way to standard. Thus we are able 
to make some deductions about what had been going on over the previous half
century or so. 

I will concentrate on my own findings, which arc based largelyon a survey I 
conducted in West Yorkshire in 1971. I had a sample of just over 100 informants, 
chosen by random methods from the population of three main towns, and I 
believe it is reasonable to claim that this sample is representative of the popula
tion as a whoie. 

The first point worth making is th at out of my 106 informants, probably only two 
would have been thought suitable by the Survey of English Dialects, in th at they 
appeared naturally to use traditional dialect to a notabie extent; and both of these 
were at least bidialectal! 

One of them was a man in his 70s, of working class background; he had strong 
Christian convictions, and played an important part in a local evangelical mis
sion church. He told me that when spcaking in church services we would use 
"English, not Yorkshire"! But, while his "Yorkshire" was certainly the tradi
tional dialect, his "English" was by na means standard: it was Yorkshire speech 
influenced by standard, but still identifiably local - just Iike that of most of the 
rest of my sample. 

The other "dialect speaker" was a man in his 6Os; he was working c1ass, but he 
was a very accomplishcd player of the cornet and the trumpet in brass bands, sa 
his range of contacts was greater than might otherwise have been the case. His 
awareness of speech differences was quite acute, and he had command of varie
ties c10ser to the standard than his natural dialect. 

If there were only two dialect-speakers in my sample, what about the rest? They 
were certainly not standard in all respects; but almast all of them had been 
influenced to some degree by the standard . 

It will be noted that I have used the neutralterm "the standard variety" in my tille. 
The reason for this is that I feel it is crucial to distinguish between the standard 
dialect (Standard English) and the prestige accent (Received Pronunciation). I 
also believe that where one draws the line between "dialect" and "accent" (and 
thus also bet ween Standard English and RP) is very important. 

I think all schol ars agree that the term accent (and Received Pronunciation as the 
British prestige accent) include only features ofpronunciation. Dialect (and Stand-
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ard English as our standard dialect) on the other hand are conccrned mainly with 
matters of grammar and vocabulary, So far, so good. But where there is not total 
agreement is on the question of whcther "accent" covers all matters of pronuncia
tion, and "dialect" (and thc rclatcd nOlion of Standard English) have nothing to do 
with pronunciation but are solely concerncd with grammar and vocabulary. 

In my own publications, I have argued in favour of drawing the line between 
dialect and accent in a way first suggested by workers on the Linguistic Survey of 
Scotland, According to this dislinclion, "accent" covers pronunciation differ
ences bctween two varieties which are to a large extent regular and prediclable: 

for instance, where an RP speaker or a Southemer has the sound [A] Northcrn
ers will have [u] e,g, buller, love, mothcr etc, This is regular and prcdictable 
and accepted as part of a Northcm "accent", 
similarly, beforc most cases of [sJ,e,ns,ntIJ a Soulhemer will have [a:], 
saying [gro:s, la:f, ba:e, da:ns, bro:nlI] whereas a Northerner will have [a], 
pronouncing these words as [gras, laf, bae, dans, brantfl. These differences 
are largely regular and predictablc, and are regarded as "accent" features, 
again, whereas as West Country speaker will have non-prevocalic [rl in [ka:r, 
ka:rt] etc, an RP speaker will not have [rl, saying [ka:, ka:t] : this is a regular 
and predictabIe diffcrcnce - a mallcr of "accent", 

"Dialect" on the other hand includcs vocabulary, grammar and pronunciation 
diffcrcnces which are not in a rcgular and predictabIe correspondence, 

so if a Northerncr says [a W;) getm ;) spel a:t ;) mi f11)g;)] "I was gelling a 
splinter out of my fingcr", hc is using dialect, since the vocabulary item 
"spelI" is different from Standard English "splinter", and the grammatical 
construction [a W:J getm] is diffcrent from standard "I was gClling", 
But I believe he is also using dialect if he says [WI;)Z mi bit] instcad of [WE:JZ 
maI k:JUt] : cvcn though no diffcrcnccs of vocabulary or grammar arc in
volvcd, there arc "unprcdictablc" di ffercnces of pronunciation: 

[WI;)] corresponding LO Standard [WE;)] is a di ffc re nee th at only occurs in a 
few othcr itcms likc [ÖI;) I "thcrc"; it does not oceur in words like "fair, 
dare, sharc" and so on, 
[bil] eorresponding to Standard Ik:JUt] also shows a diffcrence which 
affects only a few othcr words likc [bil] "coal", [JII] "holc" ctc, whercas 
the morc rcgular eorrespondcnec is [b:JUt] : [bu;)t - bo:t], [O;xn] : [OU;Jt
Oo:t], 
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From this it follows that I deline Standard English rather differently also. I 
believe that Standard English includes matters of vocabulary and grammar and 
some aspects of pronunciation. 

a person who says fa went upSLE~z br ~ baS] is speaking Standard English 
with a Northem accent. (In fact most of the time I myself speak Standard 
English with a Northem accent: I am incapablc of using RP - even if I wanted 
to - for more than a few seconds!) 
again, someone who says fwe~z mI ko:t] is using Standard English though his 
vowels are part of a Northem accent. But I would maintain that someone who 
says [WI~Z mI bit] is not speaking Standard English; nor is someone who 
says [n~ :ö~r ~v uz kud fmd ~ li:t] "Neither of us could find a light". 

Even though these examplcs contain no peculiarities of vocabulary or 
grammar, I maintain that their pronunciation renders them Non-Standard 
English, since it contains a number of features which are not in any regular 
and predictabie relationship with varieties which would be accepted as 
Standard English. 

I believe that my distinction bet ween Standard and Non-Standard English not 
only makes theoretical sense: it would also seem intuitively correct to the layman. 
He would lind difliculty in accepting [WI~Z mI bit] or [n~:O~r ;}v uz kud find ;} 
li:t] as Standard English - rather, he would feclthey are dialect. 

Having spcnt so long on defining - or redelining - my terms, I can now attempt to 
say what has been the intluence of standard varieties on Northem forms of British 
English. Brietly: it is Standard English dialect which has had a major effect, 
rather than the prestige accent, RP. In other words, marked changes have oc
curred in the areas of vocabulary, grammar, and "unusual" pronunciations - these 
are the aspecLS of language which arc either Standard English or dialect. But 
though there has been a good deal of such "standardisation", most people in the 
region can bc identified as Northemers by their accent, which continues to be 
distinctive. 

Let us brietly examine these different areas: 

Non-standard vocabulary appears to have declined in usage rapidly over the past 
century or so - that is, assuming that many of the items included in Wright's 
English Dialect Dictionary were indeed current at the time he was working. In 
my survey, which included over 100 hours of tape-recorded interviews, less than 
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a dozen regionally-specific vocabulary items turned up, and only a few of these 
occurred more than once or twice. My own experience suggests that non-standard 
vocabulary tends to be treated as "slang", and therefore incorrect, by schoolteach
ers, who are one of the most important agencies of standardisation. 1 recall this 
attitude being adopted towards ilems with a perfectly respectable linguistic pedi
gree, such as "lug" (ear), "laik" (play), "summat" and "nowt" (something and 
nothing). The likelihood is that dialect vocabulary will virtually have disappeared 
within the next generation or so. as far as the great majority of the population are 
concerned. 

What about grammar? Certainly, many teachers and parcnts will say that there is 
a lot of "incorrect English" to be heard. especially among the young. And I did 
record quite a number of non-standard features of both morphology and syntax in 
my survey. Against this. ho wever, lwo pOinL'i should be notcd : first, the descrip
ti ons of this area by Wrighl and othcr lradi lional schol ars suggest th at many more 
features of dialect grammar werc in use a century ago. lf such was indeed the 
case, then standardisation has made considerablc progress in this area during the 
last few generations. Second. my survey indicaled that such usage as survives is 
now large1y confined lo lhe lower end of lhe social scale: speakers of higher 
social status generally use Standard English grammar. 
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Take for example the auxiliary or copula uses of "was" in phrases such as "he was 
going" or "he was good". The dialect grammar has [wo(r)] throughout the para
digm: thus [al W;) go:m/ju: wo go:m/i: wo go:m] or [ai wo gud/ju : W;) gud/i: W;) 

gud]. This usage is still very commonly heard. However, this graph ofuse by my 
sample in conversationa! speech shows that only in lhe working classes, and 
espccially lowards the lower end of the social scale, is the amount of usage 
significant. This sort of pallem, though with lower amounts of usage, occurred 
with several other grammatical variables. It therefore seems likely that Standard 
English is gradually ousting non-standard grammar, working progressivcly "down" 
the social scale. 

In the case of pronunciation, I have argued th at the provinccs of "dialect" and of 
Standard English include certain pronunciations which arc "unusual" (or, to be 
more technical, cases of phonological incidence where the correspondence with 
the standard variety is not regular and predictabIe - though it may be pcrfectly 
normal from a historical viewpoint). Here too the evidence of my survey, when 
compared 10 the picture given in "traditional" dialect descriptions, suggests that a 
great deal of standardisation has taken place during the last century or so. 

Of the many hundreds of examples of non-standard incidence 10 be found in the 
works of Wright and other scholars, the vast majority have now changed in the 
direction of the standard. For most of the population, almost all words now have 
the same phoneme as the standard variety - the main exceptions conceming cases 
where there is a difference of inventory, distribution or incidence but this differ
ence is in a regular and predietable correspondence: e.g. [u] for [A] in "butter, 
love, mother etc"; [dl] for [gl] in "glass. glove etc"; [a] for [0:] in "laugh, grass, 
path etc". 

Occasionally one does he ar froms such as [bIl JII] for "coa! hole", with the sort 
of unusual incidence I would count as "dialect". If such a pronunciation is used 
by a schoolchild, it will almost certainly be castigated by the teacher as "incor
rect" or "slang" or "bad English". In other words. the attitude towards such forms 
is the same as exists towards non-standard vocabulary and grammar. This is 
further evidence in favour of drawing the accent/dialect distinction where I have 
suggested. The agencies promoting standardisation have had a similar effect. 

So my conclusion is th at as far as features I would c1assify as "dialect" are 
concerncd, the standard variety has had a profound effect on Northem English. 
Standardisation is very far advanced . But Northem speakers are still usually 
recognisable as such, because "accent" survives: pronunciation has indeed been 

114 K.M. Petyt 



affected, as we have seen, by Standard English, but it has not bccome identical 
with Received Pronunciation. 

Ellis in fact noted this over tOO years ago: in the passage with which I bcgan this 
paper, he said: 

"lhe peasantry ... have usually two different pronunciations, one of which lhey 
use to one anolher ... the other which they use to the educated, and this is lheir 
own ~on~~ption of received pronunciation, lhough of ten remarkably different 
from It .. . 

And we recall that the Westmorland villager whom Wright pcrsuaded 10 speak 
pure dialect had in fact said [ö;, ro:dz ;, d;,:l1) with a Northem accent, rather than 
[ö;) r;xJdz ;, d;,:ul in RP. 

Why should there he such a difference bet ween the innuence of the prestige 
dialect (Standard English) and that of the prestige accent (RP)? The answer 
probably lies largely in the fact th at throughout Britain there is a considerable 
difference between the proportion of the population who usc Standard EngJish 
and those who use RP. Almost all thc "Middle Class" (whatever that may bc), and 
certainly almost all "educaLed peoplc" (which may be casier to deftne) use, or can 
use, Slandard English. But only a very small percentage of the population uses 
RP. 

From this it follows thal whereas nearly all school teachers use Standard English, 
only a minority of them speak it with an RP accent. So, on the one hand they 
teach Standard English to their pupils (and, unfortunately, many of them equate 
non-standard with substandard, and therefore treat dialect features as "incorrect" 
or "bad English"). But, on the oLher hand, sa far as accent features are concemed, 
they do not attempt to teach pupils to do what Lhey are incapablc of doing 
themselves. Except in private schools, many teachers will themselves have re
gional accents (Lhough these may be from various parts of the country), so they 
make comparativcly little effort la change Lhe rcgional accents of thcir pupils. 

But it would nol he true to say that na fcalures of acccnt arc innuenced by the 
standard variety. Compare these two "Labovian" class and style graphs: 

1. the ftrst shows Lhe amounL of Uh-dropping" in West Yorkshire. Traditional 
dialect has no !hl, but h-pronouncing has become comman, almast certainly 
because of education. Virtually all educated speakers pronounce their h's, 
and because the spelling shows lhe letter h, teachers impress upon children 
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the need to sound lheir h's, and h-dropping is regarded as incorrect. 50, 
though this can certainly be regarded as a feature of "accent" (since it is a 
regular and predictabic feature of pronunciation difference), the teacher's 
attitude to it is similar to features of "dialect", and so the slandard form has 
bccome common. Il is noticeable th at this graph is "spread out": the social 
classes differ greatly in their use of /hl in conversation, but all ofthem show a 
marked move in the direction of the standard in more formal styles. 

2. lhe second graph looks very di fferenl. The feature in question is the tradi
tional use of lul where RP has IA! in words like "butter, love, mother". In lhe 
highest class the RP form is usual, but in the rest of the population /uI is 
common, and even in more formal styles the move towards IA! is less marked 
than is that towards h-pronouncing. 

The attitude of teachers must be important here: whereas they themselves 
pronounce /hl and try to make their pupiIs do so, many of them eilher do not 
use IA! or are insecure in their use of it; also, the spelling hclps them to 
enforce h-pronouncing - but the identical letter in words like "but/put" can
not help them distinguish lul and lAl. So litLle effort is made to persuade 
Northem children to adopt lhis standard feature. (lncidentally, the "insecu
rity" over 1/\1 is shown up by the performance in the minimal pairs test: when 
faced wilh contrasts such as "luck/look" or "putt/put", many speakers who 
made some attempt in othcr situations to use lAl either gave up or got the 
contrast lhe wrong way round!) 

My conclusions will by now be obvious. In that part of Northem England on 
which I have concentratcd, the traditional forms of speech have been subject to 
pressure from lhe standard for many years. However, not all features have given 
way to the same extent: Standard English has had a marked effect on lhose 
aspects of language I would defïne as "dialect"; but RP has had much less inOu
ence on features of accent. 

The mIe of education is of primary importance: it is largely those features which 
the ordinary schoolteacher will criticise which have given gmund. Under their 
inOuence, features of dialect have come to be regarded as incorrect and inferior to 
Standard English. RP on the other hand is not used even by most teachers; it 
relains ralher "snobby" overtoncs, and it has not had as great a standardising 
effect. In this area - and in much of Britain - we have the rather paradoxical 
situation that a continuing decline of "dialect" before Standard English is bcing 
accompanied by a growing acceptance of "accent". 

The influence of the standard varicty on Northcrn forms of British English 117 



References 

DlFIH,E. 
1946 A new survey of English dialccls. Essays & studies. 

Ews,AJ. 
1889 On Early Pronunciation. Part V: The Existing Phonology of English Dialects. 

London: Trubner. 

ORTON, H., S. SANDERSON, & J. WlDDOWSON 

1978 Linguistic Atlas of England. London: Croom Helm. 

PErrr, K.M. 
1980 The Study of Dialect. An introduction to dialeclOlogy. London: Deutsch/ 

Blackwell. 
1985 Dialect and Accent in industrial West Yorkshire. Amsterdam: Benjamins. 

WRlGfff, J. 
1892 A Grammar of the Dialect of WindhilI in the West Riding of Yorkshire. Lon

don: Kegan Paul, Trcnch, Trubner. 
1898-1905 English Dialect Dictionary. London: Frowde. 

118 K.M . Petyt 



Marijke 1. van der Wal 

Dialect and standard language in the past: 
The fise of the Dutch standard language in the 

sixteenth and seventeenth centuries 

Abstract 

In this paper I want to go back into the past and investigate the interaction 
bctween dialect and standard language in the pcriod in which the standard lan
guage was developing. This means th at attention will be paid to a restricted form 
of interaction: emphasis will be laid on the contribution of dialccts to the devclop
ing standard language. First, thc historical background will bc taken into consid
eration (section l · l) . The qucstion will be asked as to what choices were made 
from existing variant forms (section 1·2). Whcn we try to answcr this question, 
contemporary language observations will be taken into account (scctions 1·3 and 
2). The relationship bctween language dcscription in thc contemporary grammars 
and language practice will be discussed in section 3. Finally, some remarks will 
be made on the description of the process of standardisation in the Netherlands. 
The importance of taking both the facts of the language and the contemporary 
descriptions into consideration will be stressed (section 4).1 

Historical background 

1·1 Overview 

The rise of a standard language is always related to the need of a . supcrregional , 
communication tooI. Some cfforts to avoid regional characteristics may be found 
as early as the Middle Ages. The interest in the vemacular, however, becomes 
c1early manifest after the medieval period; in the Low Countries this happens 
from the second half of the 16th century on (cf. Van den Branden 1967). This is 
indicated by a number of important publications such as the first complete Dutch 
grammar, the well-known Twe-spraack vande Nederduitsche letterkunst (Dia
logue of Dutch grammar) (1584), and Kiliaan's dictionaries, which arc examples 
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of lhe codification lhat is essential for a standard language. At lhe same time lhe 
molher tongue was used in various new fields. That is elaboration: for example, 
lhe malhematician Simon Stevin (1548-1620) wrote his scholarly works in Dutch 
(not in Latin) and others foUowed; the Staten-generaal (parliament) deeided in 
1582 to use lhe Dutch language in most of their documents and leners instead of 
French, the language previously used for diplomacy. The propagation of lhe 
mother tongue is clear from a variety of rcmarks in all sorts of publications in 
which lhe value attached to the vemacular is brought to the fore. The process of 
standardisation also entails the making of choices: some variant linguistic forms 
will he accepted, others rejected. Selection, the last of the four well-known char
acteristics of standardisation, wiU receive our special attent ion in what follows. 

In the 16th and 17th centuries the Low Countries were an area wilh various 
dialects: Brabantian, Flemish, Hollandish, and the eastem dialects gradually passing 
into Low German. Initially, codification and elaboration activities took place in 
lhe South as weU as in the Nonh. However, things changed. It is well-known that, 
due to historical factors such as an increase in power and weallh, lhe Dutch 
standard language developed in the nonhem pan of the Low Countries, in Hol
land in particular. Holland flourished, became powerful and weallhy during lhe 
second half of the 16th century. The South, on the other hand, graduaUy lost its 
prosperity and suffered heavy losses when about a 150.000 of its eitizens (af ter 
1585 when Antwerp finally succumbed to Spanish govemment) emigrated to lhe 
northem towns and eities, where many of them played an important role in 
various fields . 

The dialect of the province of Holland formed the basis of lhe standard 
language, but it is repeatedly said in the handbooks that southem (Brabantian and 
Flemish) elements hecame imponant constituents as weIl. Indeed, it cannot he 
denied that considerable value was anached to the language of Brabant, that it 
had a cenain prestige. There are many statements indicating this.2 Also, the 
written and printed language of the time showed southem characteristics. Moreo
ver we must rememher wh at we said about the historical background: lhe popula
tion of lhe great towns and eities consisted of a considerable numher of soulhem 
immigrants among whom there were rich and influential merchants, scholars, 
printers etc. The southem dialect characteristics of that prestigious group were 
very well-known indeed. The situation was totally different for lhe eastem dia
lects: at the heginning of the 17th century they were considered to he a mishmash 
of Dutch and German elements. As the dialect of the eastern provinces was 
scarcely considered to he (good) Dutch, it is understandable th at hardly any 
contribution of imponance was made to the standard language by lhe eastern 
dialects.3 
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So much for the historical background and some weU-known facts concern
ing the emergence of the Dutch standard language. 

1·2 Asking the question 

The Dutch standardisation process took place in a context of language differ
ences. During the development of a standard language choices have to he made: 
some variant linguistic forms are acceptcd, othcrs rcjected. The question can he 
asked as to how, in specific instances, the proccss of standardisation has worked. 
What choices were made, which dialect varianL<; were prcfcrred? Contemporary 
observations on language will be laken inlo consideralion, when we try to answer 
this question. We wiIJ examine to what cxtcnt the grammarians of the time were 
aware of dialect differcnccs and whelhcr thcy brought particular variants to the 
fore, with or without supponive argumentation. The discussion of some examples 
will make c1ear what factors played a role in making a choice from several 
variants. 

Why do wc take contemporary observations on language into account? Lan
guage use in the past and observations on language are usuaUy dealt with sepa
rately. Practitioners of the history of linguistics study the grammars and othcr 
works on language. However, they usually do not investigate whether contempo
rary language practice was reflected or what the influence of grammars on lan
guage use actually was. In their turn, practitioners of historicallinguistics pay no 
attention to the language descriptions of the time. In my opinion, it is precisely 
the relation hetween the two, bctween language use on the one hand and observa
tions on language on the other, that must draw our attention, when we are dealing 
with the period of the rise and development of the standard language. That is why 
we turn to some rcpresentatives of the Dutch grammatical tradition: grammarians 
of the 16th and 17th centuries . 

1·3 The contemporary grammarians and language variety 

As early as in the Voorreden vanden noodich ende nutticheit der Nederduytscher 
taelkunste (1568), the lirst Dutch grammar fragment in manuscript, differences in 
language use are mentioncd: differences between inhabitants of a town and coun
try people for example. Grammarians of the 17th century were also conscious of 
language variety, of cenain dialect differences in panicular. The grammarian 
Christiaen van Heule characterizes the language situation in his grammar of 
1625, De Nederduytsche grammatica ofte spraec-konst, as foUows: 

De Nederlanders hebben (in hel gemeyn) in haere schriften ende boucken/ by nae 
eendcrley Tale/ gelijck men noch in de gemeyne bouken ziet! als Bybels/ Historien/ 
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ook in veel schriften van Hoven ofte Steden! maer om dat het eygen gebruyk/ 
onder yder volk! zomtijts veel verscheelt! zo zullen wy van die verscheydenheyt 
yet aenroeren. 
Van Heule 1625:91. 
The DUlCh have (in generaI) in their writings and hooks an a1most uniform 
language which is seen not only in the hooks shared in common such as bibles, 
histories, but a1so in many writings of the courts or eities. But because sometimes 
there is a great deal of variation in usage for every group of people, we will 
discuss this difference. 

There may be an almost unifonn language in writing, but there are striking 
differences between the dialects of Holland, Randers, and Brabant, which Van 
Heule demonstrates in what follows in his grammar. We shall refer to this later. 
In the Preface to his 1653 grammar, Aanmerkingen op de Neederduitsche taaIe, 
Petrus Leupenius also points out that there are characteristic features for cenain 
towns and regions. He, however, concentrates on common usage. 

We must conclude that the grammarians of the time were aware of dialect 
differences and mentioned them now and then in their grammars. Dialect differ
ences are to be found at different language levels: that of phonetics or phonology, 
that ofmorphology, syntax and the lexicon. Within the limits ofthis paper we can 
only discuss a few examples. Our examples in what follows will be mainly on the 
morphological and lexical levels. Before wc go into those specific instances, 
however, we shall answer the question whcther wc can rely on the infonnation in 
the contemporary grammars. 

2 Why choose a particular variant? 

2·1 The value of contemporary grammarians 

The grammarians of the 17th century are of ten vicwed with some sceptici sm 
because they were likely to be constraincd by the straitjacket of Latin or of Latin 
grammar. This is cenainly true: grammar was the grammar of Latin, Latin was 
the ideal, and therefore the native tongue had to fit the Latin model. The gram
marian Van Heule's rem ark in the introduction to his grammar of ] 633. 
Nederduytsche spraec-konst ofte tael-beschrijvinghe, (1633:4) is revealing in this 
connection: 
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This is a c1ear example of a 'language law' based on language ideals: by the end 
ofthe Middle Ages, Dutch case endings had al most completely eroded. Positing a 
case system as Van Heule and other grammarians did, is balied on the not ion that 
a good language must have certain characteristics of the ideal language, in this 
case, Latin. This kind of thing, however interesting it might be within the frame
work of the historiography of linguistics, does not concern us here. We have 
chosen a few examples in which the language ideal does not obscure linguistic 
reality, as long as the information is corrcctly interpreted. 

2·2 A dialect-bound phenomenon: diminutives 

The grammarian Van Heu\c notices the dialect differences with respect to the 
diminutives in his grammar of 1625: 

In het verkleynen der woorden valt ook groote verscheydenheyt/ als tot Exempel! 
men zegt in Hollant/ lIel mannelje.llel wijfje.llel diertje, in Vlaender zoudemen 
zeggen /-Iel mannekjen. lIel wijfkjen. lIel dierkjen, de Brabanders hebben het 
beste gebruyk in het verkleynen der woorden/ zeggende lIel manneken. Hel 
wiifken. lIel dierken. 
Van Heule 1625:91 (bold type mine). 
There is a great difference wilh respect to the diminutives, for instanee, in Hol
land they say Hel mannelje. Hel wijfie. lIel dierlje, in Flanders one would say 
Hel mannekjen. Hel wijfkjen. lIel dierkjen, the Brabantians have the best usage 
of diminutives, saying lIel manneken. I/el wijfken. lIel dierken. 

The prestige ofthe Brabantian dialect is clear at this point, but does the Brabantian 
diminutive bccome part of the standard language? No, it doesn't: the use of 
diminutive -ken decrcases in the long run and gives way to Hollandish -je(n) in 
the standard language. Almost 30 years later the grammarian Leupenius mentions 
the diminutive -ken in his Aanmerkingen op de Neederduitsche taaie (Amsterdam 
1653:23), but he has to admit that -je(n) is far more usua1: 

De verkleeninge van een selfstandige naame/ wordt gemaakt door toe doen van 
ken op het einde/ als beddeken. boomken. dierken. 
Maar om de soetvloeijentheid is meer in gebruik jen of Ijen ( .. ). (bold type 
mine). 
The diminutive is ken which is put at the end of the noun, such as beddeken. 
boomken. dierken, but jen or Ijen is more aften used because of its euphony. 

Whether euphony played a role or not (which is highly questionable), Hollandish 
-je has become the rule. 

2·3 A second example: "mijn" versus "mij" 

In the northern Dutch of the 16th and 17th centuries, ik (I) occurs in the direct and 
indirect object forms mij (me) and mijn (me). This last form mijn, which is still 
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preserved in some dialeclS, belongs to the dialect of the province of Holland. 
Ultimately, mijn was not accepted into the standard language; the form has disap
peared from the educated written language. How has the process of standardisa
tion worked in this case? 

Van Heule (1625:34) still makes room for mijn in his grammarof 1625: in his 
paradigm one can find the dative mij and two forms for the accusative, mij and 
mijn. This is an important piece of information: the existence of alternative forms 
for the accusative is remarkable and has nothing to do with something like Latin 
influence (cf. 2·1). One would have expected Van Heule to prcfer a single form, 
either mij or mijn. That the form mijn is added to mij is a c1ear indication that this 
form was actually present in the language around 1625 (and that it was accept
able, in Van Heule's opinion).4 Nevenheless, the form mijn is no longer found 
eight years later in his grammar of 1633 (1633 :51). Van Heule gives his readers 
no explanation for this and he makes no explicit value judgements on this point. 
For commenlS we must turn to another source, the Statenvertalers, the translators 
of the Dutch Authorized Version of the Bibie. They discussed various questions 
of language and decided which variant arnong the rivalling forms should be used 
for the Bible translation. In the minutes of their resolutions one finds that mijn 
was rejected as being low or too colloquial. In their paradigm for ik, there is a 
note beside mij: "nunquam myn, ut vulgus hic loquitur", never use mijn as lower 
c1ass people do (see Zwaan 1939: 1 03,212). In other words, the typical Hollandish 
dialect form was rejected . 

In both cases discussed, variation can be seen to exist: choices were made in 
favour of or against a panicular dialect. The opinion or preference of the grarn
marian, however, did not always correspond with what ultimately appears in the 
standard language. Rejection of the Hollandish mijn did, but giving preferenee to 
the Brabantian diminutive did not. 

3 The relationship between language description and language practice 

The grammarian mentions possible variants and makes his choice, as we have 
seen above. In paying attention to contemporary language descriptions, a relation 
between language use and observations on language is supposed to exist. We 
have to look more c10sely at the nature of this relationship. Did the grammars 
influence actual language use or did they reflect the language practice of the 
time? Or is reality even more complicated than that? 

Apart from positing an anificial case system and things like that, the gram
mars under discussion reflect in several respeclS the actual usage of a certain 
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group, impliciLly or explicitly. Not only dialect variety is re flected, as we have 
seen hefore. In taking a stand on questions of language, the 17th-century gram
marians Van Heule and Leupenius cite various writers who, in their eyes, are 
authoritative. These inciude, among others, Coornhert, Grotius, Aldegonde, the 
"Amsterdamse Letter-konstenaers" (= the authors of the Twe-spraack), Heinsius, 
Cats, De Brune, Simon Stevin and Kiliaan; a group representative of the literary 
and scholarly Netheriands of the time. This contrasts with the advice of their 
French contemporary, the grammarian Vaugelas, who opines that if therc is any 
doubt it is better to consult women and those who have not been educated rather 
than those who are familiar with Greek and Latin.5 The usage of that particular 
group is expliciLly mentioncd. It is, however, not always the only decisive factor 
for the grammarian; other considerations, such as regularity, may he predomi
nant.6 

Our answer to the first part of the qucstion asked above is th at the grammars 
do reflect a particular language practice. We have seen that the opinion of a 
grammarian does not always coincide with standard language development (com
pare our diminutive example). What can be said about the influcnce of grammars 
on actual language use, the second part of the question? Can any example of 
decisive influence be given? It is a problcm in itself to trace the impact of 
language description on lan!:,ruage use and developmenl. We cannot explore all 
facets of this issue in depth here. That does not mean, however, that we can not 
give wh at we believe to be a convincing example: the case of the reflexive. 
Initially the personal pronouns hem (him) and haer (her) were used as rcflexives 
in Dutch. In Middle Dutch, siclz (himself/herself/themselves) is only encountered 
in the eastem dialccts. During the 16tl1 century, sich (as well as sick) infiltrates 
into the west mainly by means of the writings of the Reformation (De Vooys 
1963: 89-90). As a resuIt of the importation of sich. sick variation arises: the 
original hem, haer versus sick. sich. The fiTSt Dutch grammar, the Twe-spraack, 
takes a very clear stand on the matter by staling ilS preferencc for zich, although 
without giving any reasons. Van Heule (1625: 74) remarks th at sentences with 
hem (or haer) arc arnbiguous in conlrast to sentenccs with zich. 

De oorzaeke dal hel woordeken Zich zomwijlcn voor lIem gesleIt wort! is om 
deze volgende lwijffelachlicheden le vermijden/ als lIy heeft hem daer mede 
gemoeyt, uyl deze woorden en kan men niel verstaan of hy eenen anderen ofte 
zich zeI ven gemocyt} heeft} maer alle lwijffcl worl weg genomen/ als men zegl 
lIy heeft zich daer mede gemoeyt ( .. ). 
The reason thal lhe word Zich is somelirnes pUL in place of lIem is lO avoid the 
following obscurities/ for inslanee, lIy heeft hem daer mede gemoeyt (He has 
busied him wilh il) . From these words. one cannOl understand whelher he has 
busied himself or someone else/ bul every doubl will be removed if one says /-Iy 
heeft zich daer mede gemoeyt (He has busied himself with il). 
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The grammarian Leupenius also points to the use of a separate reflexive form. He 
writes not sieh or sig, but sik (thc Low Gennan fonn) by analogy with ik. These 
forms in eh and g have been borrowcd from High Gennan and such borrowings, 
in his view, must be avoided . Comparc thc following quotation: 

Dat sik is ook een besondcre voornaam/ dic wy niet ontbeeren konnen/ of wel 
sommige door hem of hunn meincn te konncn volldoen: maar dauer groot onder
scheid is tuschcn sik en hem, kann mcn daar uit afncemen/ wanneer men seggt/ 
hy beschuldight hem/ soo wcct mcn nict of iemand spreekt van sik selven/ of van 
eenen anderen/ welke twyfelinge door sik wordt weg genoomen: hy beschuldigt 
sik, dat is/ sik selven: hy beschuldigt hem, dat is/ eenen anderen. 
Leupcnius 1653:36-7. 
That sik is also a special pronoun that we cannot do without, although some think 
that they can make do with hem or hunn: but that there is a big difference 
bctween sik and hem can be secn as follows: if one says hy beschuldight hem (he 
blamcs him) thcn wc do not know whethcr somcone is talking about themselves 
or about someone else, which cloubt is removcd by sik: hy beschuldigt sik that is 
he blamcs himsclf: hy beschuldigt hem, thai is someone else. 

So, from the end of thc 16tl1 century on, grammars argued for the reflexive zich. 
Did this havc any influcnce on language practicc? A reslricted investigation into 
the aCluallanguage praclice o[ some aulhors yiclded the following picture. Varia
tion in usage of the reflexive is 10 be found in a number of 17th-century writers, 
but, in the course of the century, a pre[erence [or zich developed.7 The famous 
poet Vondel (1587-1679), [or inslance, used zich as a rule although, particularly 
in the earlier works, hem, haer, hen also appear (Van Hellen 1881: 123). Between 
1633-6, whenever he rewrote his earlier works, the author P.e. Hooft (1581-
1647) replaced hem and suchlike by zich. Thus, we see here examples of a 
conscious change in language usc in which thc avoidanee of ambiguity may have 
been an important consideralion. 

Thc introduction of zich into the standard language can be seen as a manifest 
victory for those linguistic consideralions which bring this form to the fore as a 
reasoned choice. Prestigious language users took over the change and they, in 
their turn, may have influenced olher people.8 The rules in the grammars, the 
usage in certain authoritative works such as the Statenvertaling (the Dutch Au
thorized Translation of lhc BibIe) and in the wrilings of prestigious people sup
ported the distribution of thc language nonns and lhe dissemination of the stand
ard language. In the second hal f of the 17th and for lhc whole of the 18th century. 
it becomes progressively c1earer who the undisputed authorities were: the great 
authors ofthc seventeenth century, Vondel and Hooft in particular. Through their 
literary work they worked upon the language and they showed that Dutch had 
become a satisfactory languagc in its own righl, but moreovcr they had evidently 
given conscious thought lO matters o[ language. Thcy busied themselves with 

126 Marijke J. van der Wal 



them extensively, and wc can retrieve thcir views on various points: Hooft made 
various eomments in his Waernemingen op de Hollandsche Taet (Observations 
on the Dutch Language) and rewrote some ofhis own works; at an advanced age, 
Vondel gave his opinion on various language matters.9 

Linguists sometimcs wonder whether language norms and regulation have 
anything to do with language change. In their opinion observations on language 
may he interesting, but language goes its own way. One has to bear in mind, 
however, that a standard language is partly an arti!icial product, which came into 
being, was shaped and consolidated during a certain period by thc efforts of 
language-minded pcoplc. Linguislic rules and good models may influence pcople 
who arc trying to use the standard language in the correct manner. Examples of 
standard language practice are lo be found in grammars and writings of the 
prestigious. Education in general, self-education or school education, moreover, 
plays an important role . Linguists should not overlook the fact that observations 
on language can ccrtainly have an influence in thc pcriod of standardisation, at 
least by assessment of particular prestigious language usage. 

4 Conclusions and considerations 

Standardisation takes centuries and il is a complicated process. It is easy to 
describc it in general terms such as, for instanee: the standard language in the 
making contains both northem and southem c1ements. An exact description, 
however, is much more of a problcm. A description of the process of standardisa
tion in the Netherlands must give a survey of choices, of allempts to direct the 
language, of implicit and explicit language norms, of observations on language 
and actual language use, which !inally resulLed in the standard language. Allen
tion must be paid to the several languagc levels, common features must be taken 
into consideration, as weil as dialect features and characteristics. The whole 
proces is much more complicated than giving preferenee to one or another dia
lect. A great deal of research still needs to bc do ne bcfore we will have a complete 
picture. In my opinion, bath the facts of the language and Lhe contemporary 
descriptions of the language must be taken into account in order to gain the 
desired result. 
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Notes 

Within the limits of this paper I shall not discuss the well-known reason as to why a need for a 
standard language arose or what. likewise well -known, factors were beneficial to standardisation. 

Among the many statements is one by Johan de Brune de Oude, a 17th-century magistrate and 
author. In his Banket·werk van goede gedachten (1657) the following characterization of beauty is 
to be found: "Men zeght. dat een schoone vrouw moet hebben een Neerlands lijf, een Enghelands 
aen-gezicht, een 8rabands tongh, en een Hollands hert" [quoted from the 1660 edition, part I, p. 
246, DCIII Schoonheyd, bold type mine); It is said that a bcautiful woman must have a Nethcrlandish 
body, an English face, a Brabantian tongue and a Hollandish heart. 
3 An ilIustrative example is, in this respect, the statement of the rcpresentatives of the province of 
Drente at the Synod of Dordrecht. They wcre askcd to appoint revisors for the new Dutch Bible 
translation (the Statcnvcrtaling), but they preferred to bc de1ivercd from this task because there 
were very few among them who had enough knowlcdge of the Dutch language. 
4 Mijn was present in the Dutch language as object form of ik, that is to say, both as dative and 
accusative form. Van Heule mentioncd mijn as an altemative accusative form, the Statenvertalers 
dealt with mijn as a variant dative form. 

Cf. E. Bédard & Maurais (eds), La Norme linguislique, Paris/Québcc Canada 1983,4, where the 
following quotation from Vaugc\as is to be found: "Dans les dOUles de la langue, il vaut mieux pour 
l'ordinaire consulter les femmes, ct ceux qui n 'om point estudié, que ceux qui sont bien scavans en 
la langue Grecque, et en la Latinc". 
6 The application of a particular kind of rcgularity, such as, for example, the distinction between 
singular and plural, is sometimes decisivc . Comparc thc stand that Van Heule takes in the case of 
the use of the old-fashioned pcrsonal pronoun du (Van Hcule 1625:35; Van Heule 1633:52). 
7 The reOexive sich was also considcrcd to be appropriate by the translators of the Dutch Author
ised Vers ion of the Bible (and sick was rejectcd): noncthelcss actual usage was sometimes different: 
hem, haer and hen also appear alongside sich in the Statenvertaling. 

Linguists who wish to cast doubt on the innuence of language norms on language change may 
deduce thaI, for the several Dutch speakers who use z' neigen, d' r eigen as renexives, zich has not 
yet pcnetratcd to this very day . For thc standard language, ho wever, the choice has already been 
made, by rejecting hem and haer in the past and not permilling Z'n/d'r eigen today. 
9 Hoof t's Waernemingen op de lIo//aruJsche Tae/ (Observations on the Dutch Language) were 
published in Zwaan 1939. Vondel gave his opinion about what was good Dutch in his conversations 
with the minor poet Johannes Vollenhove. Vollenhove 's son wrote Vonde1's opinion down in a 
copy of J. Nylöe's Aanleiding lOl de Nederlandsche Taal (1703), held in Amsterdam Univcrsity 
Library. 
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lA. van Leuvensteijn 

Eine Kl uft zwischen 
'Muttersprache' und 'Vatersprache' 

Adnominale Genusmarkierung in Dialekt und 
Standardsprache in den Niederlanden urn 1600 

Zusammenfassung 

Der Dialekt ist für das Kind im 16. Jhrdt. die Muttersprache und die geschriebene 
Standardsprache könnte man seine Vatersprache nennen, weil der Vater in den 
protestantischen Familien in den nördlichen Niederlanden bcim Vorlesen aus der 
Bibel diese offizielle Sprache verwendete. lm ersten Teil dieses Beitrags wird der 
Aufbau und die Verbreitung des theoretischen Standardsprache-Modells gegen 
den Hintergrund der historischen Entwicklung skizziert. Die Kluft zwischen Dia
lekt und Standardsprache wird im zweiten Teil am Genussystem illustriert. Dabei 
steht die Genusmarkierung durch adnominale Wörter zentral. Die Schluss
bemerkung zeigt, wicso das theoretische Modell des Genussystems auf die Dauer 
einstürzen musste. 

'Muttersprache' und 'Vatersprache' 

Das Kind lemt unbcwusst die Prinzipien der Sprache von seiner Mutter. Urn 1575 
lemt jede neue Generation auf dieser Wcise cinen Dialekt. Menschen, die sich 
weiter bilden, lemen nicht nur den Dialekt zu sprechen, sondem auch Texte im 
Dialekt zu lcsen und zu schreiben. Die Muttersprache eines Kindes ist urn 1575 
ein Dialekt. Ein Jahrhundert späler hal sich die Situation in den Nördlichen 
Niederlanden geändert . Neben der dialcklalen oder dialektal gefàrbten Mutter
sprache hört das Kind in den proleslanlischen Familien bcim Essen eine Vater
sprache, wie c.c. de Bruin das so klar formuliert hat. 1 Das ist die Sprache, die der 
Valer bcim Vorlesen der Bibel verwendet. Diese Vorlcsesprache hat die Autorität 
des Worts Gottes. Auch in der Kirche und in der Schule kommt man mit dieser 
Sprache im Kontakt. Diese Art der Slandardsprache hat alle Gesellschaftschichten 
beeinflusst. Dadurch ist die Erforschung der Sprache der Bibel notwendig. 
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Urn 1600 sind die Begriffe 'Dialekt' und 'Niederländische Sprache' - später 
Standardsprache - zwei wesentlich verschiedene Entitäten. Der Dialekt ist eine 
Form der 'Sprachnatur', wie Heeroma sagt,2 weil die überregionale Sprache für 
schriftliche Anwendung eine Form der Sprachkultur ist. Wir sollten uns bewusst 
machen, dass in dieser Zeit die Standardsprache aufgebaut wird und die Grammatik 
noch nicht vollständig bcschriebcn war. 

Das Interesse der Grammatiker lag im sechzehnten Jahrhunden bis 1680 
hauptsächlich auf der Orthographie und der Entfemung von Fremdwörter, vor 
allcm lateinischen und französischen Ursprungs, aus der Sprache. Von 1584 an, 
bei der Publikation der Twe-spraack vande Nederduitsche Letterkonst, schenkt 
man auch der Deklination und der Konjugation Beobachtung. Die Grammatiker, 
die wie Architekten am Aufbau der standardnicdcrländischen Sprache gearbeitet 
habcn, sind im gro/3en und ganzen einer Meinung. Schaut man abcr die Details 
an, dann sieht man zum Beispiel in der Deklination vicle verschiedene Formen. 
Die Beschreibung syntaktischer Aspekte findet sich jedoch sehr selten. Deshalb 
hat man die Freiheit, darin seinem eigenen Dialekt zu folgen. 

Urn 1650 ist die Standardsprache noch immer keine Muttersprache, es sei 
denn, dass die Mutter ein hohes Mass an grammatischer Bildung erhalten hätte. 
Die Standardsprache ist nämlich ein theoretisches Modell, das aur einem Dialekt 
oder einer Kombination von Dialckten aufgebaut worden ist und das man sich 
durch fleissige Arbeit aneignen konnte . Zwischen den vielen unterschiedlichen 
Dialekten und dem einen Standardsprachen-Ideal stehen zahllose individuelle 
Mischformen, die wir in den Niederlanden nicht als eine überregionale Gemein
sprache oder aLLgemeine Umgangssprache betrachten sollten. Jcdoch könnte man 
annehmen, dass die gebildeten Klassen der städtischen Bevölkerung einen münd
lichen Sprachgebrauch halten, der sich vom städtischen Dialekt unterschied, aber 
immer regional variiert war. 

Die Standardsprache ist in den Nördlichen Niederlanden entwickelt worden 
und nicht in den Südlichen Provinzen. Sic ist aber bis in dieses Jahrhundert die 
Standardnorm für die niederländische Schrirtsprache in den Niederlanden, in 
Belgien und in Südafrika. Die Erklärung dafür findet man in der Geschichte. 
1555 wurden die Niederländischen Provinzen dem späteren Spanischen König 
Philipp 11 zugeteilt. Dreizehn Jahre späler ling der Achtzigjährige Krieg zwischen 
den Niederlandcn und Spanicn an. Wilhelm van Oranien hat immer versucht, die 
nördlichen und die südlichen Provinzen in einem Staat zu vereinigen. 
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1. Amsterdam 
2. Leiden 
3. Gouda 

4. Antwerpen 
5. Brugge 

Die südlichen Provinzen (Flandem. Brabant und Limburg) - in (1) sind das die 
schraffierten Gebiete - sind am Ende dem Stellvertreter des spanischen Königs. 
dem Herzog von Parma. definitiv in die Hände gefallen. Die nördliche Provinzen 
gingen von 1579 an ihren eigenen Weg. 

Nach dem Fall von Antwerpen 1585 wurden die südlichen Niederlanden 
gewaltsam katholisiert. Es ist die Zeil der Gegenreformation. Tausende Protes
tanten aus Flandem und Brab:mt sind deshalb nach Holland und Seeland im 
Norden genohen. Hierunter befanden sich vicle sehr gebildete Personen. 

Die Nördlichcn Niederlande waren 'bollum up' organiziert. Die höhen 
Positionen im Stadtrat wurden von Bürgem der Stadt bcsetzt. die höhen Positionen 
in der Provinz durch Yertreter der eigenen Provinz. Die höhen Positionen im 
Lande wurden durch Yertreter der unterschiedenen Provinzen eingenommen. 
Das höchste Yerwaltungsgremium in den Niederlanden sind die "Staten-Gene
raal". Diese hallen die Gewalt in der Aussenpolitik und der Landesverteidigung. 

132 J.A. van Lcuvcnslcijn 



Die Abgeordneten in den Provinzgremium aber halten formel! die Entscheidung, 
weil die Vertreter in den Staten-Generaal in wichtigen Angelegenheiten an der 
Auftrag ihrer Provinz gebunden waren. Von dem Verwaltungssystem her hat 
man also keinen starken Anreiz für die forcierte Einführung einer Landessprache 
zu erwarten. Die Niederlande sind urn 1600 kein einheitlicher Bundesstaat, sondem 
ein Statenbund. 

Auch die protestantische Kirche sind 'bottum up' organisiert. Obwohl die 
Prediger von überall herkamen, sollten sie für die Kirchenbcsucher verständlich 
reden. Die Gemeinde bezahlte ihre Pfarrer! 

Der Wunsch, die Bibel für alle Menschen zugänglich zu machen, hat dazu 
geführt, dass im Kreis der Pfarrer Gelchrte gefunden wurden, die interessiert 
waren an der Entwicklung einer allgemeinen niederländischen Schriftsprache. 
Eine wahre Notwendigkeit für den Gebrauch einer allgemeinen Schriftsprache 
besteht bei der Vorbcreitung der Bibelübersetzung aus den Grundsprachen, der 
sogenannten 'Statenvertaling', die in 1637 publiziert worden ist. Neben den 
Bibelübersetzem hatten auch die WissenschaftIer wie Stevin und die Schrift
steller wie Hooft und Vondel ein Bedürfnis nach einer überregionalen Schrift
sprache. Ich arbeite hier nur den Einnuss der Bibclübersetzer heraus. 

Die Generalsynode in Dordrecht entschied, das Alte und Neue Testament aus 
den Grundsprachen Habräisch und Gricchisch zu übersetzen. Zwei Gruppen von 
drei Gelehrten sollten dazu vicle Jahren lang in Leiden arbeiten. Die Übcrsetzungen 
sollten anschliessend Revisoren vorgelegt werden. Diese Revisoren waren Vertreter 
der Provinzen. 1626 fingen Bogerman (aus Ost-Friesland stammend), Bandartius 
(aus Ost-Flandem) und Becanus (aus Sceland) mit dem Alten Testament an und 
zwei Jahre später begannen Wallaeus (aus Ost-Flandem), Hommius (aus Fries
land) und Rolandus (aus Holland) ihre Arbeit an dem Neuen Testament. Die 
Staten-Generaal bezahlte die Kosten dieses Untemehmens und 1637 war die erste 
Ausgabe des 'Statenvertalings' fertig. Die erste von Druckfehlcm befreite Ausgabe 
erscheint zwanzig Jahre später. 

Die Bibelübersetzer hatten die Iinguistische Literatur übcr das Niederländische 
im Aufbau sorgfältig beachtet. In den Resolutiën von 1628 habcn sie eine Menge 
von Entscheidungen für die Schriftsprache in der Übersetzung festgelegt. Oft 
haben sie bei Altemativen ihre Präferenz ausgesprochen. Homonymie haben sie 
versucht mittels orthographischcr Differcntiation zu disambiguieren. 

Wie war im Anfang des 17. Jahrhunderts der Stand der Sprachwissenschaft? 
In welcher linguistichen Realität haben die Bibelübersetzer ihren Arbeit 
angefangen? Nach der Meinung von Stevin und Spiegel war die Sprache im 
Verfall. Sie ist abcr ausgezeichnet gewesen. Man konnte das noch bei Komposita 
ablcsen an der 'klaren Begreifbarkeit' der Bedeutung aus den Wortteilen und an 
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dem Fonnenreichtum des Wortes. Die Reste die man davon antraf, ergriff man, 
urn die niederländische Sprache in ihrer alten Pracht wieder herzustellen. Die 
Sprachwissenschaftler schauten die niederländische Sprache in ihrer dialektalen 
Variation durch die Brille ihrer lateinischen Bildung an. Das Niederländische 
aber ist kein Latein. Peeters sagt es ungefähr so mil bezug auf die Morphologie: 
'Hatte man flÜher im Studium des Lateinischen von der Morphologie des Wortes 
aus die Wortfunktionen und die grammatische Bedeulung abgeleitet, so bekamen 
später die Humanisten mehr Blick für die umgekehrte Richtung, dass heisst sie 
beurteilten die Wortfonnen in Funktion der grammatischen Bedeutung'.3 Damit 
behauptet er mit Recht, die neufonnierten Beugungsfonnen der Nomina und 
Verba seien eigentlich linguistischer Schmuck gewesen, ohne notwendige neue 
Infonnation für den Leser. Wenn das Holländisch oder die südlichen Dialekte 
keine Beugungsfonnen hanen, haben die Grammatiker etwas nach eigener Idee 
vorgeschlagen. In den Systemen sieht man dann auch Altemativen bei den 
einzelnen Grammatikem und zwischen Grammatikem. (2) zeigt ein Beispiel zur 
Illustration.4 

(2) 

Twe-spraack (1584) De Hubert (1624) 

Mask. Fem. Neulr. Mask. Fem. Neutr. 

de de hel de de hel 
des des des des der des 
den den den den de(r) den/het 
de(n) de(n) het den de het/den 
- - - - - -

vande(n) vande(n) van het/vant van den van de(r) van hel/den 

Die Bibelübersetzer haben ihre eigenen Paradigmata fonnuliert, die stark mil den 
Paradigmata von De Hubert übereinstimmen. Sie sind aber eindeutiger. 

In bezug auf die humanistische Sprachwissenschaft möchte ich zum Schluss 
des erslen Teils drei Beobachtungen machen. 

1. Die humanistischen Sprachwissenschaftler haben die Entwicklung von einem 
synthetischen zu einem analytischen Sprachsyslem nicht positiv beurteilt, 
sondem eine Morphologie nach historischem Modell rekonsUUiert. Die ZUkunfi 
der Schriftsprache ist damit auf eine Annahme der Vergangenheit gerichtet. 
Die dialektale Sprachverwendung demgegenüber hat sich nicht urn die 
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Schriftsprache gekümmert, und isl ihren eigenen Weg gegangen. Die Kluft 
zwischen den Dialcklen und dem auf dem Holländischen entwickc1ten 
Schriftsprachemodell ist im Laufe der Jahrhunderte unüberbruckbar gewor
den. Vom Ende des 19. Jahrhunderts an werden die Teile der Schriftsprache, 
die mit der gesprochenen Sprache unvereinigbar waren, entfemt. 

2. Die Sprachwissenschaftler des 16. und 17. Jahrhunderts gehen davon aus, 
dass das niederländische und das laleinische Sprachsystem übcrcinstimmen. 
Nicht nur die Universalia, sondem auch die Particularia in Lalein sind auf die 
niederländische Sprache übertragen worden. Ein Beispic1 ist wieder das Ge
nus-Kasussystem. 

3. Die humanistischen Sprachwissenschaftler handeln inkonsequent, wenn sie 
einerseits die römischen Fremdwörter abweisen und durch niederländischen 
Wörter ersetzen, aber andererseils das lateinische Sprachsystem in die nieder
ländische Schriftsprache künsllich einführen zur Ergänzung des nieder
ländischen Schriftsprachesystems. 

Zusammenfassend lässt sich feststellen, dass die Sprachwissenschaftler durch ihr 
Propagieren eines teils theoretischen ModelIs für die Schriftsprache versucht 
haben das Rad der Sprachgeschichte zuruck zu drehen. Das ist in jedem FaIl in 
bezug auf die Morphologie sehr zu bedauem. 

Wie gross der Unterschied zwischen den Dialckten und der Standardsprache 
im Entwurf war, möchte ich hier für das Genussystem der Substantive ausarbeiten. 
Als Beispiel verglciche ich einen südniederländischen Dialekt, einen nordnieder
ländischen Dialekt und einen Auschnill aus der Bibelübersetzung. Genauer gesagt, 
es sind ein Tagebuchfragment aus Gouda urn 1575, ein Tagebuch aus Brugge aus 
der Periode 1564-1571 und das Johannes-evangelium in der Statenbijbel, Edition 
1657.5 

2 Genusmarkierung 

Bei der Ermittlung des Genus aus ä1teren Texten haben die Linguisten sich auf 
die Seite des Sprechers/Schriflslellers oder auf die Seite der Hörer!Leser gesteUt. 
lm ersten Fall gibt man vor, dass man schon das Genus der Substantive weiss, 
und rechnet alle Formen der adnominalcn Wörter dem Substantivgenus zu. So 
steUt man die Deklinationsreihen auf. Das führt dazu, dass der Twe-spraack, wie 
unter (2) angegeben, im Akkusativ Singular Maskulinum de und den angibt, und 
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De Hubert im Dativ Singular Femininum de und der und im Dativ Singular 
Neutrum den und het. 

Meiner Meinung nach verfügt der historische Sprachwissenschaftler nicht 
über die Möglichkeit, sich an die Seite der Sprecher oder SchriftsteUer zu stellen. 
Er gehört an die Seite der Lescr. Das ist auch die Seite des sprachlernenden 
Kindes! 

In der grammatikalischen Literatur über das Genus des Niederländischen im 
Mittelalter und in der Goldenen Epoche lautet die zentrale Frage: haben die 
Substantive zwei oder drci Genera? Das hei sst: bestehen in diesen Perioden neben 
den neutralen Substantiven Maskulina und Feminina oder sind die letzten zwei 
Gruppen nicht unterschieden, sodass wir a1lein Substantive mit neutralern Genus 
und mit einem einheitlichen Genus für Maskulina und Feminina zu rechnen 
haben? Dieses einheitliche Genus nenne ich im folgenden 'kommunes Genus' ~ 

Wenn man sich nur auf das Substantiv bezieht, könnte man diese Frage nach zwei 
oder drei Genera stellen. Geht man aber von den adnominalen Wortformen aus, 
dann kann man viele Zwischenstellungen wahrnehmen und sogar adnominale 
Formen, die gleich sind in allen Genera. 

Meine Betrachtungsweise der Genusproblematik ist auf die Genusmarkierung 
mittels adnominaler Wörter gegründet. Dabei wird auf alle adnominalen Formen 
bezug genommen auch die Wortformen, die nicht explizit ein Genus markieren. 
Urn einen richtigen Vergleich der Dialekte, die manchmal auch Kasusformen 
zeigen, und der Standardsprache zu garantie ren, soli ten auch Numerus und Kasus 
kurz im betracht genommen werden. Weil dialektale Texte von urn 1600 in 
pluralischen Substantivgruppen keine Genusdifferation aufweisen, will ich mich 
auf Singularformen beschränken. Frühere Forschung hat schon ergeben, dass 
Dative und Akkusative, die durch einc Präposition regiert werden, und Kasus, die 
aus einer syntaktischen Funktion wie dircktes oder indirektes Objekt erk.lärt wer
den soUten, nicht gleichzeitig ihre Morphologie verloren haben. Die Kasusformen 
in den Präpositionalgefügen sind oft archaisch. Die Kasusformen der zweiten 
Gruppe vielfalls verschwunden.6 Hier werden die Präpositionalgefüge nicht sys
tematisch in betracht genommen. 

Bei der Feststellung der Genusmarkierung soli te man einer so grossen 
Homogenität wie möglich in dem Matcrial nachstreben. Deshalb habe ich die 
Genusmarkierung in gleichen syntaktischcn Umgebungen, aus denen man den 
Kasus schliessen kann, crforscht. Ich ncnne diese syntaktischen Umgebungen irn 
folgenden "Kasussituationen". Substantivgruppcn in der Einzahl mit der Funktion 
von Dativobjekt und die absoluten Dative zum Beispiel verschaffen die Daten für 
die Dativsituationen und so weiter. Die grammatische Analyse in partes orationis 
begründet a1so die Eingliederung in Kasussituationen. 
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Pro Kasussituation sollte man danach die adnominalen Wonfonnen inventari
sieren und feststellen, bei wclchcn Substantiven diese angetroffen wurden. Das 
letzte ist notwendig, urn fest zu stellen, ob ein Genus markien worden ist und -
wenn diese Frage positiv bcantwortct ist - welches Genus die adnominale 
Wonfonn markiert. Auch sollte man pro Substantiv feststellen, welche adnomi
nalen Wortfonnen in verschiedenen Kasussituationen dasselbe Genus bezeichnen. 
(3) zeigt die Gliederung der adnominalcn Gcnusmarkierungen. 

(3) 
Gliederung der adnominalen Genusmarkierung 

a. Mask. b. Fem. c. nicht M./F. 
Fonnen Fonncn Kommune 

Fonnen 

d. Kommune Fonnen c. Neutr. 
Fonncn 

f. Identifizierende Fonncn g. Nicht-iden-
tifizierende 
Fonnen 

Mit Hilfe des Brüggischen Datenbestandcs möchtc ich diese komplexe Problematik 
erklären. Dazu brauchen wir auch (4): 'Gcnusmarkierung und Kasussituation im 
BTÜggischen Korpus (ausser Präpositionalgcfüge)' . 
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(4) 
Genusmarkierung und Kasussituation im Brüggischen Korpus 
(ausser Präpositionalgefüge) 

Nom . Gen. Dat. Akk. 
sit. sit. sit. sit. 

a. Mask.Fonnen 171 2 0 71 
70.1 % 0.8% 29.1% 
v.244 v.244 v.244 

b. Fem.Formen 0 0 0 0 

I 
4-

c. Nicht M./F. 189 I 2 6 61 
Kommune 73.3% 0.8% 2.3% 23.6% 
Formen v.258 v.258 v.258 v.258 

d. Gesamt 360 4 6 132 
Kommune 
Formen 

e. Neutr. 69 0 1 37 
Formen 64.5% 

I 
0.9% 34.6% 

v.l07 
~ 

v.107 v.107 

f. Gesamt 429 4 7 169 
Identi fizie-
rende Formen 

g. Nicht-identifi- 148 14 24 192 
zierende Formen 

h. Gesamt 577 I 18 31 361 
58.5% 1.8% 3.1% 36.6% I 

v.987 I v.987 v.987 v.987 

Gesamt 

244 
24.7% 
v.987 

0 
0% 
v.987 

258 
26.2% 
v.987 

502 
50.9% 
v.987 

107 
10.8% 
v.987 

609 
61.7% 
v.987 

378 
38.3% 
v.987 

987 
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In Nominativsituation kommen in diesem Korpus u.a. die Fonnen unter (5) vor. 

(5) den de 
desen dese 
dyen die 
eenen 

eet 
dyt 
dat 

een 

Die Fonnen der ersten Reihe markieren das maskuline Genus. In (3) und (4) 
fallen sic unter (a). 

Die Formen der zweiten Reihe bczeichnen aber nicht exldusiv das feminine 
Genus. Vergleiche mal die Formen unter (6). 

(6) den Kersten (der Christ) 
de Kersten 
den bcrch (der Berg) 
dyen bcrch 
die berch 
dese berch 

Hier sehen wir als Beispic1 zur Illuslralion zwei Subslantive, die durch den und 
dyen als Maskulina markiert werden, und die auch in Kombination mit de, die 
und dese angetroffen werden. Die drei Formen der zweilen Reihe in (5) sind also 
Indikationen des kommuncn Genus, worin übcr Maskulin und Feminin generalisiert 
worden islo In der Nominalivsilualion wird das feminine Genus also nicht markiert. 
Die Formen de, dese und die falIen in (3) und (4) unler c. 'nicht-explizit maskuline 
oder feminine Formen des kommunen Genus'. 

a, b und c sind darin übereinslimmend, dass sie nicht-neutrale, identifizierende 
Fonnen sind, anders gesagt, sic formen zusammen d. 'Kommune Fonnen'. Ist in 
einem Korpus kei ne maskuline oder feminine Genusmarkierung belegt, dann 
erlischt die weitere Unterscheidung von d in a, b und c selbstverständlich. Diese 
Forschungsmethodik bietet die Möglichkeil, den Prozess des Zusammenfalls von 
Maskulin- und Femininmarkierung in eine Markierung des kommunen Genus 
genau zu bcobachten. Die Verhällnisse in Prozenten zwischen a, b und c sind in 
den drei Korpora (Brugge, Gouda und Bibelüberselzung) slark verschieden. 

Die drine Reihe in (5) zeigt die neulmJcn Formen eet (das), und die Demonstra
tiva dyt und dat. 

Es gibt auch Formen, die kein einziges Genus markieren, wie der unbestimmte 
Artikel een (ein im Deutschen) und die Possessiva ohne Ausgang wie mijn (mein) 
und haer (ihr) . Sic werden in Kombinalion mil Subslanliven, die auch mit Masku-
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lin-, Feminin-, Kommun- und Neutrummarkierung belegt sind, angetroffen, wie 
(7) aufweist. 

(7) een berch (Berg) (dyen berch: Maskulinummarkierung) 
een osse (Ochse) (den/de osse: Mask.-lKommunmarkierung) 
een herberghe (Wirtshaus) (ter herberghe: Fcmininummarkierung) 
een vyer (Feuer) (eet vycr: Ncutrummarkierung) 

(8) 
Genusmarkierung und Kasussituation in drei Korpora 

Brugge Gouda Johannes-
evangelium 

a. Mask.Formen 24.7% 4.3% 13.5% 

b. Fem.Formen 0.0% 1.2% 11.3% 
I -
I 

c. Nicht M./F. 26.2% 46.5% 25.1% 
Kommune Formen 

d. Gesamt 50.9% 52.0% 49.9% 
Kommune Formen 

e. Neutr. 10.8% 4.4% 12.7% 
Formen 

f. Gesamt Identifiziercnde 
I 

61.7% 56.4% 62.6% 
Formen 

g. Nicht identifiziercnde 38.3% 43.6% 37.4% 
Formen 

h. Gesamt 100% 100% 100% 
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g .1----- ---, b g 

c 

Brügge 
c 

Gouda 

c g 

c 

Johanncs-evangelium 

Die Fonnen wie een, mijn und haer gehören also unter g. 'Nicht-identifizierende 
Fonnen'. 

Was ich hier mit bezug auf der Nominastivsituation erklän habe, gilt mutatis 
mutandis für den Genitiv-, Dativ- und Akkusativsituation. Zum Schluss sollten 
die Resultate der unterschiedenen Kasussituationen zusammen genommen wer
den. In (4) sind sie für das Bruggische Korpus in der letzten Kolonne aufgefühn. 

Das Korpus aus Gouda und das Johannes-Evangelium sind auf identische 
Weise bearbeitet. 

Wie man die drei Korpora mit einander vergleicht, zeigt sich, dass die Genus
markierungen prozentual stark verschieden sind. In (8) sind die Prozentsätze 
angegeben. Die Daten der vier Kasussituationen sind hier addien. Die Buchstaben 
a, b, C usw. stimmen mit a, b und c in (3) und (4) übcrein. Unter d ist die 
Zwischensumme der Kommuncn Fonnen in den drci Korpora genannt, das sind 
urn die 50 Prozent aller adnominalen Fonncn. Die Einleitung in die Gruppen a, b 
und C differien bcachtenswen. In Brugge kommt die Maskulinummarkierung in 
circa 25 Prozent der Fälle vor. In Gouda liegt dieser Prozentsatz jedoch unter 5 
Prozent. Entsprechend ist in Gouda der Anteil von c 'nicht explizit maskuline 
oder feminine kommunc Fonnen' grosso Die alte Maskulinum- und Feminin
ummarkicrung funktionicn hier überhaupt nicht mchr und die Markierung des 
kommuncn Genus hat dicsc Stelle cingenommen. In dem Johannesevangelium 
dagegen ist die Maskulinum- und sogar die Fcmininummarkierung neu bel ebt. 

Wenn man die Yencilung dieser Fonnen gcnauer betrachtet, zeigt sich, dass 
die Unterschiede wie folgt zustande kommen: In Brugge wird die Maskulinum
markierung vor allem in dem Nominativsilualion und auch in dem Akkusaliv
silualion angelroffen. Auf diese zwei Kasussilualionen enlfallen 58.5 beziehungs
weise 36.6 Prozent aller adnominalcn Wonfonnen, abgesehen von den Prä
posilionsgefügen. Zusammen sind das etwa 95 Prozent! Die Maskulin-
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ummarkienmg ist in dem Brüggischen Korpus bei allen adnominalen Wortarten 
angetroffen worden, aber vor allem bei dem bcstimmten Artikel. 

In Gouda treffen wir die Maskulinummarkierung namentlich im Akkusativ
situation an, und nahezu nur beim bestimmten Artikel. Dieses ist bemerkenswert, 
weil Wouter Jacobsz seIten bestimmte Artikel und meistens Demonstativa 
verwendet, auch wenn sie die Funktion des bestimmten Artikels haben. Die Mas
kulinummarkierung ist also in seinen Sprachgebrauch etwas Neues und ohne 
Zwei fel ein marginales Phänomen. 

Die Genusmarkierung des Johannesevangcliums ist von den Brüggischen 
und Goudaer Dialeklen wesenllich verschieden dadurch, dass der Kasus hier 
systematisch angewendel wird. Die Bibelübersetzer verwendeten für den 
bestimmten Artikel das Paradigma wie unter (9) erwähnt. 

(9) M F N 
de de het 
des der des 
den deer) den 
den de het 

leh erwähne dieses Paradigma, weil in dem Johannes-Evangelium wohlgemerkt 
53.3 Prozent der adnominalen Wortformen bestimmte Artikel sind. Namentlich 
die explizite Markierung des Femininums im Genitiv und Akkusativ und die 
Maskulinummarkierung im Akkusaliv führen dazu, dass im Standardsprache
Konzept der Bibelüberselzer neben 25.1 Prozent kommunen Formen 13.5 Prozent 
maskuline und 11 .3 Prozent feminine Formen zu finden sind. Die Maskulin
ummarkierung ist vor allem vorhanden beim bestimmlen Artikel, bei Adjektiven 
und Possessiva, die Femininummarkierung beim beslimmten Artikel, bei Dcmon
strativa und Possessiva. Das Anwenden von genusdifferenzierenden Deklinations
formen ausser dem bestimmlen Artikel enlsprichl nicht der holländischen Sprach
natur. Durch die konsequente Markierung von Maskulinum und Femininum im 
Akkusaliv wird es nOlwendig, die Subslanlive, die nicht Neulrum sind, immer in 
Maskulina und Feminina unterscheiden zu können, obwohl man in Holland das 
feminine Genus nicht mehr markierte. 

Die Möglichkeit, ein Maskulinum zu markieren, genügte in diesem Dialekt. 
Hiermit steht in Zusammenhang, dass man im holländischen Dialekt durch 
Maskulinummarkierung millels -(e)n bei Personennamen die einen Mann 
bezeichnen, Emphase zum Ausdruck bringen kann. Die männlichen Personen
namen sind jedoch die am leichleslen zu erkennen Wörter der ursprünglichen 
Maskulina. Wir lreffen dieses Phänomen oft in Possen an.7 
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3 Schlussbemerkung 

Ein Kind. dass in der ersten Hälfte des 17. Jahrhunderts eingeschult war. konnte 
nur für den Leseunterricht oder für Lese- und Schreibeunterricht bezahlen. In 
Rotterdam kostete das 1632 einen beziehungsweise anderLhalb Gulden pro Quanal.8 

Wer nicht nur Dialekttexte schreibcn. sondem auch die von Humanisten propagierte 
niederländische Schriftsprache lemen wollte. musste drei Genera mil ihren Kasus
formen unterscheiden. obwohl das System im hoIländischen und südniederlän
dischen Sprachgebrauch nicht bestand. Dafür brauchte jedes Kind viel Unterricht. 
nicht nur in Lesen und Schreiben. sondcrn auch in Grammatik. Von Anfang an 
sehen wir in der Deklination cincn g;ihncnden Abgrund zwischen den Dialekten 
und der geschriebcnen Standardsprachc. 

Die dialektale MUllersprache ist das Fundamcnt der SprachentwickJung des 
Kindes. Das theoretische Modell der Standardsprache sol1te auf diesem Funda
ment aufgebaut werdcn. Wo dic Standardschriftsprache nicht gegensätzlich zur 
Mutlersprache organisicrt ist. wird sic lcicht akzcpticrt. abcr wo die Standard
sprache einc Struktur auf die MUllersprache konstruiert. die nicht mit der Gestalt 
des Fundamentes übercinstimmt. stürzt das Gebäude der Standardsprache auf die 
Dauer. Nach drci Jahrhundcrtcn ist das mit dem Kasussystem mit drei Genera 
geschehen. Damit hat die holländische MUllersprache ihr Genussystem letzten 
Endes der humanistisch-renaissancistischen Vatersprache. die miltels der 
Bibelübersetzung alle GescIlschal"!sschichtcn erreicht hat. aufgezwungen. Es hat 
lange gedauert. abcr die Diktatur der oflizicIlen Schriftsprachc ist in diesem 
Punkt durch die Sprachnatur übcrwunden wordcn . Dic Vatersprache hat sich urn 
1900 nach der MUllcrsprache gerichtct und cin Ehebruch ist dadurch verhindert 
worden. 
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Fu6noten 

Für ihre Korrekturen meiner DCulSchfchlcr dankc ich Frau Dr. Ruth Brons-Alben 
und Barbara Foersler. 

1 De Bruin 1985,190-198. 
2 Heeroma, 1949. 
3 Peeters, 1990, 54. 

• Dibbets 1985,457; Zwaan 1939, 17,18. 
5 WilIemyns 1970,49-141 ; Van Ecghen 1960, 466-500. 
6 Vergleiche Van Leuvensteijn 1985, 1986 und Van Lcuvensteijn/Dekker 1990. 
7 Geerts 1966, 177. 

• VanDeursen 1978, I1, 61 und I. 13 . Ein Handarbeiler verdienle in dieser Zeil einem Gulden pro 
Tag. 
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Abstract 

Jo Daan 

The relation between dialect 
and standard language in the Netherlands 

in the past as a key to the present 

It is necessary lO go back into hislory la gel a clcar underslanding of lhe views 
lhal influenced lhe 19lh and even the 20lh century. 

I choose the end of the 16lh century as a springboard and af ter a fast flight 
through the 17th and 18th cenluries wc williand in the 19th century. From there I 
will step wilh seven-Ieague slrides in order lO arrive in lhe present. But a big jump 
like that requires a long run-up. 

The title 

'The relation between dialecl and slandard language' is lhe central point of the 
title . 'Standard language' is a relalively young word. whose meaning is denoted 
fairly accurately by 'variely of a language as a model or standard· . It is necessary 
lO keep in mind thal. as a rule, slandard languages arc bound lO political entities. 
denoted by 'stale . or' nalion·. The word dialect on the olher hand is ralher old. In 
a publicalion about lhe 19lh cenlury I wrole lhat lhe word occurs in lhe Latin fonn 
dialectus in lhe Netherlands and Gennany in lhe 17th century (Daan 1989). The 
editor of Twe-!.praack (1584). a grammar in lhe fonn of a dialogue. drew my 
attention to a passage in lhis book, in which lhe word occurs in the Greek fonn 
dialektos (Dibbets 1985.317). Mr. R. says here: 'Ghy zeyde flux dat de Duytse 
taal bij haar zelven beslaal. ick heb my wellalen segghen dat on se spraack uyt het 
Hóóghduyts zou ghesprolcn zyn' . And Mr. G. answers: 'lek spreeck (met Becanus) 
int ghemeen vande duylse taal, die zelve voor een taal houdende. dóch dat de 
zommighe wat te hóógh. andere wat te laegh spreken. ende dat de Nederl.axense 
of Mysense spraack (vande welcke wy ghekomen zyn) de middelbarichste ende 
vriendelyckste is. de welcke van Brug af tal Ry ende Revel toe streckt. wel iet wat 
in de uytspraack verschelcnde, maar zó niet of elck verstaat ander zeer wel; tis 
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kenlyck dat de Griexe taal, die so waard geacht is, Mck haar verscheyden dialektos 
had'. (In this passage it is said that me Gennan language is spoken from Flanders 
to the Baltic States, admittedly with differences in pronunciation, but yet these 
differences are very small and everyone understands each olher. It is also said 
lhat il is well-known lhatlhe prestigious Greek language had various dialects. 1 (In 
modem Greek OtaÀ.eK"tocr is a language of country-people). This passage makes 
it de ar lhat at the end of lhe 16th century the word dialect meant nothing but a 
pronunciation variant of me language Mr. R. called 'our language', which at lhat 
time we may not yet caU a standard language. The Englishman Roger Bacon too 
said something to that effect in the 13th century (Arens 1969,60-61). 

The common meaning of the word dialect in fonner days must have been 
roughly 'pronunciation variant', and it is the same in the 18th century. The word 
'roughly' indicates th at 'pronunciation variant ' (Dutch: uitspraak) stands formore 
man accent. In some passages of the Aenleiding (Lambert ten Kate 1723), dialecten 
(dialccts) indeed is translated as 'pronunciation' . Page 109: 'Meest ijder discht 
zijne eigene uitspraek, of die van zijne Geboortestad, als de beste rigtsnoer voor, 
zonder acht te geven op de verschillige Uitspraken (dialecten) der gelijk
reglhebbcnde steden, of op de onderscheidene klanken, die tot de Gemeene
Lands dialect behooren' . (M any people present thei r own pronunciation or lhat of 
their native city as lhe best guide, without giving attention to the different pro
nunciations (dialects) of the equivalent cities or to me different sounds of the 
standard). And page 110: ' .. . ick doelde op uwe Aenmerkingen, die gij voor 
eenige jaren over die stoffe op het papier bragt, op dat wij hier na met vrugt 
mogten spreken over 't gene ik wegens de onderscheidene Spreekwijzen (dialecten) 
te vragen heb'. (I referred la the comments you have wrilten down about lhis 
material some years ago so that we can talk successfully about my questions 
conceming the different ways of spcaking (dialccts».2 

Huydecoper, a linguist of the same time, also heard regional differences. He 
points out the difference between d and t and remarks that this difference is as 
audible as the difference in pronunciation bet ween different towns. And he con
tinues: 'Die dit niet kan vallen, dien willen wy't niet opdringen, maar ik ben 
verzekerd, datrnen in de Vergadering van fyne Tongen, en gezuiverde Ooren, dit 
zoo klaar zal vinden, als het zeker is dat ieder stad een byzondere uitspraak heeft, 
ja dat de burgers derzelfde stad het dikwijls niet eens zijn, waarom men, zo ieder 
zyne uitspraak blijft volgen, noodzakelyk altyd met zyne buuren moet overhoop 
leggen; dat met den geest van edelmoedigheid .. . geenszins kan overeenkomen' 
(Huydecoper 1730, 33). (We do not want to force our conviction on anyone, but I 
am sure th at it is clear la pcoplc who speak carefully and who have keen ears that 
every town has its own particular pronunciation and th at even wilhin that town 
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there are differences which can lead to arguments between citizens, contrary to 
the spirit of generosity in every way'. He does not use the word dialect, but his 
word uitspraak has unmistakebly the same meaning as dialect in Ten Kate's 
hook. 

In the course of the 19lh century th at meaning changed gradually. In our 
century people try to give definiLions; they differ according to the sclected crite
ria: phonetical only or morphologic-syntactical and Iexical as weil (Weijnen 
1966,26-28). None of them are satisfactory in a Iinguistic context. Only Goossens 
(1977(2), 11) comes close to a satisfactory solution with his 'diasystem' , which is 
a collection of corresponding language systems. 

These definitions do not make clear how the word is interpreted by laymen. 
The layman himsc1f does not know exactly either; summarizing his judgment it 
may be 'deviation from the standard language, particularly in pronunciation' . But 
in the Netherlands we still disagree about the concept of 'standard language '. 

2 'Eternal' elements 

Some elements of the language concepts that were cherished by earlier scientists, 
philosophers, theologians and others, were very persistent. We find them not only 
in Antiquity and the Middle Ages, but also in the works of I6th century writers 
such as Spieghel, who refers to the Dutchman Becanus in his Twespraack. 3 We 
find them in the I8th century as weil, with Lambert ten Kate and all the others 
whom he inOuenced. One of them is Weiland. who wrote a grammar around 1800 
which was the guide to the Dutch language for decades in the field of cducation. 
Only four of the element" which had a long-standing effect can be discussed here. 
Theyare: 
1. The belief in a source language. a proto-language, the lingua Adamica. 
2. The effect of climate. soil condition, occupations, etc. on language. 
3. Contempt for the language of the farmers. 
4. The Ouctuation in rccognition of language registers and local and regional 

varieties, taking place more or less gradually. but which had its tuming point 
especially during the French Revolution. 

2·1 The lingua Adamica 

For ages philosophers, early Christian Church Fathers and similar authorities 
spread the conviction that originally there was only one language, the lingua 
Adamica. This language was confused and divided into a number of languages 
during the building of the tower of Babel. Although over the centuries more and 
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more languages became known mat were mutually divergent to such an extent 
that a belief in one originallanguage was no longer justifiabIe, this conviction has 
not altogemer been abandoned, but ramer modified. It seems that people were 
afraid of rejecting rigorously me authority of the Bibie. In 1692 the influential 
Leibniz, who lived from 1646 till 1718, declared that all European tribes had 
migrated from the Black Sea region (Borst 1961, 1477). (See the map reproduced 
in Lambert ten Kate, Aenleiding). And in 1782, almost a century later, Herder 
wrote that there must have been a proto-language (Borst 1961, 1524). Until 
Leibniz this was bclieved to be Hebrcw (Arens 1969, 70) . Even about 1850 
Rudolf von Raumer tried to find evidence for mis belief (Arens 1969, 239-242). 
In any case, until the end of me 18th century there was a tendency to find a 
common base for all or for many languages. The historicallinguistics of me 19th 
century did the same for the Indo-European languages. It is true that the linguists 
did not support the belief in one proto-language, but the method of determining 
linguistic affinity remained more or less the same. And lexicoiogical considera
tions continued to be applicabIe. 

The fact that Gothic was known hel ped to encourage, as early as the 16th 
century, the understanding of a possible linguistic affinity so mat the existence of 
a few larger language families th at had developed from one language was as
sumed (Van de Velde 1966). That proto-language could have been one's own 
language. The Dutchman Becanus (1518-1572) was convinced th at th at proto
language was Dutch (Borst 1960, 1216). 

Borst points out that Becanus was one of the first writers to express national
ism in linguistics. By doing so Becanus opposed me older conception of Hebrew 
as a proto-language with the younger languages originating from it. His convic
tion was probably closely linkcd to the sense of identity of peoples and nations. 

We can see how important this nationalism proved to be some centuries 
afterwards during the Frcnch Revolution. But Becanus was considered a fooi by 
linguists of his own time, like the Frenchman Scaliger did, who lived from 1540 
till 1609 and who taught at the University of Leiden. Due to the commercial 
voyages of the Portugucsc and the Dutch to far-away countries, more and more 
unknown languagcs wcrc found, languagcs for which no affinity to any known 
languages could be determined . On the olher hand the contempt for these lan
guages of uncivilized tribes - bccausc pcople did not understand them - was an 
important cause of language nationalism (Borst 1960,1221,1305). 

In contrast to oldcr convictions and in accord with modem ones alilanguages 
are in principle equivalent 10 cach omcr, but mis has been recognized recently 
only. But many a layman still bclieves mat there are defective languages, with an 
incomplete and inadequate structure. 
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2·2 Living conditions 

A second very persistent element is the following: accidental circumstances like 
climate and soil condition were thoughtto have an influence on Lhe character of 
the language. Borst cites several places where this conviction is expressed. 
Epicurus, who lived in the 4th and 3rd century B.C., already commented on it in 
the same sense (Arens 1969,18). Here I wi\l restrict myself to Lambert ten Kate4 

and Weiland, the Dutch grammarian of around 1800. Two passages, the first from 
Ten Kate and Lhe oLher from Weiland show to how grcat an extent Lhe latter was 
influenced by the fonner. Ten Kate writes: ' ... indien men hier nu nog bijvoegt, 
hoe de Volkeren na de land- en luchtstreek, die ze komen te bewoonen een 
verschillige driftsbeweging en gematigtheid aennemen, waer door ook 't eene 
volk, dat zagt van aert word, een zoetvloeyenden tongeslag en woordlciding in 
zyn spraek zal betragten en beminnen, terwyl het andere, dat streng is van 
ommegang, de hardigheid als iets manlijks in zyn taelvoering behartigt, zo is 
ligtelijk te begrijpen dat door lankheid van tijd na 't uitbreiden der volkeren niet 
alleen een onderscheid van dialekt moet ontstaan, maer ook een onderscheid in de 
Uitdrukkingen en Spreekwijzen' (Lambert ten Kate 1723, I, 21). ( ... considering 
how tribes adopt a different disposition and moderation in adjustment to region 
and climate so that the speech of one tribe is soft and pleasant and that of anoLher 
tribe harsh and discordant as an expression of its manliness, it is easy to under
stand that not only a distinction between dialects comes into being, but also 
between proverbs and phrases). And Weiland says in his grammar, published 
about eighty years later: 'Macr er heeft ook bij een en hetzelfde volk nog andere 
verscheidenheid in taal plaats: luchtstreek, levenswijs, gesteldheid des lands, 
bezigheid der inwoneren, en vele andere en plaatselijke toevallige omstandigheden 
zijn, zelfs in de enkele gewesten van ons land, onderscheiden, en hebben een 
aanmerkelijken invloed op de taal. En uit deze verscheidenheid ontstaan de ver
schillende tongvallen, welke in de taal van ieder volk plaats hebben (Weiland 
1805 Inl.§ 5). (But wiLhin one and the same people another variety in language 
occurs as wel! : climate, way of life, condition of Lhe soil, occupations of the 
inhabitants and many other local and accidental circumstances are different even 
in the few regions of our country, and they have a considerable influence on 
language. And from this variety the different accents originate Lhat occur in the 
language of every nation). Here Weiland uses Lhe word tongvallen, one of Lhe 
words gradually replacing the word dialect. Did Rousseau mean this when he 
wrote in his Confessions: 'Les climats, les saisons, les sons, les couleurs, 
1 'obscurité, la lumière, les éléments, les aliments, Ie bruit, Ie silence, Ie mouvement, 
Ie repos, tout agit sur notre machine et sur notre iime par conséquent'? 
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Still in the 20th century Van Ginneken, a very well-known Dutch linguist 
who died in 1945, attributed the missing h in the dialects of fishermen, for 
instance of Zeeland, to the fact that this consonant had no function at all because 
it could not be heard anyway when the fishermen had to scream against the wind. 
Similar statements may seem absurd, but has it ever been proved that they are? 

2·3 Contemptfor (he language offarmers and eountry-people 

The idea is very old that the language of farmers and country-people is inferior 
compared with the language of the nobility and the clergy, and later on of towns
people and the better educated. It is true that the work of a farmer is considered 
original and essential, but that is exactly why his speaking-competence is limited, 
which is made even worse by the fact that he uses a dialect. The appreciation of 
the farmer, or the lack of it, changes according to region and time. But the 
nobility, priests, monks and later the bourgeoisie especially, placed him low on 
the social scale because of his difficuIt living conditions and his poverty. In the 
Netherlands the appreciation of the farmer changed somewhat during the Second 
World War, when the towns-people were very much dependent on those who 
could provide them with food, but immediately after the war all appreciation 
disappeared like snow in summer. And today, when the farmer has become an 
important manager, investing enormously in land and machines, his dialect is no 
longer considered uncivilized but in fact it is still thought to be impolite ifhe does 
not adapt to the person he is speaking to, who feels quite superior as a townsman, 
even though he is only a wage slave. 

24 Fluetuations in the reeognition of language registers and loeal and 
regional varieties 

Before the 19th century the prevalent purpose was to standardize the written 
language and establish the rules for it. Until the end ofthe Middle Ages Latin was 
the written language, but in the 16th century, when the vemacular began to oust 
Latin in the Netherlands, a standard was cultivated for the written language, but 
yet variants in spoken language were accepted. However, the extending of a 
spoken standard language was a guiding principle build up towards the end ofthe 
18th century. But nevertheless in previous ages peop1e had been interested in the 
spoken language for different reasons. Arens mentions an Icelandic tract of the 
12th century as the oldest work discussing the phonological aspect. At the end of 
the 16th century the Dane Aarhus and in the 17th century the Scotchman Hume 
linked spelling and pronunciation (Arens 1969, 49-55). Arens obviously did not 
know the Dutchman Montanus, who lived in the 17th century. For he would 
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certainly have been interested in the work of this Dutch pioneer of phonetics if he 
had known it (Montanus 1964). B ut as I wrote at the beginning of this paragraph, 
it was not until the end of the 18th century that the phonetic-phonological concept 
began to play a part in the development of the spoken standard language. 

As early as the 16th century De Heuiter tried to compose a supra-regional 
Dutch put together from a few dialccts (Dibbets 1968, 176). A predominance of 
the dialect spoken in Holland can already be found. In the 17th century linguists 
and authors developed a standard for the written language in the Netherlands. 
Orthography as weU as words and grammar were considered. After the abuse of 
foreign words by the rhetoricians of the 16th century, there was a need for 
purism. During the last decades of the 17th century the attempts to impose regula
tion on language became stricter and left less room for pcrsonal and regional 
variation. The rules for spelling, morphology, syntax and use of words are de
rived from the language usage of Dutch writers, that is to say of writers who use 
the variant or variety of Holland.5 In the 18th century Huydecoper in particular 
proceeded in the direction of standardizing the written language. He discussed the 
Ovid translation by Vondelline by Hne. He proved thereby to be a conscientious 
linguist who spe lIed consistently, but he did not draw up a systematicaUy ordered 
linguistic description. 

To him the written language is the only standard. He wrote: 'De regels uit het 
schrijven gehaald, hebben meer gezag' (Huydecoper 1730, 71). (The rul es ofthe 
written language have more aUlhorily). And: 'We zeggen dikwijls, en herhaalen 
hier weder, dat het dagelijksche gebruik van spreeken, een blinde leidsman is in 
het rechte gebruik der woorden te bepaalen' (Huydecoper 1730, 136). (We often 
say and repeat here again that the everyday way of speaking is a blind guide to the 
right use of words). Huydecopcr certainly had a great influence on written lan
guage in later years, but Lambert ten Kale was far more important in the educa
tion of the unskilled wrilers who formed the majority of the population of the 
18th and the beginning of the 19lh century. One could caB Ten Kate the opposite 
of Huydecoper. Ten Kale thoughllhe spoken vemacular to he far more important 
than the written language. He not only glorified speech (Ten Kate 1723, I, 6), but 
also paid attention to differences in sound and composed a phonetic alphabet in 
two different ways; he rewrOle a poem in bath alphabets. He made in fact a 
linguistic descriplion which was greally admired by Weiland. 

Shortly before and during lhe French Rcvolulion these 'etemal' elements are 
emphasized differently. The prolO-language faded into the background, but lin
guistic affinity, the conviclion of large language families developing from an 
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older language, became more prominent and was confirmed by the historical 
linguistic school th at can best be identified with the name of Grimm. 

Language nationalism became stronger. This phenomenon was connected 
with the establishment ofthe nation states. In the Netherlands this took place after 
the French period, which can be considercd as a run-up period. Not until then was 
a central govemment established that could take general measures. The impor
tanee of a language to the state was more emphasized and trus speeded up the 
development of standard languages. Such standard languages began by being the 
speech ofthe educated and eventually came into general use.The contempt for the 
language of farmers and country people seemed to become greater. 

3 The standard language 

3·1 The dissemination ofthe standard language 

In the decades before and after 1800 only a minority of the inhabitants of the 
Kingdom of Holland, now called the Netherlands, spoke the dialect of the prov
ince of Holland, which was being considered more and more as the standard 
language. Primary education was abominably bad, there was no training school 
for teachers and until far into the 19th century teachers for primary education 
were recruited mainly from the lower middle class, a social environment in which 
dialect was mostly the daily speech. Especially in the first part ofthe 19th century 
voices were heard that the lower classes should be bener educated, that they 
should leam 10 read the BibIe, and that they should be educated in the Christian 
virtues. Mainly they should be able to understand govemment regulations. To 
accomplish this, education and teacher training had to improve. And everyone 
had to leam to speak and undcrstand the same language as was propagated in 
France. In the Netherlands the historical development left no other possibility 
than to spread the dialect of Holland, i.e. the daily speech of the higher classes in 
Holland . I cannot repeat this too frequcntly . 

To teach this variant a uniform spelling had to be fixed, which was done by 
Siegenbeek around 1800. His guidc \ine was th at Holland-Ianguage of the higher 
classes I mentioned already. But other principlcs, like etymology, played a part in 
this spelling too. The relationship between these elements is not very clear in 
Siegenbeek; the etymology and the spelling used by former writers often seem to 
be more important to him than pronunciation. Otherwise he would have spelled 
the long ee and 00 as diphthongs. Or Siegenbeek did not have the refined hearing 
which Huydecoper thought essential. Lambert ten Kate stated in 1723 that the 
Hollander had a tendcncy to diphthongize (Ten Kate 1723, I, 118). A hundred 
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and fifty years later, in 1886, this was also stated by Eldar, one of our most 
famous speech therapists (Daan 1989,27). Today the Hollander still diphthongizes 
and he still does not he ar it, the same was probably true with rcgard to Siegenbcek. 

A few years later Weiland provided the grammar for the standard language. 
He also followed the Holland dialect as he calls it, but a few times he makes a 
choice which deviates from it. In Weiland's time most Hollanders did not make a 
distinction bctween liggen (to lie) and leggen (to lay). But Weiland chooses both 
liggen (to lie) ànd leggen (to lay). Anothcr example is the spelling of bracht 
(brought) for brocht (Daan/Francken 1972, 2). Sicgenbeek still acknowledged 
brocht as weil as bracht, but Weiland decided for bracht. A few examples can bc 
attributed to the need for more clarity. 

Of the cultivated language, for which the spelling and grammar rul es were 
laid down by Siegenbeek and Weiland, we mainly know the written form and 
onlya few details of the spoken standard, as they were occasionally discussed by 
grammarians, education experts like school inspectors, and a single speech thera
pist. For more details I refer to my publication about the 19th century (Daan 
1989). 

3·2 Dialect becoming more and more substandard 

From Weiland's grammar and from other statements, we may conclude that the 
popular meaning of the word dialect did not change (Daan 1989,22/23). Until the 
first part of the 20th century dialect remained, in the layman 's opinion, a pronun
ciation-variant of the standard language, which nowadays is called Standard 
Dutch. It was still generally bclieved that the dialccts had been developed from an 
elder mother tongue. A uniform Low-German was considered as this mother 
tongue in this part of Europc. As late as around 1950 a journalist of a leading 
Dutch newspaper told me that dialects wcre degenerations of Standard Dutch. 
Though the conviction slowly gained ground th at dialccts are older than Standard 
Dutch and that they are languages with specific but related structures, many 
'Hollanders', inhabitants of Lhe provinccs of South- and North-Holland, in spi te 
of this, believe that their pronunciation is socially the best. 

Of course this is also a kind of nationalism dictated by social and economic 
causes. Afler Antwerp had fallen into the hands of Lhe Spaniards in 1584, the 
province of Holland became one of the wealthiesL and most powerful provinces, 
especially thanks to international trade. It bccame and remained militarily power
ful, culturally important, and the seat of government. 

The prestige gap between standard language and dialect grew larger in the 
19th century. The standard language was propagated and taught as the only 
language that counted; the dialects were rejected for more than one reason: dia-

The relation between dialect and stamlard languagc 155 



lect was considered to be a pronuncialion variant, using dialect was contrary to 
patriotism and dialect speakers belonged to population groups that were looked 
down on because of their lack of education. Education experts and higher classes 
seemed to think th at it did not require much effort to Jearn the 'right', that is the 
Holland-pronunciation and lhereby to master the standard language. There are 
still Hollanders, nowadays better be called 'Randstedelingen', i.e. Western Hol
land urbanites, who think that six years of primary school education should be 
sufficient to master Dutch for children who speak a regional dialect as their 
mother tongue. In the early part of lhe 19lh century authorities and higher classes 
thought that a few years of school educalion was suf/kient to become 'beschaafd' 
(culturcd), as it was put then. Considering how insignificant education was at that 
time one can imagine that this view was based on utter ignorance. 

From the end of the l8lh untillhe middle of lhe 20th century, the opinion that 
the language of Holland was socially lhe best dialect and that it therefore should 
count as the standard language, reduced all other colloquial languages in the 
Netherlands and in DUlch-speaking Belgium to phonetic variants of the Holland 
dialect, deficient variants with only a limited vocabulary. This conception was 
rammed into the heads of the boys and girls training to be teachers, and into the 
heads of the young children of primary schools.6 Even in the first decades of this 
century, Van Ginneken asserted that a manual worker knew no more than eight 
hundred words. Wh at he wanted to say was that a man like that, with his deficient 
regional or social dialect, did nol have great power of expression. 

Fortunately there were also people with a more positive approach who stood 
up for regional ways of speaking. The first Jcarned study of dialects was pub
lished in 1822 by Laurman on the dialect of Groningen (Laurman 1822). In the 
Introduction he wrote, in accordance with the bcliefs of that time, that the Frisian 
and Groningen dialects were possibly 'coarser and Jess cultured ' than dialects in 
other regions of ourcountry, but in order to justify his studies he said that they are 
less corrupted. Behrns, who wrole an article about the dialect of Twente in 1842, 
defended this too even on learned grounds. He added that linguistic studies no 
longer existed of the study of one privileged dialect that was upgraded to written 
language, i.e. a standard language, but that studies of regional dialects were 
considered being of equal learned standard. In these dialect studies voices were 
heard speaking of the growth of a regional consciousness. 

'Voices' is the wrong word. For these remarks can only be read and have 
been written by better educated persons. I have not been able to find anything 
about the opinion of the uneducaled country pcople. In the 19th century, in spite 
of the increasing quantity of scholarly studies of dialects dealing with both the 
phonological and lexicological differences, dialects, in the eyes of the common 
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man, remained variants of Lhe standard language, the variant as it was spoken in 
the province of Holland. 

3·3 Theory and practice 

In the foregoing it has become clcar that atthe bcginning of the 19th century the 
spoken dialect of Holland was regarded as the standard, but bccause ofthe teach
ing methods it really was the wrillen variant of the Holland dialect. In addition a 
literary and official language had been devcloped, which was very artificial and 
had bccome more and more remote from the wrillen vernacular. About the mid
dIe of the 19Lh century authors like Jacob van Lenncp and the linguist Taco 
Roorda already resisted this, but as late as 1878 Conrad Busken Huet said at a 
congress in Paris that there wcre two languages in the Netherlands. And so in Lhe 
last decades of the 19th century a ncw movement began, which wanted the 
spoken cultural language as Lhe standard and acknowledged regional variants of 
the standard. 

In those days peoplc were especially tolerant towards membcrs of the more 
educated groups. There arc some remarks to that effect in publications, but I also 
have met people myself who were bom in the linal decades of the 19th century 
who had a recognizable regional accent, but were not criticized for it. But they 
were always intellectuals . I do not know any stories about peoplc bcing rejected 
for an appointment or about professors and ministers wiLh a regional accent bcing 
ridiculcd, because Lhey had been bom and educated outside the province of 
Holland and had a pronunciation of Dutch different from that of their colleagues 
from Holland . This again applies to the higher classes, but up to the present day 
many an applicant of the lower classes suffers from the harmful consequences 
(Daan 1989,4-6). 

4 The future 

It is impossible to predict the trends in Lhe 21th century, for at this moment the 
door to the future is closed . I can put the kcy into the loek, turn it and open the 
door for you. And then I can point out the characteristics of the landscape in front 
of you, but I am unable to extend into the future the lines I saw in Lhe past. I have 
formed my picture of the past from a limited number of data from the writing 
minority Lhat were passed down to us. As to the present wc are bcing confused by 
the multitude of contradictory opinions and do not know which way things will 
develop. Therefore I will only point out some important changes. 
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Since the beginning of this century linguistics has expanded and broadened. 
Linguists and laymen know, or at least are in a position to know, that dialects are 
not corruptions of standard languages and that many dialects are older than stand
ard languages. The connection between state and language has become doscr, 
but we know that nowadays one standard language in one state is more the 
exception than the rule. Sociolinguistics has spread knowledge about the great 
variety which is found in all languages because of the many different language 
functions, each requiring its own style. By means of education and of the media 
this is getting gradually better known. 

Has all this knowledge contributed to a decrease in contempt for minority 
languages, which dialccts really are? I do not think so. My joumey through the 
past has shown me that social and economie circumstances and the balance of 
power are decisive for the predominance of a lanl"ruage. And I believe this still is 
so. For quite some time I have wondered why the southem dialects of Brabant 
and Limburg but Flemish too, arc on the way up. Only authority could provide a 
sensible answer. 

The influence of Dutch govemment officials is the best explanation with 
regard to North-Brabant ,md Limburg. We have had quite a few ministers with a 
southem accent in the last few years. Mr. van Agt was the first; he spoke in a 
formal style with a regional accent, a glaring contrast according to public opinion. 
After him a few more followed . Not only can they be heard, but they can also be 
seen on television. Great appreciation seems unnecessary. People laughed at Mr. 
van Agt quite a few times or thcy spokc disapprovingly about him, and at his first 
important public appearance he was a total failure . Not long ago he was de
scribed, in a quality paper, as 'de malle Van Agt, die met zijn onnavolgbare Ollie 
B. Bommeltaal weliswaar vele kijkers en kiezers wist te vertederen, maar wiens 
gedrag anderzijds volstrckt onvoorspelbaar was - nict in de laatste plaats voor de 
CDA-top zelf' . (the silly Van Agt, who moved spectators and voters by his 
inimitable O.B.B. language [O.B.B . is a comic strip person who speaks in a 
formal stylcJ, but whose behaviour was unpredictable, for the leaders of his own 
political party too). Later the general opinion improved somewhat, when his 
bchaviour improved, when people became accustomed to his accent, but also 
when he was photographed on a racing bike. 

Things are a linie different at a somewhat lower level, but there too hierarchi
cal characteristics can be recognized. To many peoplc a television appearance 
seems to be a life fullilmenl. The person who manages this is soon considered a 
well-known Dutchman. A television presenter is such a person. A few Flemish 
presenters who have also been on Dutch telcvision are very popular and I think 
th at this explains the fact thatlately the Flcmish accent is on the way up. 
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The third accent thai recently seems 10 have gained support. is the substand
ard of the Holland dialect. It is quile possible th at the language variant used by 
some successful sportsmen was responsible for this. 

It depends on devclopments like these what will happen to language predomi
nance in the Netherlands and the rest of the world . Self-esteem of minority 
languagcs will certainly play a part. but is not suf/kient in itself. Language values 
are determined to a large ex tent by money. power. authority and popularity. 
forces that have a controlling inlluence. al most without spcaking or writing. The 
existence of hierarchies also seems 10 belong 10 lhose 'Clema]' elements. 

This end would be rather disappointing for the regional and social dialects. I 
expcct thatthese dialccls will acquire olher functions. It is remarkable that popu
lar songs in dialect arc heard more and more. Songs in the substandard of Amster
dam. of the famous Jordaan ror inslanee. were sung half a century ago. but 
nowadays regional dialccls and rcgional accents are also popular in this function. 
Aboutlifteen years ago lhe rock group Normaal became very popular. at first in 
thcir own region. the Achterhoek. bul gradually in a larger part of our country. 
Young people arc no longer arraid of lheir somewhat coarse expressions. Other 
groups with quite different stylcs have rollowed . I expcct they will gain apprecia
tion. If I am right. the rcgional and social dialccL'i will gain ncw territory with 
again an intimale function . 
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Notes 

I Translalions of DUICh passages are nOllileral, bUl jus I a reproduction of the essence. 
In other conlexlS this word has a somewhat different meaning. Al present 1 am working at a 

paper on the meaning of the words dialect, uitspraak, spreekwijze a.s.o. in former times. 
] See 2.l. 

See 1. 

S I suppose that 17th century writers considered their dialect as a variant; modem linguislS will 
prefer variety. 
6 Daan 1989 passim. 
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lP.A. Stroop 

Towards the End of the Standard Language 
in the Netherlands 

Abstract 

As the dialccts nowadays arc disappcaring beeause of loss of funcLion, so therc is 
no longer place or function for a homogeneous Standard language in a modem 
society with a high degree of democraey and with pcoplc of very different ori
gins. 

What wc see is a shift of the Standard Languagc towards the dialects and 
regiolccts, and other kinds of 'Icets ' . There are many symptoms in the Nether
lands which support my conviction, that a uniform Standard Language will never 
exist, bccause of the absence of interest and need for it. 

o Introduction 

This is not a report or a description of any investigation or research. My contribu
tion is only an impressionistic view on some random but - I hope - cohesive 
observations about the language situalion in the Netherlands. I conceived the idca 
for this paper when I realized lhal alllhose immense changes in dialects within an 
area which also has a Standard Language, can not take place without influencing 
the Standard Language ilSc\f. 

Around 30 years ago, several dialcclologists argued that the dialccts in the 
Nelherlands - as in olher Europcan eounlries - were disappcaring at an alarming 
rate. For dialeclology this mcanl lh al lhc lime for real invesligalions and sampling 
was almosl gone: the clock was moving lowards midnight, as we were saying to 
each other, almost daily. 

Nowadays these alarming messages seem lO be fading, but this does not mean 
that such prophecies have nol eome lrue . On the contrary: dialects in the meaning 
the word was laken then, languages (gram mar and lexicon) which are used in a 
village or small area, have been dramalically reduced. This means that they have 
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lost a lot of their specilïc clements, such as phonological, morphological and also 
Ie x ic al items, in which they differ from olher dialecls, the so called primary 
dialect fealures (Hoppenbrouwers 1990: 40-41, afler Schirmunski), and that be
fore lOO long lhey will bc lost irretrievably.l Nobody seems to worry about this 
anymore, because of drastic changes in dialectology iLSelf. No longer are statie 
dialects lhe objecl of investigation, but rather changing or even dying dialecLS. 

Dialectologisls and sociolinguists arc so preoccupied with invesligalions of 
dialecl reduclion, dialect attrition, dialect maintenance and dialect loss, that only 
a few among lhem seem to have an ear or an eye for what is going on in the 
Standard Language. Neverthc1ess, the spoken Standard language is undergoing 
lhe same kind of development as the original dialecLS: a shift from one exlreme of 
lhe language-continuum towards the olher end, but, of course, with lhe opposile 
rcsull. DialecLS arc converging by dropping what scparales lhem, i.c . lheir pri
mary features; the Standard Language is di verging by adopting more and more 
clements from all kinds of ' \ccts' . 

Views on Standard Langmlge 

In lhe Netherlands, the definilion of "Standard Language" by OUo Jespersen has 
been very popular for years. One of the most important Dutch linguisls of the 
recent past, C.B. van Haeringen, adopled Jcspersen 's idea that proper, i.e. cul
lured Dutch is the speech of a person wilhout traces of the area from which he or 
she originates. Van Haeringen wrote lhis in 1924. He accepled personal varia
tions bul no varialions lh at betray somebody's geographic origin. In manY gram
mars and schoolbooks for di ITerent kinds of teaching, Standard Language without 
varialions was propagaled, bul never openly discussed, because everybody con
sidered it was normal to try to speak without ,my geographically delennined 
accent. This opinion had already been voiced in lhe NClherlands one hundred 
ycars earl ier, i.c. in 1828.2 For the Netherlands one can say thal, according lO lhc 
Jespersen delïnition, only peop\c whose accenl was that of lhe ccntrc of the 
provinccs of Holland were cuItured pcop\c, because lh al area was economicaly 
speaking superior lO the rest. But lhis does not mean lhal all educaled people 
spoke lhis "Hollandic-Dutch". On the conlarary: there has never been a lime in 
Dutch language history when peoplc who were bom and educated in other prov
inces spoke Dutch without a local or regional accent. 

The discussion about the state of the Dutch Standard Language continued 
with the appearance of a small booklct by the famous Dutch dialeclologisl, G.G. 
Kloeke, the au thor of the weil known book about the Expansion from the prov-
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inces of Holland. In 1951 Kloeke stated th at the so-called miscrabIe situation of 
the Dutch Standard language and the neglcct of the mother tongue was due to 
some kind of loss of authority among teachers and writers. On the other hand, 
however, he disagreed with Van Haeringcn since he speaks about "The Legend of 
the Standard Languagc" (Kloeke 1951: 8 and 54). Kloeke did not believe in a 
standard language which is uniform. Neverthcless, he recognized the need to 
speak in acultured way. Therefore his publication ends with the statement that 
the effort to speak in acultured way is something all civilized people have in 
common, bccause it is one ofthc cssential marks of a culture. However, Kloeke's 
idea of a culture is clearly a very narrow one. In fact, his statement means that 
only a person who tries to speak in another way than he has leamed to speak as a 
child is acultured person. I believe thatthis type of opinion is a thing of the past. 
In modem, even in not too modem sociology, a complctely different idea about 
culture is normal, as we will see later on (Wouters 1990). 

The next sign of rellection on the character of the Dutch Standard Language 
also comes from dialcctologi sts . In 1988, a group of them made a proposal for a 
research project to be fundcd by the Stichting Taalwetenschap ('Dutch Founda
tion for Linguistics ') . lts aim was to desclibe the pronunciation of Standard 
Dutch, including the accepted stylistic and geographic variation, and to establish 
a point of reference, based on the subjective norm of pronunciation in the Nether
lands. The plan was to have a group of listeners judge different kinds of speech 
and to reach a common idea about wh at kinds of pronunciation are acceptable in 
Standard Dutch. 

It is clear thatthis view of the Standard Language is totally different from the 
older opinions. In fact, this plan no longer deals with the Dutch Standard Lan
guage as it was defined in the past : a uni form kind of language. Thus it illustrates 
a very important change in the idcas aboul Slandard Languages. The uniform 
Slandard Language as an ideal has disappeared . Clearly, Dutch societyaccepts a 
large degree of varialion, bulthal does nol mean lhat we have to redefine 'Stand
ard Language', which was lhe point of view of lhe research-project leaders. In my 
opinion, lhe essence of a real Slandard Language, as a fact or even as an ideal, is 
exactly its uniformity. A community that has given up this ideal accepts a com
mon language which is allowed cvcry furthcr devclopment. 

2 The Change of the Standard Language 

Anyone who thinks that a language with all kinds of accepted variation can 
function as a Standard Languagc is wrong; it is a contradiction in terms. A 
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Standard Language, even as an ideal, is only a realistic concept if it is uniform 
and homogeneous. Variation is contrary to that idea. It is either Jespcrsen or 
nothing at all. A Standard Language which is developing towards anOlher posi
tion on the so-called language-continuum is on its way out. 

If we keep in mind that famous language-continuum, we see the dialects and 
the sociolccts at one end and the homogcneous Standard Language at the other. 
As becomes clear from many investigations, most dialccts are changing towards 
the Standard end of the continuum, by giving up first the most extreme features 
and later on the rest. The rcsult will be a numberofso-called 'regiolects' (Hoppcn
brouwers 1990: 84). But in the mC:lntime, the Standard Language itsclfis moving 
in the opposite direction by adopting more and more clements from regional 
languages, urban dialccts and so on. This is in fact the result of a sort of depolar
ization. When the original dialccts wcre still alive, the Standard Language offered 
a very sharp contrast. From the moment dialects lost their most extreme charac
teristics, the necd for a contrastive Standard Language was no longer so great. 
And so we see both ends of the continuum moving towards one another. Some
day they will become onc and lhe same. Since polarization is causcd by two 
factors, the devc10pmenl of one polc losing its extremities automatically brings 
on the same development of the mher polc. 

In a given situation, such as in lhe Netherlands, in which the dialects are 
moving towards each other and also lowards the 'General Language', it is to be 
expected that there will come a time in which the differences bet ween all regiolects 
on the one hand and the 'General Language' on the other will be so small that at 
the next moment the difference is gone or beyond practical use. Following this 
argumentation, one may expecllhat Code-switching between Standard Language 
and Dialect or Regiolect is a phenomenon that is disappearing, because the two 
codes are coming too close togclhcr, cspecially when pcople are using their 
dialccts less, in favour of the so-callcd Standard Language. 

Now I would Iike 10 give some examples of the changes that have taken place in 
Dutch pronunciation and also of some grammatical changes. First of all there is a 
very striking contrast bet ween the Dutch language as a whole as it was broadcast 
on the radio 50 years ago and the language that one can hear on the radio nowa
days. But even a recording of a radio-report from the sixties sounds very dated. I 
recently heard one by a person who still makes radio reports nowadays and he 
sounded like he was a different person then, because of his intonation, the more 
cultivated even 'put on ' way of spcaking (but notice that this is my present 
opinion, not that of 30 years ago~). His language shows an impressive evolution 
over a period of 30 years and I believe th at that is the case with everyone. By the 
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way, this idea does not agree very weil with the concept of apparent time and the 
idea that pcople do not change their language very much after the age of 20. If 
even the Standard Language of one person changes markedly, what to think of 
dialect-speakers of the older generations. As far as I know, no one has paid the 
least attention to this interesting aspect of the Dutch Standard Language. 

And now for more details. Other linguists have pointed out in passing that 
(oral) Standard Dutch absorbs more and more phonological, morphological, and 
lexical variants from the urban dialccts of the citics in the provinces of Holland. 
See for example the diphthongized pronunciation of /e.! and /o.! (Hinskens 1985). 
But, of course, this has been happening for years in almost every region of our 
country. 

Another vowel which is changing in the language of educated people, who, 
incidentally, are in the majority in 1990, is the diphthong which has its origin in 
the long high vowcl /i./. In Standard Dutch this vowel is represented by the 
diphthong [Ei] : blijven ('to stay') , tijd ('time'), kijken ('to look'), etc .. Most ofthe 
time one hears instead a much lowcr diphthong which is near the English and 
German representation [ai] . This pronunciation can be heared not onIy on the 
ferry bctween Amsterdam Central Station and the North of Amsterdam (tradi
tionally the part of the city in which most lower class people are living), in the 
elevator of buildings of the Univcrsity of Amsterdam, but also in the better record 
shops, bookshops, by radio, etc. 3 

In the language of the western part of our country, forms like nie, da, as, effe, 
vinne, etc. are heard more and more frequently instead of niet ('not'), dat ('that'), 
als ('in, even ('even') and vinden ('10 find') (Giesbers 1989: 93). Even in radio 
and TV -programs, made and broadcast in the provinces of Holland, such forms 
are used, although they originate from other dialects or regiolects. One special 
item is the so called soft /g/, by which until now people from the southern 
provinces in special circumstanccs were discriminated. 

Another kind of change has to do with the paradigms of some verbs and 
pronouns. The moment is not far off, I believe, when the pronoun hun ('them ') in 
subject function wiJl become the nonnal fonn, and ze the 'deviant' form (De 
Rooij 1990: 140-141). The same will happen with hij heb for hij heeft. The fonn 
je kan is already nonnal since ycars, versus the older fonn je kunt. Originally, 
these forms were substandard and mostly used in the cities ofthe western part of 
the Netherlands, but more recently these fonns have come to be wrongly inter
preted as Standard fonns and, as such, they have penetrated many other dialects 
all over the country (De Rooij 1990: 140). Now we sec these fonns coming back 
in the speech of dialect speakers, even when they intend to speak Standard Dutch. 
But also with people using the 'rcccived pronunciation', fonns such as hij heb 
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occur more often than the listener is conscious of; in other words, they go almast 
unnoticed. Perhaps, they have already some kind of 'prestige'. 

In 1971 Van Haeringen published an anicle in which he discussed several 
changed and accepted pronunciations in the Standard Language . It concerns cases 
such as ik vin for ik vind, ik wor, for ik word, and farms that have lost the /d/ 
bet ween vowels: rijen, houwen, and sa on. In 1924, the year of his famous article 
about unity and variation in the pronunciation of cuItured Dutch he found these 
forms quite unacceptable. 

At the moment, there is a research project in progress in the city of Heerlen. 
Object of research is the Standard Language in that Limburg town, as it is spoken 
by pcople whose parents are from outside the province. Before the project started 
it was clear that these peoplc betrayed thei r Limburg origins just the same, even if 
they had not spoken a syllable in the local dialect, if lhey could. Sa what can we 
expcct from pcople who were bom and raised in a dialecl-spcaking family. It 
seems impossible th at the so called Standard Language lhere, will ever be a 
language withoul Limburg elements such as intonation, regressive assimilation of 
voice, etc. 

We chose lhis Limburg city of Heerlen for several reasans. First, there is na 
other city in the Nelherlands in which the population has grown so fast in so short 
a time, moslly because of people moving in from areas with na Limburgian 
dialect. The second reason is that the original dialect of Heerlen was very differ
ent [rom Standard Dutch, so we believed thal in Limburg Standard Dutch dialect 
inOuence or penetration would bc more obvious. Of course, the same kind of 
development which creates a Standard Duteh, or beller: General Dutch, with 
dialect inOuence can be found in many other Dutch cities. 

3 The Situation in other Countries 

All this is quite different from the expectations wc had in the past, for example, 
about teaching in relation to the spread of the Slandard Dutch Language (Jo Daan 
1990). But nowadays wc are in lhe strange silualion lhat, despite a weU equipped 
educational system and good teachers, a uniform Standard Dutch or something 
that comes near that ideal is funher away than ever. The paradox is complete in 
thc sense that many more people than in the past have the opportunity to hear 
Standard Duteh, technically speaking, because of the enormous spread of TV, 
radio, and so on. However, one lhing is di fferent: in the past the radio itself was 
the medium par excellence for the Slandard Language. 

This situation has totally changed. As a result of libcral broadcast policy in 
the Netherlands almost everyone has the possibility to broadcast whatever he or 
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she wants. So at the moment lhere arc a great number of local or regional radio 
stations that use the local or regional dialecls. They show a rainbow of all kinds of 
variations of Dutch and demonslrale thal almost every kind of Dutch is now 
acceptable. 50 years ago, such a lhing would have been impossible: radio was 
identified with Slandard Language . Everybody who had to speak in front of a 
microphone would change his speech in several ways, below or above the level of 
consciousness. The idea that to speak in front of a microphone demands a special 
kind of language has not disappeared completely, especially not at the national 
radio stations, but more and more even lheir language is showing geographically 
determined variation. 

This development of the Slandard Language towards a broad spectrum of 
varieties, in fact the absence of a rcal Standard Language, is far from exclusive to 
the Netherlands. Although moslof the participants of the Colloquium about 
"Dialect and Slandard Languagc" held in October 1990 dealt with the influence 
of a Standard Language on dialecls, I have found remarks in severallectures of 
this Colloquium which perfeclly fil my opinion about a diverging or even a 
disappearing Standard Languagc. Trudgill's Abstract ends with the sentence: " 
We do, however, see a penelralion of lowcr-prestige, non-RP (Received pronun
ciation) accents into public contcxts where formerly only RP was found." 

Also in Hanssen 's lecturc (in lhis volume) about the Norwegian situation I 
found some things lh at reminded me of lhe DulCh situation. In some respects the 
development in Norway scems lO have proceeded further than the development in 
the Netherlands. Hanssen makes it clear that the Norwegians use a large number 
of regional and social dialecls, which enjoy a high status in society. People who 
move to another part of the country norma1\y stick 10 their primary variety. One 
can observe this, he says, in nationwide radio and TV programs, like news bulle
tins, etc .. However there is one main difference between Norwegian and Dutch, 
because the Norwegian language does not really have any kind of spoken Stand
ard, only a wrilten Standard Language, be il with a great freedom of choice. 
Hanssen has observed that most of thc innovations within Norwegian dialects 
have their origin in some olher social dialect, not lhe national standard. This is the 
same process as the one taking pI ace in the Netherlands, and which has resulted in 
a number of regiolects, or the situation thaI has developed in the former GDR 
with its 'regionale Umgangssprache'. 

Helrnut Sehönfcld has a view on lhe Slandard Language in his country, which 
is different from mine. He writes that the Spoken Standard Language contains a 
number of regional variants yct. I understand that he expects those variants to 
disappear, while my expeclalions arc the opposite, as far as Dutch is concemed. 
(See his contribulion in this volume). 
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In Austria, regional speech is spreading while the Standard Language is still 
in nonnal use in public situations. I would Iike to know, though, what kind of 
Standard is meant here, because Wicsinger points out that even the Standard 
Language adopts some dialcctal clemcnts (sec P. Wiesinger, in this volume). 

4 The Causes of the Change of the Standard Language 

Now I have to discuss the reasons why - in my opinion - the Dutch Standard 
Language is on its way out. First of all, I should mention here the kind of 
education young people are given, at primary and secondary school, as regards 
the mothertongue. Especially the attitude of the teachers is of great importance. 
During the last decades there has been quite a revolutionary change in education, 
which has reduced the interest in language and the rules oflanguage to a very low 
level. The capability, even the wi11 to teach children to spelI, seems totally absent. 
Everybody writes according to his or her own system or feelings; only in official 
writing some people try to write according to the official spelling rules, which 
were fixed in 1954. The same with other aspects of language-teaching. There is a 
lot of time in the school programs for teaching and training communication, but 
very little for things Iike idiom, spcaking, pronunciation and so on.4 

Another important queslion in education is that of the great number of for
eigners of all nations which now fonn a very important part of the Dutch popula
tion. In the cities most primary schools have classes with 50% non-Dutch chil
dren. It is obvious that this will bring tremendous changes to our language. A 
time will come when the majority of the people in the Netherlands have parents 
who originate from [oreign countrics. And the question, one of the questions, at 
least, is whether enough time, money and teachers are available to teach all these 
foreigners as good a Dutch as was wantcd in the past, a Standard Dutch as defined 
by Van Haeringen, a Dutch without foreign elements. In my opinion it is to be 
expected that this will have an important inOuence on the 'Iowering' of the 
standard of Dutch and that because of lhis lhe number of people who speak Sub
Standard Dutch in all kinds of varieties will increase enonnously and that all 
those varieties will be acceptcd. 

The other si de of the coin: in a situation with such tolerance towards varia
tion, as witnessed by the planned research-project by Dutch Dialectologists, it is 
clear that it is difficult to find a way to teach the right way. So it is not so strange 
that teachers who are confronted with different possibilities, all of which are 
acceptable in a sensc, do not know what to teach and what to condemn or correct. 
So the best way is to keep quiet and talk about other things, literature forexample. 
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Making corrective remarks about somcone's speech does not create applause 
nowadays; most of the time one is laughed at. 

5 The Change of the Society 

All this illustrates a very important change in the Dutch society which has great 
consequences for all aspects of language and language use. The state of the 
Netherlands is - at least officially - one of the oldest democracies in the world, 
but that does not mean that in the past the peoplc themselves had the feeling that 
they lived in a democracy. Most of the time they had no feelings at all, I suppose, 
or rather, we do not know wh at they were feeling and we believe they were 
satisfied with their position and (lack of) rights. The situation now is quite differ
ent in the sen se that most of the peoplc in the Netherlands are convinced that they 
have rights and that peoplc arc nol only bom equal but can also live equal to a 
certain exlent. 

In my opinion, the great freedom in spelling, as in other aspects of society 
which used to be ruled by nonns for no other reason than because there should be 
rules (e.g. clothing, music of all kinds), is one of the results of the sixties. This 
sort of revolulionary period changed people 's minds in such a way that no rules 
whatsoever were accepled, simply because they were rules. People leamed to ask 
others and themselves the reasons for many rules and in every case the rules were 
questioned. Also, teaching grammar and pronunciation of the Dutch Language is 
no longer an important part of lhe curriculum. So most people do not have a 
proper idea about whal their language is and wh at it can do. 

History makes it clear thal people want lO try to speak Standard Dutch only to 
achieve something. A person who has everything he or she wants (status, money, 
power, elc.) does not need lO spcak in a different way than he or she likes. 

In 1962, Van den Toom slarted his article about 'cultured language and the 
language of cultured people' with a passage from Thackeray's novel Vanity Fair 
(1848). In that fragment one of the protagonists makes an interesting distinction 
when somebody has made a 'language error': "but rich baronets do not need to be 
careful about grammar, as poor govemesses must be" (quoted by Van den Toom 
1962:158). So Van den Toom concludes lhat in the time of Thackeray rich people 
also had the privilege of making language errors which a poor govemess was not 
allowed to make. So, in fact, correct use of language means nothing else than 
socially acceptable use of languagc. 

In a recent article, Guido Gecrts also makes a connection between power and 
the use of language (1987:169) . He quoles Mey, who states that the real reason 

170 lP.A. Stroop 



for powerlessness is not the absence of communication; rather the latter is in fact 
a symptom of the former: this is the way weakness becomes visible. 

I think it is interesting to be controversial. So I risk the hypothesis that in 
every society in which peoplc can function as equals or in which they have built 
up enough selfconfidence. a uniform Standard Language is no longer a goal to be 
rcached; everbody can stick to his own original language because all language 
varieties arc equal. In ot11er words. social development influences the crcation or 
change of a Standard Language. On this point I completely disagree with Van den 
Toom who states that the more equal people become the more uniform they will 
make their language (Van den Toom 1974: 275-276). It is just the opposite: the 
more equal people are. the more they will stick to their own language. 

I want to go even funher: in cvery situation in which a uniform Standard 
Language is propagatcd. pcople arc more or less unequal and they are discrimi
nated against or have feclings of infcriority. They are misled by stories or tales 
about the need of a Standard Language to achieve something in life. However 
nobody derives his or her power from the Standard Language. but of course this is 
only known to the people who havc powcr .. . and to Thackeray. 

One of the main diffcrences - in my opinion - bctween the situation in 
Belgium and the Ncthcrlands as far as the position and status of Standard Dutch is 
concerned. is that in daily lire more people in the Netherlands are aware of their 
rights than in Belgium. Most people in the Netherlands claim tolerance for them
selves. I of ten have the idea th at in Belgium there is a greater distance between 
the man or woman in the street and the authorities. People also arc less aggressive 
or assertive. So Belgium possesses the kind of respect for authority which is a 
condition for the development of a Standard Language according to the view of 
Van Haeringen. In Belgium. more people see the value and the importance of 
such a language and they arc very sensitive on this point. this apart from the 
political role that the standard language plays there. So I think that me idea of a 
uniform Standard Language as an ideal willlive much longer in Belgium than in 
me Netherlands. But even there it will disappear. And finally we will reach a 
situation in which all types and variants of language are equal. just as it is our 
opinion that people are equal. 

Perhaps this situation will be not unlike the one we met during our stay in 
Canada. a few years ago. One day wc had a very intercsting experience in the 
district of Hamilton. Canada. In some kind of local folklore museum we heard a 
man explaining how to spin wool. He spoke English. but his English was so 
accented that I immediately noticed th at he came from Rotterdam. We were very 
surprised to see that everybody was listening very seriously to what he was 
saying. Nobody. not even the native speakers of English. seemed to be disturbed 
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at all by his language; everybody appreciated his explanation. No remarks, no 
laughs. This was totally different from what we often see in the Netherlands. 

What is it that makes Canada so different from the Netherlands in this respect, 
I pondered. Of course, there is the different history. In the beginning the Nether
lands were a feudal state, with a very complex hierarchy. Since the Middle Ages 
the Netherlands have become a society with different classes: a society in wich a 
few people had a lot of power and money, many people had a little bit of power 
and most pcople had no power or money at all. I think that the respect for only 
one variant, the Standard Language and the negative attitude towards other varie
ties of Dutch, is a heritage of that society. Discrimination, indeed, is inherent in a 
society which has a class-system. 

The situation is complicaled by the fact that until the I9th century the prov
inces in the Netherlands are aUlOnomous, so only during the last two centuries the 
Dutch Standard Language is spreading all over the country. 

Canadian society on the contrary was built by people from everywhere: no
body had more, or was more, than anyone clse. You could say: this society is a 
society wilh equals, because or lhe absence of anything with which one could 
discriminatc. 

Nowadays we see a st rong reduction of many types of discrimination in the 
Netherlands, even of discriminalion of language, which always has been tolerated 
in our society even if it could damage people 's careers.s Now there is an increas
ingly positive attitude towards other people 's language, especially among the 
younger generations. The defense of the old Standard Language however is in the 
hands of the older generation. And here wc encounter another paradox. Modem 
society is growing older, which means that more people are becoming old, but, 
because retirement age is the same as or even earlier than in the past, the most 
eonservative part of society is unemployed and does not play an important role 
anymore. As a result most peoplc on radio and TV who have influence are 
relatively young so what you can hear everyday is more the language of the 
younger generation than that or all generations. Of course, the opinion of the 
younger generation about the Language-situation is important to know, because 
this can give us some insight into their language-choice. 

To find out about this I have rccently done a sm all survey among my students 
in the Department of Netherlandic studies about their opinion of the Standard 
Language. One of the first things worth mentioning is that their definition of a 
Standard Language is quite the same as the one by Jespersen, but at the same time 
they make it clear that this is an unrealistic and undesirable ideal. To the question 
what kind of speech they find irritating, only a minority answered 'dialectal 
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accents'; most students have more problcms wilh affecled speech. This seems lO 
bc the opposite of the way il was in the past. 

Our sludents do nol wanl a uniform Slandard Language, bul il is lheir main 
concern, even lheir only concern, th at people can understand each other. So in 
thcir opinion thcre is only lhc nccd for a language that is general enough. BullO 
reach thal aim il seems no longer necessary for people to lcarn the foreign lan
guage that thc Standard Language for most of them actually is, bul lO let the 
process I have mentioned take its course. By that proccss all varieties, including 
the Slandard variety, arc coming closer, so in lhc end we aulomalically speak 
more or lcss the same language. 

6 Standard Language and Informalisation of Society 

This devclopment of lhe Sl;mdard Language, which I have discussed above and 
which finds ils illustration in the small survey of lhe Amslerdam sludents, is nOL 
an isolaled one; far from it. The work of Norbcn Elias shows that language, and 
in lhis case the Standard Language, is pan of lhe civilisalion process as he 
describes il and as funher dcvcloped by WouIers (1990). According lO Elias the 
essence of lhe civilisalion proccss in Lhc 201h century has two aspecLS: the reduc
tion of conlrasLS and at Lhe same time the incrcasc in variation. 

Talking aboul non-linguislic aspccls of civilisalion Woulers stales thal lhe 
contrasts arc minimalized, the exLremes of bchaviour and emotion arc coming 
closer to each olher, lhe conlinuum of bchaviour, emolion and morals has bccome 
less broad lhan bcfore. The norms by which peoplc judge each other's bchaviour 
arc Icss rigid and non-norm al behaviour is supposed lO be excused by external 
factors and extenualing circumslances. This process as a whole is called 
'informalisation' . 

Of course this informalisalion also reflects on the Standard Language. So 
Hoppenbrouwers (as Van den Toom bcfore) has made a mislake by expecling 
that the civilisalion-process wil! lead LO Lhe slandardisation or the uniformisation 
of lhc common language . The period of informalisalion in which we live now 
causes lhe norms wiLhin socicLy LO bccome freer than bcfore and places people in 
silualions in which lhey have LO make Lheirown rules and norms. They arc thrown 
back upon their own resources; lhey will have lO find lheir own proper balance in 
all thc different circumslances in which they arc placcd. 

As far as languagc is conccmcd Lhis mcans lhat the exlremes (say the dialecLS 
on lhe one hand and lhc homogcncous Slandard Language on lhe olher) are 
disappearing and that the so called Slandard Language is changing into a broad 
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spectrum of variations which are all accepted. This agrees very much with the 
development as described in the previous pages and which differs completely 
from the rather static situation described anddefended by Kloeke. 

In 1924, Van Haeringen had a very different expectation, when he wrote: .. 
The ideal of the future, or let me be more neutral, the direction in which the 
development is going, is that both of these (i.e. the unified language and the 
Dutch of cultured people) arc really identical, in other words, that everybody who 
wants to speak in acultured way will try to unlearn all dialect elements." (My 
translation, JS). He called this irresistablc. 

In 1990, in a period with the best educational system that has ever existed in 
the Netherlands, with the possibility of participation for al most everyone who 
wants to, I dare to say that a unified language, which in no way betrays the 
speaker's origin or status. is further out of reach than ever: bccause of lack of 
interest. it has now disappcared behind the horizon. 
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Notes 

See also the interview with Peter Trudgill in the Dutch paper De Volkskranl 20 oktober 1990: 
'Traditional dialccts are dying in a eatastrophie way' (my translation, JS). 

2 In 1828 Van der Felz, in his days burgomaster of Epe, wrote: 'However to get a good and pure 
language it is necessary to pronounce il exaelly as in the written language, and in such a way that no 
one can hcar the reg ion a pcrson eomes [rom.' (my translation. JS). 
("het evenwel een vereischle is dal, om eene goede zuivere taal te hebben men die behoort uit te 
spreken zo als dezelve geschreven word I zonder Ie kunnen horen in welke Streek des Lands iemand 
thuis behoorI;") (See: Daan 1989: 198). 
) This is also the opinion of lhe Dlileh I:Ulguage-invesligator and dialectologisl Prof. dr. A. 
Weijnen, as he lold me. 

Personal informalion by Mrs M. Rarend -Van Haeftcn, leacher in Didaclics, University of Amsler
dam. 
5 This kind of discriminalion is nol unlike lhe discriminalion by for example a TV -stalion which 
refuses a pcrson because of COIOUT of skin ; in lhe lalIer case the discriminalion is covered by other 
argumenls, discrimination by language is defended straight and opcnly. See also Daan 1989: 238. 
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Abstract 

C. van Bree 

The stability of language elements 

in present-day eastern Standard-Dutch and 
eastern Dutch dia/ects 

In this articJe I will give a survey of my investigations conceming the mutual 
relationships and influences of dialect and standard language. Successively I will 
discuss: (1) the notion stability of language clements (in fonner publications I 
occasionally used the term resistance (Dutch resistentie)); (2) the specific lan
guage contact situation in Twente, a region in the cast of the Netherlands; (3) the 
investigations carried out in this region; (4,5) the most important results of two 
series of interviews. Section 4 is devoted to the regional variety of the standard 
language, section 5 to the ncw fonn of dialect th at is coming into being through 
the influence of the standard language. I will conc1ude my paper with a summary 
and same final remarks (6). I 

The not i on of stability 

The central theme of my investigations is the stability of I angu age elements. (The 
notion elcmcnts should be understood in as broad a sensc as possible: it aIso 
inc1udes pattems and rules.) For the purpose of clarity, it is useful to view the 
phenomenon of stability in connection with the two transfer types distinguished 
by Van Coetsem in his book (Van Coetsem 1988): souree language (sl) agentivity 
and recipient language (rl) agentivity. The stability of language elements c1early 
manifests itself in the process of second language leaming. This process involves 
sI agentivity, sa called because the speaker of the source language is the agent. 
(The source language is the language in which he has the greatest proficiency: 
L I .) An important aspect of si agentivity is imposition or, to use an old-fashioned 
tenn, substrate influence: the second language lcamer, trying to speak L2, trans
fers material from Ll to L2, e.g. pronunciation peculiarities ("shibboleths") re
sulting in L2 spoken wilh an "accent". The process of second language leaming 
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mayalso involve rl agentivity. Rl agentivity means that the speaker of the recipi
ent Ianguage is the agent. (The recipient Ianguage is the Ianguage in which he has 
the greatest proficiency: L 1.) The second Ianguage 1eamer. in speaking Lt. bor
rows elements. mostly words. from L2 (borrowing in the strict sense of the term). 
Elements that may easily be transferred from Lt to L2 are cal led stabIe; elements 
that are easily borrowed from L2 arc called unstable. 

The problem is: what determines the degree of stability? Certainly. an impor
tant factor is the degree of consciousness (see diagram 1): the less the speaker is 
aware of cenain c1emenLs. the more easily they will penetrate from LI into L2 
and the smaller the chance is that they will bc borrowed. To a great extent the 
degree of consciousness may be explained by the process of first language lcam
ing. 

Diagram 1: CaIHes of stahility 

fund:unT a! stability - --- - ) tota! 'fbility ----~) imposition 

consciousness 

l eamability 

L I acquisition 

(abstraction. di fference 
form-content. automatization) 

consciousness 

r attitudinal factors 

r secondary factors 

t 
L2 acquisition 

An imponant result of this process is the degree of abstraction of language 
elements. Syntactic elcmenLs (constructions and word order rules) are character
ized by a high degree of abstraction. Wc therefore deftne these elements in terms 
of general functions. word classes. and posiLions. Here wc arc dealing mostly 
with frequently used. abstract structures. immediatcly accessible 10 Ihe speaker 
and waiting for lexical insenion. The degree of consciousness is low and there
fore Ihe degree of stability high. Wc shall see. however. that it seems to make 
sense 10 differentiate within syntax: in comparison with conslructions. word or-
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ders are less stabIe, probably because we are here dealing with, more salient, 
formal aspects. 

Words with their specific sound structures and meanings are concrete. As a 
consequence, the degree of consciousness is much higher. Possibly, sound struc
tures are more salient than meanings. However, we should separate the class of 
words termed function words from that of content words. Function words are 
words which either indicate rclationships within a sentence (prepositions and 
conjunctions) or make references (e.g. pronouns). Anicles, too, belong to this 
group. Because of their function of establishing relationships and to make refer
ences within the sentencc, function words may be considered as belonging to 
syntax in the broadest sense of the word . They arc characterized by fairly abstract 
mcanings : their function is more one of sentence structuring than of independ
ently transferring information. The speaker is not strongly aware of them; there
fore, they often turn out to be very stabIe . Adverbs of time and place, indicating 
more external aspects of statcs of affairs , arc an intermediate category between 
function words and content words proper. 

An interesting problcm is whether words belonging to the central (primary) 
section of the lexicon should be separated within the c1ass of content words. It is 
true that, in genera\, these words do not easily penetrate from L 1 into L2, but they 
arc not easily borrowed from L2 by an L1 speaker either. Consequently, they 
seem to be both unstablc and stabIe at the same time. In my opinion they are 
unstable like all other content words. That they are not easily borrowed is a 
consequence of the fact that there is no need for such borrowing. 

The subphonological (phonetic) domain also turns out to be very stabIe: all 
the subtIe articulatory movements wc make in realizing phonemes. Here a high 
degree of automati zation and, therefore, unconsciousncss is involved. Conse
quently, we have to take into account not only the degree of abstraction and the 
diffcrence between form and content, but also the degree of automatization. 

Reducing morphology to the same common denominator seems to be diffi
cult. It makes a great difference whether wc are dcaling with generally applicable 
rules or with alternation pallems restricted to a fcw words. Cenainly, frequency 
plays a mIe in the case of such an aIternation paLtern: the more often it occurs in 
speech, the more firmly it will be implanted. We should, ho wever, distinguish 
frequency from functionalload: it is possible th at a certain alternation only occurs 
in a few words (a small functional load) and yet, these words may be so frequent 
that the alternation often occurs in speech (compare Van Coctsem 1988, 26). 
Hencc, frequency mayalso be a factor in some cases.2 

It is a remarkable fact that inncction is seldom transferred from one language 
to another, not only in the case of rl agentivity, but also (unless the two languages 
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are closely related) in the case of sI agentivity. However, another phenomenon 
may occur in the case ofsl agentivity, namely a drastic morphological reduction. 
On account of the fact that innection is seldom borrowed (in the strictest sense of 
the word), we may state th at it is a (relatively) stabIe domain. Verbal inflection 
seems to be more stabIe than nominal innection: verbal endings are more easily 
transferred from L1 (e.g. a dialect) to a closely related L2 (e.g. a standard lan
guage); on the other hand endings of noun plurals are sometimes borrowed (com
pare Standard Dutch gymnasium - gymnasia). Such plural endings, however, are 
always borrowed in complete words. The same applics to affixes; borrowing of 
aftixes in such a way is a well-known phenomenon, whereas affixes like (nomi
nal) endings do not easily penetrate from L2 into L1. Composition seems to be a 
domain closely related to syntax. 

I will caU the stability resulting from the process of first language acquisition 
fundamental stability. Here language domains rather than separate elements are 
involved. Global statements seem to be meaningful, e.g. constructions are more 
stablc than content words and the phonetic level is more stabIe than the phono
logicallevel. As we have seen, the degree of consciousness is an important factor 
detennining fundamental stability . A second factor, also a result of the process of 
first language acquisition, is the leamability or "unlearnability" of peculiarities. 
A speaker may bc aware of certain peculiarities, e.g. at the level of pronunciation 
or intonation, but these peculiarities are so automatized and so difficult to un
learn, that they arc very persistent (compare Van Coctsem 1988,27). 

Fundamental stability is an important part of the stability ultimately resulting 
during the process of second language learning. Secondary factors may th en 
influence the degree of consciousness and consequently the degree of stability. 1 
mention the following factors, without trying to be exhaustive: 
1. The frequency of elements in L2 input deviating from L1 : the more often such 
elements are heard, at (about) the same level of fundamental stability, the more 
quickly they will become part of one 's awareness. 
2. The degree of deviation of the transferred L 1 material in relation to the target 
language (L2): the grealer lhe devialion, the sooner it will bccome part of one's 
awareness. This factor becomes more important as the process of second lan
guage learning progresses. 
3. The consequences wilh respect lO comprehensibility within L2: an incorrectly 
used word may cause misunderslandings and consequently will easily become 
part of one 's awareness. 
4. The degree of regional (and social) spread : the greater the regional (and social) 
spread, the greater the stability . A certain deviation from L2, often heard by a 
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second language leamer in his neighbourhood, will not easily become part ofhis 
awareness. 

At the end of this (incomplete) enumeration I would like to emphasize two 
points: 1. the relative character of Û1e factors mentioned here: they all take effect 
in a language-in-contactsituation; 2. the variability of the factors: they become 
less important as Û1e process of second language leaming progresses. 

In addition, I will mention two oÛ1er factors . First, an attitudinal factor: e.g. in 
how far does one really want to lose one 's accent? In other words, will accent be 
preserved in order to express regional or social identity? Second, the possible 
influence of instruction: a second language may also be leamt at school. Prob
ably, however, there is arelation between the stability caused by factors men
tioned already and the degree of attention paid to certain phenomena in the 
classroom. An inquiry among primary school teachers in Twente clearly points in 
this direction. See Van Bree 1988. 

2 The language contact situation in Twente 

I tested my ideas about stability by means of investigations into the mutual 
relationships and influences of dialect and standard language. These investiga
tions were carried out between 1982 and 1987 in Twente, a typical Outch dialect 
region in the east of the Netherlands, ne ar the German border. 

I will begin by outlining the language contact situation in Twente. In Twente 
there is still a clear difference between dialect and standard language. We may 
characterize the situation in Twente as an intensive contact situation (compare the 
notion intimate borrowing in Bloomficld 1979, chapter 26): the two varieties do 
not belang to a language continuum and are spoken in the same region. The 
standard language is clearly the socially dominant language, which causes the 
dialect to gradually lose its function. 

For Û1e sake of clarity, 1 will distinguish two opposite prototypical stages. Of 
course, in reality there may be many transitional situations. Ourlng these two 
stages a language shift over different generations is involved. A language shift is 
also possible during the lifetime of an individual. However, I will exclude this 
situation from the picture. 

At the first stage (see diagram 2), the dialect (0) is the first language and the 
standard language (S) is the second language of the dialect speakers. In this 
situation Û1e dialect borrows (unstable) elements, mostly words, from the stand
ard language (rl agentivity; arrow I. area a) . The reverse influence, dialect on 
standard language, is more penetrating: stabie elements, e.g. pronunciation pecu-
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liarities arc transferred from the dialect to the standard language (si agentivity, 
imposition; arrow 2, area b). However, wc should not only to take imposition into 
account, but also other factors typical of the process of second language leaming: 
rcduction as a result of avoidance strategics (Van Coetsem 1988,50: proficiency
related reduction) and intemal changes like paradigmatic lcvelling and analogical 
extcnsion resulting in simplification. 

Diagram 2: The language contact situation 
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As the process of second languagc Ieaming via interlanguagc stages proceeds, 
imposition and reduction and, after a temporary incrcase, also intemally induced 
change, disappcar. Howcvcr, this occurs at a decrcasing rate (Van Coetsem 1988, 
55). It is a wcll-known fact that sccond language acquisition hardly ever reaches 
total completion. In the grcat majority of cases fossilization occurs at a certain 
point in the process . Fossilization may lead to a new language variety via a 
process of stabilization and convcntionalization. This is exemplified by pidgins 
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and also by regional vanetics of a standard language, e.g. the standard vanety 
spoken in Twente. 

At the second stage, function loss goes on: more and more parents use the 
standard language in contact situations with their children, because they think it is 
better for their future. This results in children leaming the dialect from the peer 
groups (in the street). The standard language begins to play the role of the first 
language and the dialect the roJe of the second language. This language shift 
implies imperfect Jearning and structure Joss because the correcting and stimulat
ing model of the older peoplc steadiJy begins to fail. Consequently, the dialect of 
the semi-speakers (Dorian J981) is charactenzed by intense interference from the 
standard language (arrows 3 and 4). Moreover, there is a large amount of 
simplication and reduction. These processes result in forms of dialect that are 
very much simplified and influcnced by the standard language. It is important, 
however, to take into account th at the standard language exerting this influence 
underwent the influence from the dialect at the preceding stage. This means that 
stabIe matenal transferred from the dialect to the standard language at the first 
stage is also transferred from the standard Janguage to the dialect at the second 
stage (arrow 3, area b). But at this stage, eJements onginating from the standard 
language are transferred as weil (arrow 4, area c). The reverse influence of the 
dialect on the standard language is not very intense at this stage because of the 
social dominance of the Jatter. Thcrefore, there is no arrow indicating this influ
ence in the diagram. 

The resuJt of all these processcs is, on the one hand, a regional variety of the 
standard language containing stabIe elements onginating from the onginal dia
lect (arrow 2, area b), and, on the other hand, a new form of dialect (or semi
dialect) containing the same stabJe eJements onginating from the onginal dialect 
(arrow 3, area b), stabIe eJements onginating from the onginal standard language 
(arrow 4, area c), less stabJe elcments onginating from the onginal dialect (area 
d) and unstable elements originating from the standard language at the first stage 
(area a) . (In the latter case we can aJso speak of a regiolect: see section 6.) These 
intermediate vaneties have great advantages for the speakers; they imply a cer
tain solution to the probJem of biJingualism. The speaker need not have a perfect 
command of dialect and standard Janguage and may remain loyal to both varie
ties. 

So far we have approached the topic in terms of vaneties: a new form of 
dialect and a regional vancty of the standard language. More precisely, two 
language continua come into bcing: on the one hand, a standard continuum reach
ing from the "purest" standard Janguage 10 standard language most influenced by 
the dialect (I will not enter into lhe question of where we should draw the line as 
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to what is still acceptable), and on the other hand, a dialectal continuum reaching 
from the "purest" dialect 10 dialect most inOuenced by the standard Ianguage. We 
can now formulate our problcm more concretely: which originally dialectal ele
ments frequently appcar in the standard continuum and which standard elements 
frequently appear in the dialectal continuum? 

At this point it is possible to introduce a distinction within the notion of 
stabilily. So far we have rclated the notion to the second language leamer: ele
ments easily borrowed from L2 are unstable, elements easily transferred from Ll 
10 L2 are stabJe. It is also possible to rclate the notion 10 language variety: which 
elements are maintained in a variety during a certain interval of time? As we shall 
see, it is important to distinguish bet ween these two interpretations of the notion 
of stability: speaker-relalcd stability and variety-related stability. 

3 The investigations 

In this section I will give a survey of the investigations carried out so far. (For 
more details see Van Bree 1985, 1988 and 1991.) 

In 1982 and 1983, 30 dialect speakers were interviewed in Haaksbergen and 
Enschede: 10 malcs and 10 femalcs in Haaksbergen, and 10 males in Enschede. 
Each group contained 5 persons aged between 20 and 30 years and 5 persons 
aged between 60 and 70 years. Enschede is a large industrial town near the 
German border which had 141,890 inhabitants in 1979. Haaksbergen is a large 
industrial and agricuJtural village, also near the German border and 11 km. south
west of Enschede. It had a population of 21,560 in 1980. These series of inter
views were focussed on stability within the dialect. They consisted of various 
language production tesL<; including translating words and sentences from Stand
ard Dutch into dialect, finding words or complcting or choosing sentences corre
sponding to pictures or given situations, and forming sentences by placing given 
words in an acceptable sequence. 

The second series of investigations was carried out between 1985 and 1987 in 
Borne, where 42 dialect speakers (21 males and 21 females aged between 20 and 
75 years) were interviewed. Borne is a large industrial and agricultural village in 
the centre of Twente which had 18,910 inhabitants in 1979. This time the focus 
was on the inOuence of the dialect on the standard language. The interviews 
consisted panly of language production tests: translating sentences from the dia
lect into Standard Dutch, finding Standard Dutch words or completing Standard 
Dutch sentences corresponding to pictures, and forming Standard Dutch sen
tences by placing words in an acceptable sequcnce. An acceptability test was also 
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included in the inten'iew: the infonnant had to judge Standard Dutch sentences, 
some of them containing Twentisms, as regards "correctness". In the case of 
disapproval , the infonnant had to indicate the "incorrect" element and to rectify 
it. This was necessary because an infonnant may disapprove of a sentence for an 
unexpected reason.3 Afterwards, a second acceptability test, in a written fonn, 
was performed. In this test comparable sentences with or without a Twentism 
were to be judged not in isolation but in contrast with each other. Four sentences 
were added to complete the first acceptability test. 

In both series of inten'iews several categories of infonnants were excluded: 
Dutch teachers, teachers in primary schools, persons with a university education, 
executives, members of dialect circ1es: in general, people presumably having a 
strong sense of language standards. Social class was never a variabIe; on the 
contrary, especiaUy in the investigations in Haaksbergen and Enschede, an even 
distribution of occupational groups (manual workers, white-collar workers and, 
in Haaksbergen, also fanners) over the several ceUs was aimed at. 

All inten'iews were carried out in an infonnal atmosphere, namely in the 
homes of the infonnants. Tests were presented in a written fonn, and oral re
sponses were required, with the exception of the second acceptability test in 
Borne (see above). 

The following linguistic domains were included in the inten'iews: use of 
constructions, use of function words (in Borne only), word orders, adverbs of 
time and place, content words, lexical phonology, and morphology. Pronuncia
ti on and intonation were not investigated.4 The sources of reference for the Twente 
dialect were Bezoen 1948, Wanink 1948, Nuijtens 1962, Vredenberg 1969 and 
1970, and Van Bree 1981. In addition to these works, the available dietionaries 
on the subject provided a further souree of reference: Schönfeld Wichers 1979 
and 1983, and Dijkhuis 1981. These sources were considered to be representative 
of the establishement of the old dialect nonn. 

Examples of characteristics of the Twente dialect (Twentisms) are given 
below; syntactic examples arc given in Standard Dutch translation. Between 
brackets a (sometimes literal) translation into English is given. I define Twentisms 
as elements deviating from what I myself as a western speaker consider to be the 
Standard Dutch nonn. (The reader only interested in the results may skip the rest 
of this section.) 
a. constructions. It is dif/ïcult to lind a case in which the Twente dialect (TD) has 
a construction entirely different from Standard Dutch (SD). Constructions used in 
the Twente dialect in a way different from that in Standard Dutch are, however, 
rather frequent. An example is the so-called band lek-construction. A Standard 
Dutch speaker (from the western regions) says, in the case of a punctured bicycle 
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tyre: ik heb een lekke band (I i lt. 'I have a flat tyre '), whereas a speaker from 
Twente can say: ik heb de band lek (litt. 'I have the tyre flat'). This eastern 
sentence is an instance of the construct ion containing the verb hebben ('to have ') 
+ direct object + predicative adjunct. This construction is also possible in Stand
ard Dutch: compare eindelijk had ik de klas rustig (lilt. 'finally I had the class 
calm '), but in this case effort on the part of the subject is implied. In the band lek
senten ce it is a malter of something happening to the subject. The construction 
containing hebben + direct object + predicative adjunct is in its turn an example 
of the general construction containing a predicative adjunct: compare SD ik vind 
dat boek leuk (litt. 'I think that book nice'). 

In the Twente dialect a deviant use of constructions containing an indirect 
object is also made. Com pare SD moeder poetst haar tandjes (li tt. 'Mother brushes 
her litüe tecth' , namely those of her linie daughter) with TD moeder poetst haar 
de tandjes ('Mother brushes her the liltle teeth ') containing a so-called possessive 
dative. Compare also SD vorig jaar hebben zijn ouders een huis voor hem gekocht 
(' last year his parcnts bought a house for him ') with TD vorig jaar hebben zijn 
ouders hem een huis gekocht ('last year his parcnts bought him a house') contain
ing a bcnefactive. In (western) Standard Dutch such constructions are in general 
only used in a figurative sensc. 
b. function words. Comparc SD hij heeft het aan zijn schildklier lilt. 'he has 
something (wrong) on (with) his thyroid gland' with TD hij heeft het met de 
schildklier. Note the use of the preposition met instead of aan and the use of the 
definite article instead of the possessive pronoun (the Twente dialect has astrong 
preference for the definitc articIc whcreas (western) Standard Dutch prefers the 
possessive pronoun). Compare the use of the definite article in the examples 
already given: ik heb de band lek en moeder poetst haar de tandjes. 
c. word order. Compare SD met vakantie gaan kan niet altijd lilt. 'to go on 
holiday is not always possible' wilh TD met vakantie gaan kan altijd niet (note 
the different order altijd niet). Compare also SD we zijn gisteren wezen wandelen 
'we went for a walk yesterday' wilh TD we zijn gisteren wandelen geweest (no te 
the different order wandelen geweest and the concomitant use of the past partici
ple geweest in stead of the infinitivc wezen). And compare SD ik moet mijn fiets 
laten maken 'I have to have my bicycle repaired' (auxiliary + main verb) with TD 
ik moet mijn fiets maken laten (main vcrb + auxiliary). 
d. morphology. Compare the following examples: SD kind 'child' - kinderen 
'kinderen' with TD kind - kinder (deviant plural ending); SD zak 'bag' - zakken 
'bags' with TD zak - zekke (deviant plural ending5 + Umlaut); SD lamp 'lamp' -
lampje 'linIe lamp' with TD lamp - lempke (deviant suffix + Umlaut). Other 
examples arc given below (sec seclion 5). 
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e. content words. Compare SD mollen 'moles' with TD weuln (Haaksbergen, 
Enschede), related 10 SD woelen 'to burrow', or vrootn (Borne), related to SD 
wroeten 'id.'. Here lhe dialect has a clearly different word. Compare also SD 
kuieren 'to walk' with TD kuiern 'to talk' . Here the dialect has the "same" word 
but with a different meaning. 
f. adverbs of time and place. Compare SD soms 'somelimes' with TD mangs (a 
different word) and SD ik ga naar Groningen 'I am going to Groningen' with TD 
ik ga naar Groningen heen (note the deviant use of the adverb heen (hen), 
indicating di stance, German hin). 
g. lexicalphonology. Compare SD eend [e.nt] with TD èènde [End~] 'duck'. Here 
standard language and dialect have the "same" word but, from the point of view 
of the standard language, deviant phonemes are used in the dialect. (A Twent 
using the form eend has chosen the right phonemes but his pronunciation may 
still reveal his origins: e.g. he pronounces a pure monophthong [e.] whereas a 
western Standard Dutch speaker pronounces a slight diphlhong. This is purely a 
matter of phonetic (subphonological) interference. Of course phonetic interfer
ence may have phonological consequences. If a speaker of a dialect without 
rounded vowels unrounds the rounded vowels of the standard language, this 
would imply the loss of a phonological contrast in that language.) 

4 The regional variety of the standard language 

4·1 Results 

What dialectal elements arc characteristic of the regional variety originating from 
the influence of the dialect on the standard language at the first stage (see diagram 
2)? To answer this question wc will consider the results of the Borne investiga
ti ons (see table 1). (For more details see Van Bree 1988. Some of the results given 
in that article deviate from those given here because certain calculations have 
been redone.) 
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Tab1e 1: The results in Borne 

:--~-- -- -
young: 

lransl. prodct. accepl.l average accepl.2 old 

1. consLruclions 90.8 37.8 80.8 69.8 (1) 66 0.91 (2) 
2. f unclion words 66.2 41 93.9 67 (2) 56 0.94 (1) 
3. word order 36 14.5 31 27.2 (3) 17.6 0.79 (4) 
4. adverbs 18 2 22.7 14.2 (4) 18.7 0.87 (3) 
5. content words 0 0 14 4.7 (5) - 0.65 (5) 
6. lex Jon.aspcct 0 () () 0 (7) - 0 (7) 
7. morphology I 0 i 8 2.8 3.6 (6) - 0.23 (6) 

-- -- . - ! - - --, 
1. "band lek"-c. 100 , 68.5 90 86.2 76 

ind.obj.c. 81.5 I 7 71.5 53.3 56 
poss.dat.c. 74 
benef.c. 89 

-- - ~-

2. def.art. 87.3 

I 7 86 55.7 74 

1··-· 
57 - 38 

92.8 87.2 47 1 81.5 
preposilion 45 ~ _JO 95 50 65 

3. maken laten 43 I () 17 20 0 
I 

inf. + geweest 29 
altijd niet 

. _~~ I 
-

I 29 38 32 35 
I - 38 - 18 

. - . 

Table I gives the relevant results of four subdivisions for the entire group of 
infonnants: the translation test , the language production tests and !he two accept
ability tests. The lïgures, with the exception of the far right column, indicate !he 
dialect scores in percentages: e .g. 18 means that the dialect fonns were produced 
or approved of in 18% of the possible cases. In calculalion the averages, I did not 
use the second acceptability test because only four domains were included in it 
and a few infonnants either did not react, or did not react in an adequate way. The 
numbers in the far right column were oblained by dividing the average percent
ages obtained for the young informanLs (bet ween 20 and SO years) by those of !he 
old infonnants (over SO years ). They give an indication of the ra te at which !he 
nonns of the informants adapt or do not adapt lO the nonn of the standard lan
guage. In this case il is possible lO speak of an apparent-time comparison: the 
reaclions of the young informanls compared with the reactions of the old ones. 
The other figures arc based on a real-lime comparison: the reactions of the in
fonnanls now compared wilh the old dialect nonn as found in the above-men
tioned reference books (see seclion 3) . 
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Order of ranking is indicated by the figures between the brackets. Dashes 
mean th at a certain case was not included or that the calculation of an average did 
not make sensc. Thc figures for the indirect object constructions are ave rages 
based on thc possessive dative construction and the benefactive construction. 

4·2 Discussion 

An important feature of the regional varicty is the dialectal use, not only of 
constructions, but also of function words. In three columns (two tests and the age 
coefficients) function words even have the highest position in the ranking order. 
In the case of the use of constructions and of function words we are dealing with 
syntax (in the broadest sensc) for which wc may expcct a high degree of funda
mental stability. Wc may add lO this lhat thc diffcrences bet ween the dialect and 
Standard Dutch arc very subtIe (lhey arc also of linIe importance for comprehen
sion) and that the phenomena at issue arc not only charactcristic of the Twente 
dialect but also of many easlem dia\ccts outside Twente (see e.g. Van Bree 1981). 
Subtie differenccs and a wide regional spread are secondary factors furthering 
stability. 

The results show th al Lhere arc intercsting differences between separate con
structions and function words. In all cases the band lek-construction appears to be 
more stabie than the dative constructions. The definite article has a rather strong 
position among the funclion words. It is interesting that in the first acceptability 
test the preposition aan in hij heeft ' t aan zijn hart (litt. 'he has something 
(wrong) on (with) his heart ') was changed into thc dialectal met ('with ') by 17% 
of the infonnants. 

We wiII now look at word order. Word order shows intermediate scores; it 
occupies third position in the ranking order of thc averages and founh position in 
the ranking order of the age coeflicients. The combination infinitive + geweest 
(past participle) occupies a fairly strong position; in the first acceptability test 
standard Dutch wezenfietselI (inlinilive + infinitive;fietsen 'to cycle') was changed 
into dialcctal fietsen geweest (inlinitive + past participlc) by 10% of the inform
ants. The dialectal word order maken laten (main verb + auxiliary) scores remark
ably highly in the translation lest, probably because the informants were very 
much inclined to translate word for word . That word order scores lower than use 
of constructions and funclion words is in agreement with our hypotheses: in the 
case of word order fonnal aspects arc at issue. Word order pcnetrates rather easily 
from dialect into standarc1language, butless easily than use of constructions and 
function words. 

Content words, however, do not easily penetrate from the dialect into the 
standard Ianguage: they occupy firth position in both the avcrage column and in 
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the age coeflicient column. This is in agreement with our expectations: content 
words are not stabIe. This is quite understandable: the degree of fundamental 
stability is low. Furthennore, dcviations from the target language may be great 
and there is a considerabIe chance of misunderstandings: compare the case of 
different forms TD weuln or vroom with SD mollen 'moles' and the case of 
different meanings TD kuiern 'to talk' with SD kuieren 'to walk'. We may add to 
this that lexical deviations often have a limited regional spread: e.g. in Haaksbergen 
the dialect word for 'moles' is weuln but in Borne, 16 km from Haaksbergen, the 
dialect word is vroom. A fact worth mentioning is that in the first acceptability 
test kuieren meaning ' to walk' (in conl'onnity with Standard Dutch) was di sap
proved of by 90% of the informants. This is an interesting example of 
hypercorrection. 

Adverbs of time and place hold an inlermediate position: fourth position in 
the ave rages and thire! posilion in lhe age coefficients, alternating with word 
order. In all cases they are more slabIe lhan content words and less stabie than 
(use ol) function words . This posilion belween content words and (use of) func
tion words is in agreement with our cxpectalions. 

The lexical phonological aspecl is very unstable. It occupies the lowest posi
tion in the columns of Llverages aml age coerticients; in all cases the score is zero. 
This is no surprise. In any case, the greal dcviation from the standard language is 
a factor: compare TD pien [pi .nl wilh SD pijn [ptin] 'pain' and TD boek [buk] 
with SD buik [b:-leik]'belly, sloll1ach '. In lhc lattercase there is also a chance ofa 
misunderstanding arising I'rom confusion with the standard Dutch word boek 
[buk] meaning 'book'. 

Similarly, dialeclal morphology does nol easily penetrate from the dialect 
into the standard language : il occupies sixlh position both in the averages and in 
the age coerticienls . This is a rcmarkable facl, at leasl, in so far as inflection is 
concerned. We have already paid allention to this in section I, where the possi
bilities of simplilicalion and rcduclion were poinled oUl, and we may wonder if 
we can lind traces or such phenomena in a regional variety of a standard lan
guage. It is inleresting lhal Nuijlens, in his famous book about language use in 
Borne (Nuijtens 1962: 150 et seq.), mentions the frequent use of pcrifrastic doen 
'to do' by bilingual inhabitanls of Twcnte speaking Standard Dutch. It is possible 
th at they do so in order 10 avoie! the deviant verbal innection of the standard 
language . Here an avoidanee slralegy causes reduction, possibly wiLh an impor
tant impacL upon lhc regional variely of the standard language. 

The conclusion which may bc drawn is LhaL dialccLal use of consLructions and 
function words and, 10 a Icsser degree, dialecLal word order and use of adverbs of 
time and placc, casily pcnclrale from lhe dialect into Lhe standard language and 
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become elements of a regional slandard variety. We certainly may add peculiari
ties of pronunciation and intonation. Content words, the lexical phonological 
aspect, and morphology do nOL penelrate from the dialect into the standard lan
guage. In the case of morphology, however, simplification and reduction are 
possible. 

To sum up: regional varicties of thc slandard language are especially deter
mined by subtle forms of imposition. This is a consequence of the fact that 
conventionalization, in the Netherlands in any case, takes place at a rather late 
point in the proccss of languagc acquisition, a point not far from the ultimate 
goal: the superregional standard norm. For the special situation in Flanders see 
e.g. WilIemyns 1987. 

5 The new form of dialect 

5·1 The resu/ts 

Which dialectal clements are mainlained in the dialect (variety-related stability)? 
To answer this question wc will consider the results of the Haaksbergen and 
Enschede interviews (sec lable 2) . (For more details see Van Bree 1985.) 

Table 2: The results in Haaksbergen en Enschede 

I 
,-------------~I-· 

1. constructions 
2. word order 
3. advcrbs 
4. content words 
5. lex.phon.aspect 
6. morphology 

6. 3 sg. pres.lense 
past tense 
plurals 
diminutives 

i 

I 
I 

avcrage 
-- ~- _. - ---

99 (1) 
26 (6) 
74 .5 (3) 
43 (5) 
80 (2) 
68 (4) 

---~-_.~--

79 (1) 
46 (4) 
58 (3) 
77 (2) 

L-_____________ _ l_ ._--- - ~ - ---

young:old 
---------

1 (1) 
0.7 (6) 

I 

0.92 (2) 
0.73 (5) 
0.85 (3) 
0.78 (4) 

0.94 (1) 
0.58 (4) 
0.78 (2) 
0.73 (3) 

Table 2 gives lhe resuIts for the entire group of informants. The figures in the left 
column indicate the dialect scores in percentages for the total group of inform
ants: e.g. 43 means that for 43% of the items the informants indicated knowledge 
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of the old dialect fonns (real-time comparison). The figures in the right column 
have been obtained by dividing the percentages obtained for the young infonn
ants (20-30) by those for the old informants (60-70) (apparent-time comparison). 
They give an indicalion of lhe rale al which the dialect adapts or does not adapt to 
the standard language. The subdivisions for morphology are given separately 
because they were important parts of lhe interview and show divergent results. 
Figures bel ween brackels indicale order of ranking. 

5·2 Discussion 

At the first stage (see diagram 2) Ihe innuence of the standard language on the 
dialect is not very penelraling: content words in the standard language are bor
rowed by the dialect (rl agentivily), but mostly they are words for new things and 
notions. Addition of words from Ihe slandard language takes pI ace. At the second 
stage the dialect as a secOlld language is very much in1luenced by the standard 
language as a firsllanguage (imposilion); in addition, imperfect learning causes 
simplification and reduclioll . Which elements are stable and which clements are 
unstable al dialect level? To answer Ihis queslion we will now consider the results 
of the Haaksbergen and Enschede interviews. 

The Iypical use of conslruclions maintains itselfvery well in dialect: in both 
columns it occupies !he highesl posilion and the scores are very high. (Differ
ences between !he separale conslruclions are negligible .) Unfortunately, function 
words were not included in the inlerviews in Haaksbergen and Enschede, but on 
the basis of the Borne results we may assume that the use of function words is 
also stabIe in the dialect and, once again, we certainly may add to this peculiari
ties of pronunciation and intonation . The elcments in question easily penetrate 
from the standard language, ver)' much influenced by the dialect at the first stage, 
into the dialect al the seCOlld slage (si agenlivity). The clements in question are 
also frequent in the dialect input or Ihe children (deficient though it is) and they 
are the same in !he slandard language and Ihe dialect. 

We will now look al Ihe conlent words. They turn out 10 be unstable in the 
dialect: note the lïfth position in bOlh columns. The fact that the dialect borrows 
words from the standard language al the nrst stage is, of course, not suf/ïcient to 
explain !hese reSuIL'i. There are reasons to expect content words not to penetrate 
easily from the standard language into the dialect: the degree of fundamental 
stability is low, the deviations from the larget language, the dialect, are great and 
there is, at first sight, a considerable chance of misunderstandings. Consider a 
DUlchman who tries 10 acquire English as a second language. He will certainly do 
his best to !cam a number or rrequently used words as soon as possible in order to 
get by in an English-speaking environment. Wc may expect that a child learning 
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dialect on the basis of the slandard language soon learns the typical dialect words 
in a comparab!c way. However, wc have to take into account the social context in 
which a child acquires the dialect. Conlrary to the situation in which a Dutchman 
!carns English, the second language, lhe dialect, is not socially dominant. The 
whole environment is marked by lhe standard language as the language of the 
dominant culture, and, morcover, il is not necessary to !cam dialect words be
cause everyone underSlands lhe standard language. This causes a drastic 
relexification: even very common dialect words disappear and standard language 
words are used instead of them . ConsequenLly, at the second stage content words, 
in spite of their fundamental unstability and the fairly great differences between 
dialect and standard language, turn out to be stabIe (spcaker-re1ated stability): 
they easily penetrate from the standard language into dialect, and that causes 
lexical unstability in lhe dialect (variely-relaled stability). The case ofthe content 
words iIlustrates how important it is to differentiate between the two kinds of 
stability : speaker-related slability and variety-related stability (see section 2). It 
also illustrates how important it is to take into account the difference in social 
dominance hetween varictics in contact. 

Wc may cxpcct advcrbs of time and place to occupy an intermediate position 
bctween (use of) function words (not investigated) and content words. Indeed 
they turn out to he more stabIe in the dialect than the content words: compare the 
third placc in the avcrage column and the second place in the age coefficient 
column. 

Converscly, thc lexical phonological aspect occupies second place in the 
avcrage column and third place in the age coefficient column. In spite of deficient 
dialect input, children easily Icarn the typical dialect phonemes in special words. 
A factor may be the frequcncy of many deviant phonemes, e.g. the Twente dialect 
phoneme Ii./ in stead of Standard Dutch IEil <ij> in picn 'pain', diek 'dike', wiezn 
'to point' etc. Morcover, the devialions arc great and might cause misunderstand
ings. (On the other hand, lhe systern of vowcl correspondenccs between the 
standard language and the dialect is rather complicated: e.g. both TD [a.] and TD 
[J .] <oa> correspond to SD la. I (SD wagen - TD waagn, SD slapen - Tw. sloapn). 
This may cause hypcrcorrections in the dialect ("hyperdialectisms"): instead of 
waagn, woagn is pronounced.) But wc have to take into account a still more 
important auitudinal factor: dialect speakers and also semi-speakers may con
sider sounds as pre-eminemly typical of the dialect and as a means 10 express 
regional identity (compare Hudson 1980,44). 

Morphology occupics an illlenTIediate (fourth) position in both columns. This 
can be considered to conform wilh our expectations: on the one hand, morphol
ogy is related to syntax (constructions and word orders) because 10 a certain 
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extent it is alsa a matter af rules, but an Lhe ather hand, it is related ta the lexicon 
bccause it is alsa a maller af lexical elemenLS (endings, affixcs). 

The differences belween the several subdivisians, hawever, are cansiderable. 
The 3rd persan singular present tense af slrong verbs maintains iLSelf remarkably 
weIl. ExampIcs are: slaapn [~.I 'ta sleep' - hee slöäp [:)e] 'he sleeps', vreezn [e.] 
'ta freeze' - 't vrös [~el 'it freezes', blievn [i.] 'ta rcmain' - hee blij [1] 'he 
rcmains'. Cantrary ta Standard Dutch the farms at issue miss the ending -t and are 
characterized by vawcI alternation (Umlaut) (weak forms in general have the 
ending -t and do not exhibil vowcI alternation: maakn 'ta made' - hee maakt 'he 
makes'). Compare the Standard DUlch forms : slapen - hij slaapt, vriezen - het 
vriest, blijven - hij bLiifi. Cenainly the main factor furthering stability is Lhe 
frequency of Lhe forms in the dialect input; in addition, in spite of the variation in 
vowcI altemations, Lhere is a great transparency: a special vowcI in the inflnitive 
goes together with a special vowcI in the form in question. Wc should also 
consider the possibility that the (accentcd) sounds in questian are used to express 
regional identity. Apparently, these factors arc so strong that they counterbalanee 
the inOuence of the standanJ languagc and Lhe tendency towards simpliflcation of 
the paradigm. Consequclllly, we cannot expecl forms Iike hee sloapt inslead of 
hee slöäp lO bc very frequent. 

The pasl tensc is vcry weak in comparison with lhe 3rd person singular 
present tense. Mostly past tenscs of weak verbs were leSled. These tenses arc 
characterized by lhe ending -n throughout the camplete paradigm: maakn 'ta 
make' - /zee maakn 'he made' - wi maakn 'wc made' elc., whereas Slandard 
Dutch has -te in singular and -ten in plural: maken - hij maakte - wij maakten. 
Frequency again is a factor: it is a well-known fact Lhat lhe pasl tense is rather 
infrequenl in spoken language and that the perfect lense occupies a much stronger 
position. An additional factor may he that -n in (caslcm) Standard Dutch has a 
function which is quite different from that in the Twente dialect: in (castcm) 
Standard Dutch -n (compare nOle 5) appears in Lhe ending of the present tense 
plural (compare maken - wij !nak el! 'wc make'), while in Lhe Twente dialect it 
occurs in Lhe ending of both the past tense singular and plural. It may be difficult 
for the semidialect speaker 10 use -n in a way which is quite different from the use 
known to him from the standard language. Consequently, wc can expect forms 
like hee maakte and wi maaktn to be ralher frequent in canfarmity with Standard 
Duteh. 

Wc will now consider Ihe noun plurals and the diminutives. The diminutives 
arc marked by Umlaut and a suffix ; the form af Lhe suffix is determined by the 
flnal sound(s) afthe slem, e.g. we gel -ke after a labial, -tje after a long vawel + n, 
-eke af ter a short vowel + 11 CIC.: lamp ' lamp' -lempke, moan 'moon' - möäntje, 
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man 'man' - menneke etc. In Standard Dutch, diminutives do not have an Umlaut 
and we find the suffixes -je, -tje and -etje: lampje, maantje, mannetje. The nouns 
show a great variety of plural formation: there arc many endings and sometimes 
(also) Umlaut occurs. Plur~11 formation is not a1ways predictabie on the basis of 
the stem. Nouns without a vowel or shwa + liquid or nasal in the Auslaut regu
larly have a plural with the ending shwa, but only some of them show Umlaut: 
compare zak 'bag' - zekke, kloomp 'wooden shoe' - kloompe. (For more details 
concerning plural formation in the Twenle dialect see Van Bree 1986. See also 
Nijen Twilhaar 1990.) In lhe examples given (eastern) Standard Dutch has no 
Umlaut, but does have the ending -n: zakken, klompen. The noun pluraIs and the 
diminutives occupy intennediate positions: alternately the second and the third 
positions. The system of the diminulives is more transparent and less varied than 
that of the noun plurals but, on the olher hand, noun plurals are more frequent. In 
both cases a panial equality wilh the standard language may take effect in favour 
of the standard forms. In (easlem) slandard language n-plurals arc more frequent 
than in the dialect, andje/(e)tje-diminulives are the only possible forms. Here we 
mayalso think of an intemal factor: extension by analogy, stimulated by inOu
ence from the standard language and perhaps also from neighbouring dialects. 
The inOuence from the standard language in this case may be both direct and 
indirect; the indirect inlluence manifcsts itself in imperfect lcarning, causing 
over-generalizalion. So diff"crent factors may cooperate in the domains in ques
tion. (The inOuence of the standanJ language mayalso terminate developments 
within the dialect. Sec Van Bree 1986.) 

Finally, we shalliook at word order. Wc expect word order to bc rather stabie 
in the dialect: dialectal word orders arc a ralher imponant pan of the regional 
variety of the standard language and the same orders arc rather frequent in the 
dialect input. The score, ho wever, is remarkably low, occupying the lowest posi
tions in both columns . It is dirticult lO explain this facl. Perhaps the tested word 
orders were not typical of the old dialect to the extent indicated in the literature 
conceming the Twente dialect. This would explain the low avcrage, but not the 
low age coef/ïcient : wc would expect the same negative reaction both from the 
old speakers and the )'oung olles. It would also be inconsistent with the Borne 
results in which word order tumed ouL LO be rather sLabie. Morcover, word order 
is remarkably unsLablc in dialecL according LO previous investigations (see Van 
Bree 1988). More research is necessary. 

On Lhe basis of these results iL ma)' be possible to draw the conclusion thai 
advcrbs of time and place, the lexical phonological aspect, and the use of con
structions and certainly also fUllction words are stabie, and that content words 
and, strangcly enough. word orders are unstable in the dialect. As regards mor-
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phology, it is necessary ta dilTcrentiatc bet ween subdivisions; in this field simpli
fication and reductian are passible. An example of simplification (analogical 
extension) is the extensian af lhe n-plurals and the je/( e)tje-diminutives. For an 
examplc of reduction, I can refer to a dialect outside Twente: the frequent use of 
the perifrastic doen 'ta da' in the dialect of Volendam (province of North Hol
land) (see Schrichte-Marijnissen 1982 or Van Bree 1983). 

6 Conclusions 

We may summarize the results as rollows: 
Use of canstructions and /'unction wards tums out to bc stabie; this is mainly 

caused by a high degree of fundamental slability. Consequently, dialectal use of 
constructians and funclion words is an important part of the regional variety of a 
standard language and it maintains ilself in a dialect very weil. 

Content wards are unstable at the lirst stage: they do not easily penetrate from 
dialect into standard language; however, at the second stage they behave in a 
rather unexpected way because of the special social dominance relation between 
dialect and standard language . Consequently, dialectal content words are not 
integrated into a regional standard variety and are unstablc at dialect level. Ad
verbs of time and placc always occupY intermediate positions between (use of) 
function words and content words, in conformity with our expectations. 

The lexical phanalogical aspect tums out to be unstable bath at the first and 
the second stage. This mcans that dialectal phanemes are not integrated into a 
rcgional standard variety but are sta bic at dialect level. In the laner case, an 
important factar may bc that sounds function as a means ta express regional 
identity. 

Morphology is unslable allhe li rsl slage; dialectal morphology is not part of a 
rcgional standard variely. At lhe second stage it is necessary to diffcrentiate 
between subdivisions: some calegories arc stabIe, other categories unstable at 
dialect level. At bOlh slages wc have 10 lake into account the possibility of 
simplification and reduClion. 

Word order is fairly slabIe al Ihe /ïrsl stage; it is integrated into a regional 
standard variety, but 10 alesser exlenl than use of constructions and function 
words. It is, however, remarkably unslable at dialect level, which remains a 
problem. 

In addition, I would like lO make the following remarks: 
1. The question remains, of course, lO whal cxtent we are justified in assuming a 
parallelism bctween the resulls of lhe lesls and speech in reality. In our tests we 
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focussed on the awareness of the informants. The precise relationship between a 
speaker's awareness and his real language use is a subject for future research. 
Another problem concerns the relationship between individual speech and judg
ment, on the one hand, and variety on the other hand: not everything produced or 
approved of by the bilingual speaker becomes the common property of the dialect 
community and is subsequently integrated into the dialect. However, individual 
speech and judgment show tendencies th at may be interpreted as indications of 
future developments. Language change is a social phenomenon and concerns 
language norm, in the sense of Einar Haugen's communicative norm (Haugen 
1977); the source of language change, however, is formed by changes in language 
use and language judgments of individuals. 
2. In section I, I formulated the hypothesis that global statements on fundamental 
stability seem to be meaning(ül. The results, however, show that it is often neces
sary to differentiate bet ween special elements or subdivisions. Compare the dif
ferent constructions, function words, and .word orders, and the different morpho
logical subdomains. And as regards morphology, it may he necessary to differen
tiate at an even lower level: e.g. in the Twente dialect there are differences in 
stability between different noun plural endings. Sec Van Bree 1986. Even inter
esting implicational orders come to light: sec Hoppcnbrouwers 1990 (chapter 6) 
on gender in the dialects of lhe eastern part of the province of Noord-Brabant and 
the dialects of the province of Groningen. 
3. In section 2, I remarked thai two language continua come into being, a standard 
language continuum and a dialectal continuum. Both continua are marked by 
variation patterns: certain clements are more or less often used according to social 
position (including sex) and situation (see for correlations with sex and also with 
place (town or village) Van Bree 1985). This formulation presupposes that the 
speaker may choose and indeed does so. Choice, in its turn, presupposes a certain 
degree of consciousness. In any case, in the case of a low degree of consciousness 
only a liltIe amount of variation may be expected. A very global analysis of the 
Haaksbergen and Enschede results shows that there is a sm all arnount ofvariation 
bath in the case of a low and in lhe case of a high degree of consciousness. More 
extensive and thorough analyses are necessary. 
4. In the case of bolh the Borne results and the Haaksbergen and Enschede 
results, we established ranking orders for the entire group of informants. An 
interesting question is whelher those ranking orders recur in subgroups and indi
viduals. Wilh respect to the Haaksbergen and Enschede results (see Van Bree 
1985), the ranking orders of the main domains recur to a great extent in the six 
subgroups: older males Enschede, younger males Enschede, older males 
Haaksbergen, younger males Haaksbergen, older females Haaksbergen, younger 
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females Haaksbergen. The number of exceptions is only 6.7% in the case of the 
dialectal percentages; in the case of the age coefficients the numbcr is higher: 
22.2%. As regards the ranking order or the morphological subdivisions, in bath 
cases the number of exceptions is 11.1 %. Within the group of Enschede inform
ants the ranking order or the main domains (dialcctal percentages) recurs to a 
very great extent in the reactions of the individuaIs: the numbcr of exceptions is 
only 5%. In the case of the morphological subdomains the numbcr of exceptions 
is much higher: 25%. (For the Haaksbergen informants data are not available 
bccause of a less adequate way or processing.) 

Wilh regard la lhe Bome resuIts, the ranking order of stability is confirmed by 
additional research in which difTerent groups of speakers, namely non-dialect 
speakers in Twente, immigrants hom Twente in the western parts of the Nether
lands, immigrants rrom these parts in Twente, and western speakers, were in
volved. This additional research was restricted to the firsl acceptability lest. The 
ranking order recurs in the scores of the separate groups. Careful analysis of the 
individual scores even shows an interesting implicational order. An informant 
who toleratcs at least one dialectal adverb of time or place, also tolerales at least 
one dialeclal word order, etc. The following implicational order turns up: adverbs 
of time and place > word order> use of conslruclions > use of function words. 
For more details, see Van Bree 1990. The conclusion to bc drawn would seem to 
bc th at the overall picture is confirmed to a great extent by the scores of the 
subgroups and the individuals. Furthermore, table 1 shows that the order of 
ranking for the first acceptabi I ity test re<.:urs to a great extent in the other tests; the 
number of exceptions is only 7.2clo. The separate function words, conslruclions, 
and word orders also present a very uni form picture. 

Finally, I wish to emphasize lhe restricted value ofmy results. They are based 
on research in a situation of intensive contact bctween lwo closely rclaled varie
lies. The results may be different in a situation where the two varielies are nOL 
closely rclaled or in a cultural contact situation (compare the nolion of cullural 
barrowing in BIoomfield 1979, chapter 25). Other cases should bc investigated as 
weil: the situation of contact bctween rcgional varieties and the situation in which 
a change spreads from one group to other groups (so-called internal change). 

Thc situation of contact bet ween regional varictics is directly pertinent 10 one 
aspect of our topic: the origin of the new farm of dialect. In section 2 we used the 
lerm regiolect (sec e.g. Hoppcnbrouwers 19(0). An important source of a regiolect 
is the contact between dialect speakers from different pi aces; loday, more so than 
in the past, they meet each other in different situations: at regional schools, at 
work elc. During these contacts, when the intention is 10 use a form of dialect, 
locally restricted forms are suppressed in favour of forms with a greater regional 

Thc stability of languagc ch:I1lCnls 199 



spread, in the tenns of the Russian dialectoIogist Schinnunsky: primary dialect 
features are suppressed in favour of secondary dialect features (see Schinnunsky 
1930 and 1962). Compare the (secondary) factor of regional spread mentioned in 
1. (See for such levelling processes Trudgill 1986.) To explain regiolect, we 
should take into account not only the process of second language learning as we 
have described it in this article (the "vertical" dimension), but also the effects of 
contact between speakers of diFFerent dia1ects (the "horizontal" dimension). A 
thorough discussion of these eFFects, ho wever, exceeds the limits of this article. 
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Notes 

Several parts of the articlc arc bascd on artides forthcoming or already published: Van Bree 
1985, 1988 and 1991, and papers on the subject in qucstion were read on several occasions. The 
international colloquium in Amsterdam (15-18 October 1990) gave me a good opportunity la give a 
comprehensive account of the methods applied and the results obtained sa far, and especially la 
compare the results of the two different series of interviews. I thank all informants who were willing 
la participate in the interviews. In particular, I would like la thank Mrs. Jeanette Köhlbrugge-de 
Vos (Haaksbergen), Mr. Theo Rosbergen (Borne) en Mr. Bert Wolbert (Borne), who provided the 
nocessary contacts, and Mr. Rob van der Zalm (Amsterdam) who assisted in the processing of the 
data. Mrs. Jacqueline Burgcr-Evans (Leiden) corrected the English and Mrs. Patricia Defour (Leiden) 
took care of diagranl 2. 
2 Other factors are, in general, dominant in my opinion. Frequently used conslTUctions are more 
firmly implanted than less frequently used nnes, but the domain of constructions in its entirety is 
stabIe in comparison with other dnmains like word orders, content words, etc. This view is different 
from the view in Van Bree 1988, in whidl I emphasized the importance of the frequency factor. 

A so-called compliance test (sec Greenbaum and Quirk 1970) was also inc\uded in the inter
views. Because of dubious effects I \ViII leave this test out of the picture. For more details see Van 
Bree 1988. 

For more details concerning the Haak sbergen arld Enschede interviews see Van Bree 1985. With 
respect to the Borne interviews, these were given in the following order: translation test, other 
language production tesL~, compliancc test (sec note 5), first acceptability test, afterwards the 
socond (wrillen) acceptability test. We may as su me that this order implies an increasing degree of 
consciousness. (fhis, however, is not confirmed by the results.) Tests with another purpose, focussed 
on gender in the dialect, were inserled ; they provided variation and may have promoted the effect of 
the dialect on the tests focussed on the standard language. Each linguistic domain was represented 
in a test by I, 2, 3, or 4 items. 
j In western Standard Dutch the final n is regularly deleted, in eastem Standard Dutch the n is 
mostly pre serv ed. It is self-evident that one should compare Twente dialect with eastern Standard 
Dutch. 
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G . Lerchner 

Dialekt und Standardsprache: die historische 
Entwicklung im ostdeutschen Raum 

Zusammenfassung 

In dem Papier werden 3 Thesen venreten: 
(1) Entscheidend für die Beschreibung der Standard-Dialekt-Beziehung ist ein 

angemessenes deskriptives ModelI; dazu wird ein Vorschlag unterbreitet. 
(2) Allgemeingültige (universelIe) Regularitäten der Kontaktentwicklung zwischen 

den Varietäten einer Sprache existieren nicht. Als determinierend werden die 
je konkreten sprachgeschichtlichen Konstellationen erkannt. 

(3) Im Ost(mittel)deutschen hat keine direkte Einwirkung des (schriftlichen) 
Standards auf die Basisdialekte stattgefunden: Interaktionspartner in der Form 
und Funktion oraler Standards waren die arealen Umgangssprachen. Es wird 
vorgeschlagen, deren geschichtliche Entwicklung in ParalIele zur Heraus
bildung des schriftlichen deutschen Standards zu sehen. 

Die Beschreibung der Standard-Dialekt-Beziehung 

Die Erforschung der Slandard-Dialckt-Inleraktion für das deutsche Sprachgebiet 
hat eine lange, gewichtige Tradilion. Sic ist durch weitgefachene Heterogenität 
der theoretischen Standpunkte und Beschreibungsinteressen gekennzeichnet. 

Der wissenschaftsgeschichlliche Aspekt kann hier allerdings nur insoweit 
Berucksichtigung finden, als cr die Fokussierung von Problemen erleichtert, die 
die aktuelle Forschungssituation auf diesem Gebiet kennzeichnen. 

An erster Stelle ist in diesem Zusammenhang das in letzter Zeit immer wieder 
mit einem gewissen Erstaunen festgestellte Phänomen zu nennen, daB das seit 
dem Ende des vorigen lahrhundens prognostizierte alsbaldige völlige Verschwin
den der Mundanen unter schriftsprachlichem EinfluBI nicht eingetreten ist und
ungeachtet tiefer Einbruche und EinbuBen - auch nicht generelI erwartet werden 
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kann. Zumindest erweist die areale Yariabilität der gesprochenen Alltagssprache, 
aufs Ganze gesehen, eine gro/3räumige Stabilität der Yerhältnisse. 

Angesichts dessen wird eine zunehmende Problematisierung des Dialekt
begriffs verständlich. Nimmt man für seine Definition die drei Kriterien 
- Nicht-Standardisierung 
- kleinregionale Distribuierung (arcale Yarietizität) und 
- maximale Regeldistanz zur Standardsprache an (vg!. Ammon, 1983, 36ff.; 
Goossens, 1977, 21; Friebertsh~iuser!Dingcldcin, 1989, 316), so erstreckt sich 
sein Anwendungsbereich nicht nur auf die historisch "alten" Mundarten, sondern 
ebcnso auch auf regionale YarieUilen der modernen gesprochenen Alltagssprache, 
die ihrerseits "in gewisser Wei se" als neue (sekundäre) Dialekte angesehen wer
den können (Friebertshäuser/Dingcldein, 1989, 316; Coseriu 1980). Bellmann 
(1986) hat, bezogen aur seine weitgespannten Untersuchungen zum Mittel
fränkischen Sprachatlas, für den ähnlich auch in anderen deutschen Sprachland
schaften zu beobachtenden Sachverhalt den Terminus Substandard eingeführt 
und ein gleitendes Konlinuum zwischen Standard und Basisdialekt als Beschrei
bungsdomäne areaIer Sprachrorschung konstituiert . Die insbcsondere in der deut
schen Dialektologie heil) UlTISlriuenen Fragen urn Definition, linguistischen Sta
tus und methodologische Begrenzbarkeit von lokalen Umgangssprachen (darauf 
nähcr einzugehen ist hier weder möglich noch notwendig) werden damit auf 
elegante Weise gegenstandslos: "Yon einander abgehobcnc, diskontinuierliche 
Sprachschichten (Mundart - Umgangssprache - Standardsprache) gehören ... als 
Realität der sprachlichen Yergangenheit an und bestehen im übrigen ledigJich als 
abstrahicrende Konslrukle der Forscher" (Bellmann, 1989,204). 

Erweist sich so die Idenlität dessen, was in bezug auf die deutschen Yerhältnisse 
als "Dialekt" zu verstehen sein soli, als durchaus frag-würdig, so vcrliert bei 
genauerem Zusehen auch der Gegenpol des historisch zu analysierenden Interak
tionsgefüges, die Slandardsprache, jene Eindeutigkeit, die der Bezeichnung schein
bar selbstverständlich zukommt. 

Die Annahme cines einheitlichcn deUL'ichen Standards, wie sei et wa unter 
sprachdidaktischem GesichL'ipunkt unverzichtbar ist , kann nach Aufgabe des 
strukturalistischen HomogeniUilsposlulats für natürliche Sprachen gegenüber der 
kommunikativen RealiUil nicht uneingeschränkt aurrechterhalten werden; "die 
Entstehung von Sprachdi rrerenzicrung inrolge unterschiedlicher politischer und 
sozialökonomischer Handlungspraxis erscheint heute als etwas ganz NormaJes" 
(v.Polenz,1990, 21). Das wird im Falie des Deutschen neben einer mehrfach 
festgestellten polyzentristischcn Struktur der gegenwärtigen intemationalen 
deutschen SprachkuItur (vg!. u.a. Hellmann, 1980, 522; Reirfenstein, 1983,23; 
Clyne, 1984, 1 rf,; v. Polcnz 1987) vor allem durch ein starkes sprachhistorisches 
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Argument unterstützt, insofem cine klare sprachhistorische Spezifik des Dcutschen 
ausmacht, daB die geschichüichen Bedingungszusammenhänge der deutschen 
Standardisierungsprozesse nur ausnahmsweise (d.h. kurzzeitig) unizentristisch 
organisiert waren (v.Polenz 1988). Der Sprachhistoriker wird also fijr je verschiede
ne Epochen und Beschrcibungsräume sehr genau danach zu fragen haben, in 
welchen konkreten Erscheinungsformen die idealtypischen Entitäten • Standard" 
und "Dialekt" interagiert haben. 

Ein eng damit zusammenhängender zweiter Fragenkomplex betrifft die 
wissenschaftsgeschichtliche Determination der Problemformulierung. In der 
Vergangenheit hat es, wie bekannt, sehr vielfältige Ansätze zur Dcskription und 
Bewertung interaktioneller Bezichungen zwischen Dia\ekten und Hochsprache 
(qua Standard) gegcben, häufig nur unter partiellen Gesichtspunkten und daher 
voneinander abwcichcndcn Bcwcrtungen; man denke etwa an die unterschiedlichen 
Reflexionen dieses Problems in Sprachhistoriographie, Dialektologie, Sozio
linguistik, Stilistik oder Sprachpflege. Unbeschadet aller Erkenntnisgewinne, die 
mit jenen forschungsgeschichtlichen Aktivitäten verbunden waren, resultiert aus 
diescm Sachverhalt mangeinder Komplexität der deskriptiven Zugriffe eine Reihe 
von Defiziten bzw. Defektcn, mit denen sich heute jeder emeute Darstellungs
versuch konfrontiert sieht. Ich sc he vor allem die folgenden als signifikant an: 

(i) Als insbesondere für die dialcktologische, darüber hinaus aber auch für 
soziolinguistische Beschreibungen der historischen Standard-Dialekt-Interaktion 
charakteristisch kann bis in die Gcgcnwart die Vemachlässingung der grundsätz
lichen Antinomie von OraliWt und Literalität angesehen werden. Wenn man mit 
Ammon (1983, 63) etwa von dem Gleichungspaar Oralität = Nicht-Standardisiert
heit bzw. Standardisiertheit = Nicht-Oralität ausgeht, ergibt sich der m.E. unbedingt 
zu unterstreichende methodologische Kur.l-SchluB einer unmittelbaren, nach ihren 
kommunikativen Wirkungsmöglichkeiten nicht hinterfragten Einwirkung von 
Literalität auf Oralität im (angenommenen) InteraktionsprozeB. Hierin zcigt sich 
wohl die Folge einer langen wissenschaftsgeschichtlichen Entwicklung, in deren 
Ergebnis das "weithin ancrkannte, traditionsreiche Dogma" weitgehender Gleich
setzung von Geschriebenem und Gesprochenem gilt (vg\. Feldbusch 1989, 141).2 
Tatsächlieh aber hat cs in der deutschen Sprachgeschichte, vom Althochdeutschen 
angefangen, zu keiner Zeit einen Zustand gegeben, dereine solche Identifizierung 
gerechtfertigt hätte. SelbstversUindlich zu beobachtende Interdependenzen 
zwischen beiden sprachlichen Existenzweisen können eine relative Autonomie 
von oraler und literalcr sprachgesehichtlicher Entwicklung nicht in Frage stellen. 
Diesen Sachverhalt vemachlässigcnd, braucht man sich nicht sonderlich darüber 
zu verwundem, daB die Aufhellung der Standard-Dialekt-Interaktion und das 
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daraus resultierende Phänomcn "Umgangssprache" bisher niemals ohne Rest 
gelingen wollte. 

(ii) Seine eigenlliche Grundlage hal dieses methodologische Dcfizit m.E. in 
der weitgehenden Vernachlässigung der kommunikativ-pragmatischen Mecha
nismen der Konlaklentwicklungen zwischen Slandard und Dialekt. Die 
(melaphorische) Abslraklion, nach der "der Standard" mil "dem Dialekt" inter
agiere, hat gewil3 ihre Berechtigung, soweil es sich urn die Makrodimension des 
Prozesses und urn seine hislorischen Ergebnisse handelt. In der Mikrodimension 
der Realität kommunikativer Akte, ohne die jene Makrodimension sich nicht 
konstituieren kann, treten jedoch plimär nicht Systeme zueinander in Wechsel
bczichung, sondern Sprecher interagieren mit ihren individucllen Äul3erungen (= 
Texten). Das zu betonen ist aus zwei Gründen wichtig: (a) Die Standard-Dialekt
Interaktion hat einen Textsortenaspekt. der für das deutsche Sprachgebiet in den 
bisherigen Beschreibungsansätzen so gut wie keine Rolle gespielt hat, abcr unab
dingbar Berücksichtigung verlangt aufGrund der (trivialen) Tatsache, daB Kommu
nikalion immer nur in Äuf3crungen vonstauen geht. (b) Sprecher gehören in 
modernen Gesellschaftcn in aller Regel vcrschiedenen Sozialsyslemen an, deren 
Austauschbeziehungen die Spezifik kommunikativer Netze innerhalb einer 
Kommunikalionsgemeinschaft begründel. Die häufig anzulreffende verkürlende 
Annahme einer direkten Einf1ul3nahme von Sozialslrukluren bzw. sozialcn 
Veränderungen auf Sprachstrukturen - die Industrialisicrung bewirkt die Zcr
setzung der Basisdialekte - blcndel die vor allem durch die Ethnographie der 
Kommunikation hinlänglich dokumentierte Erfahrungstatsache aus, daB tradi
tionsgestützle kommunikative Strukturen Sozialstrukturen durchaus zu dominieren 
vermögen. Nicht die historisch manifesten sozialen Veränderungen "an sich" 
haben demgem~if3 die Zcrsetzungs- und Auf1ösungserscheinungen in den deutschen 
Mundarten bcwirkt, sondcm erst ihrc dcstruktiven Auswirkungen auf die gewachse
nen kommunikativen Strukturen, die unter bestimmten Bedingungen (z.B. int
akles SprachgemcinschartsbewuBtscin) auch nach Wegfall der ursprünglichen 
sozialen Grundlage fortbcstehcll könncn. Das mag zu seinem Teil erklären, warum 
die negativen Prognosen für den Bestand arealer Varietäten im Deutschen sich 
nicht (vollständig) bewahrhcitct habcn. 

(iii) Ein wcsentIiches Defizit vorgängiger Beschreibungskonzepte in der 
deutschen Dialcktologie stellL schlief3lich die de-faclo-Beschränkung auf aus
drucksseitige (fonnale), in schr vielen Fällen auf phonematische oder sogar nur 
phonetische Gegebenhcitcn dar; inhaltsseitige Aspekte der Interaklion zwischen 
Standard und Dialekt(cn) sind dcmgem:if3 deskriptiv stark unlerrepräsenliert bzw. 
linden gar kei ne Berücksichtigung. Diescr Sachverhalt korreJiert augenfällig mit 
dem obcn festgestelItcn tcxtucllen Dclizit, insofcrn ohne die Erfassung der an den 
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dialektalen Varietätentyp gebundenen Textrepertoires die zugehörigen unter
schiedlichen Bestände an WeItwissen bzw. lebensweltlicher Erfahrung, auf die 
der Standard einerseits und der Dialekt andererseits rekurrieren, kaum zum Unter
suchungsgegenstand werden konnten; Ausnahmen waren natürlich immer möglich. 

2 Das Beschreibungsmodell der Interferenzlinguistik 

Der ProblemaufriB sollte skizzenhaft verdeutlichen, in welchem AusmaB -
trivialerweise - die Ergebnisse einer ProzeBbeschreibung von dem der Deskription 
zugrunde gelegten methodologischen Konzept abhängen. Für jeden Versuch einer 
emeuten Darstellung des seit langem diskutierten Fragenkomplexes muB demnach 
eine Modellvorstellung gewählt werden, die die erkannten Defizite zu beheben 
geeignet sein könnte. 

Den funktionellen Rahmen dafür setzt die Interferenzlinguistik. Denn daB die 
Mischungs- und Ausgleichsvorgänge zwischen Mundarten und Standard im 
Deutschen - wie wohl auch in anderen europäischen Sprachen - einen sozio
linguistischen Spezialfall von "Ianguages in contact" abgeben, kann keinem Zwei
fel unterliegen. Allerdings ist dabei durchaus der Akzent auf das SpezielIe des 
FalIes zu legen, das durch funktionale, soziale und situative Spezifica geprägt ist. 
Dies berücksichtigend, seien im folgenden die m.E. relevanten Elemente ei nes 
solchen Beschreibungsmodells vorgestellt, mit dessen Hilfe anschiieBend die 
historische Entwicklung im ostdeutschen Raum analysiert werden soli: 

(i) Die alIgemeinen Bedingungen des Varietätenkontakts sollten zu diesem 
Zweck beschreibungspraktisch um die oben bereits kritisch eingeforderte Diffe
renzierung zwischen einer Makro- und cincr Mikrodimension der Beschreibung 
komplettiert werden. Unter makrodimensionalem Aspekt sind vertikale Sprach
kontakte im Raum und ihre situativen Funktionalisierungen (Bellmann, 1986,27) 
festzustellen. Mikrodimensional müsscn die Sprechtätigkeit von Sprechem und 
deren konkrete kommunikative Parameter erfaBt werden. 

(ii) Für die deskriptive Realisierung setzt dies eine konsequente Type - Token
Diffcrenzicrung voraus. Für die Entwicklung in Ostdeutschland spezifiziert: Es 
muB unterschicden werden zwischen 
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,---------- -- -

- Standard als Type 
(Nationalsprache in 
der modernen Gesellschaft) 

- Umgangssprache als 
Type 
(Mid-Language-Type) 

- Basisdialekt als 
Type (Low Language) 
--- --- - - - _. 

- konkreter Standard 
(deutscher Standard in 
Ostdeutschland) 

- konkrete Umgangssprachen 
(z.B. Obcrsächsisch, 
Berlin-Brandenburgisch, 
norddeutsche US) 

- ostdeutsche Dialekte als 
historische Produkte 

Mit einer solchen DilTcrcnzierung wird die Frage virulent, ob und inwieweit es 
allgemeine ("universelle", Type-bczogene) und besondere (sprachlandschafts
spczilische, Token-bezogene) RegulariUiten der Standard-Dialekte-Interaktion gibt. 

(iii)Auch die in das Beschreibungskonzept einzubringende inhaltsseitige 
Komponente bedarf m.E. einer vergleichbaren Differenzierung nach Makro- und 
Mikrodimension. Erstere hat die kommunikativen Domänen der Varietätentypen 
Standard vs. Dialekt und die l"ür sie verbindlichen Textrepertoires zu erfassen. 
Dabei kann für die mittcldeutschcn Sprachlandschaften nach allen bisher 
vorliegenden Erkenntnissen, absolut gesehen, durchaus von einer grundsätzlichen 
Konstanz der Geltungsbereiche ausgegangen werden. Das heiBt für den Dialekt, 
daB die "ursprünglichen" Funktionsbereiche dörnicher Kultur, soweit die nur als 
materialer Rahmen überhaupt erhalten bleiben, durch die Interaktionsprozesse so 
gut wie gar nicht affiziert worden sind (vg\. Lerchner, 1983, 294f.). Was sich 
dagegen auf Grund der sozial-kommunikativen Umbrüche im Kontakt mit dem 
Standard geändert hat, stellt sich als expansive Erwciterung kommunikativ
sprachlicher Bedürfnisse auf Seiten der Sprecher dar. Dicsc führcn auf der Mikro
Ebene konkreter Diskur·se zu einer Fülle von Mustennischungen, zwischen 
Standard-Stereotypen und Substandard-Rcalisaten und bilden so nach der hier 
appliziertcn Sichtweise den cigentlichen (Iünktionalen) Rahmen für Entstehung 
und Fortexistenz des h~iulig beschriebenen Kontinuums van Ausgleichsfonnen 
auf einer Skala zwischen 'hohem' und 'niederem' Po\. Relativ zur Gesamtheit 
von Situationstypen sprachlichcr Kommunikation nehmen dabei die rein basis
dialektalen ÄuBerungcn ab. Entscheidend jedoch iSl, ob die "Mischtypcn"-ÄuBer
ungen sprachlich-struklurell auf der Grundlage des dialektalen Kodes oder der 
Standardsprache gebildet werden . Die Grenze zwischen beiden markiert auf der 
'gIcilenden Skala' von Merkmalcn die Z~isur zwischen den interferierenden Sys
temen. Deskriptiv erkennbar wird sie freilich nur, wenn man die Analyse nicht 
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auf die phonetische Realisierung van cinzclnen Phonemen ausrichtet, sondern 
Gesamtstrukturen konfrontien. 

(iv) Konsequenterweise muB sich eine angemessene Modellierung der 
Standard-Dialekt-Interaktion daher von dem Voruneillösen, daB diese - scheinbar 
selbstverständlich - nur in einer Richtung, von "oben" nach "unten", von der 
Hochsprache zur Mundart, verlaufen könne. Unvoreingenommene Betrachtung 
wird auch die übrigen theoretisch denk baren Inferenzrichtungen zu überprüfen 
haben, also ebenso Dialekt ~ Standard, Dialekt ~ Dialekt, Dialekt ~ 
Umgangssprache, Umgangssprache ~ Dialekt, Standard ~ Umgangssprache, 
Umgangssprache ~ Standard, möglicherweise auch Dreierbeziehungen wie 
Standard ~ Umgangssprache ~ Dialekt usw. Das ist m.E. kein müBiges Spiel 
mit theoretischen Möglichkeiten: Nur wenn man auch gegenläufige Jnteraktions
beziehungen verschiedenster Art grundsätzlich für möglich hält, bietet sich 
hinreichend Spielraum für die umfassende Beantwortung der Frage, ob denn die 
Entwicklung in den deutschen Mundartlandschaften tatsächlich brechungsfrei in 
Richtung Standardsprache zielt (vg!. Friebertshäuser/Dingeldein, 1989,317). Die 
Antworten, die die moderne dcutschc Dialektforschung auf diese Frage bisher 
bcreit hält, sind jedenfalls von deutlicher Skepsis geprägt (vg\. Haas, 1978. 
Bellmann, 1983). 

(v) Die sozioökonomischen, politischen und kulturellen Parameter der verti
kalen Interferenz müssen für das vorzuschlagende Beschreibungskonzept urn 
individual- und sozialpsychologische Bedingungszusammenhänge ergänzt wer
den. Das legen Beobachtungen in mundartlichen Reliktlandschaften nahe, in denen 
z.B., von ciner offenen Verkehrslage lange Zeit rclativ unbccinträchtigt, bäuerliches 
Sclbstbewu/3tsein den Erhalt bodenst~indiger Mundart bcwirken konnte (v . Polenz, 
1954; Rosenkranz, 1963). Auch die in jüngster Zeit in der ehemalingen DDR 
auffälligen gegenläufigen Tendenzen einer bcwu/3ten Rückbesinnung bestimmter 
Sprechergruppen auf bodensUindig-areale Sprechweisen sind in diesem Zusam
menhang ins Feld zu führen, lassen sie sich doch, nebcn anderem, auch als 
Bestrebungen nach individucller "Nischenbildung" oppositioneller Selbstverwirk
lichung gegenüber staallich-idcologisch vcrordnetem Einheitshabitus verstehen. 

3 Die historische Entwi<:klung in Ostdeutschen Raum 

Jm methodologischen Rahrnen der getrofrenen Festlegungen sollen nun die kon
kreten historischen Bedingungen (3 ·1) und kornmunikativ-pragmatischen Prozesse 
(3·2) der Entwicklung von Kontakt und Interferenz zwischen Basisdialekten und 
Standard irn Ost(rnittel)deutschen beschrieben werden. 
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3·1 Die konzeptionellen Grundüberlegungen erfordem, von vomherein von einer 
signifikanten Prägung der ins Auge zu fassenden Abläufe durch die sprachge
schichtlich gegebenen Besonderheiten dieses Gebietes auszugehen. Da es sich 
bei ihrer Darstellung im wesentlichen urn die Repctition von Bekanntem handelt, 
soU eine knappe Aufzählung der relevanten Fakten genügen: 

(i) Die sprachlandschafLIiche KonsLiLuierung des in Frage kommenden Areals 
erfolgte im 12./13.1h. hauptsächlich in der Form von Siedelmundarten. Im 
"traditionsfreien Raum" des mitteldeuL'ichen Ostcns gclangten mit den bäuerlichen 
Siedlem aus der Mitte, dem Süden und, schwächer, auch aus dem Norden des 
deutschen Altsiedcllandes heterogene Dialektsysteme in die sich herausbildenden 
neuen Kommunikationsgemcinschaften; ihre Vermischung führte zwangsläufig 
zu einem Ausgleich, der gutc Voraussctzungen für die Entstehung der deutschen 
"Hochsprache" (des sp:itcren nationalcn Standards) bot (vgl. Frings/Schmitt, 144; 
Frings 1957). Wenn diesc vorrangig auf Gegebenheiten der Oralität ausgerichtete 
These auch insbesondere seit den 60er Jahren scharfe Kontroversen ausgelöst 
hat, aus denen die Notwendigkeit weit sUirkerer Berücksichtigung schriftsprach
licher Traditionen klar ersichtlich wurde (vgl. u.a . Besch, 1967. 1983), so kann 
doch kaum bestritten werden, daB sich in dem Gebiet auf Grund der von Frings 
und seiner Schule beschriebenen historisch-dialektalen Situation günstige 
Bedingungen für eine rc1ativ frühe Koinébildung herausgebildet hatten. Sie tritt 
vor allem in den St:idten bwz. administrativen Zcntren des Gebietes oral als 
Verkehrs- und literal als Gcsclüftssprache - "Partner eines ständig aufeinander 
bezogenen Paares" (Frings , 1956,3) - in Erscheinung. GroBe/Hutterer (1961) 
rechnen im Ostmittcldeutschen berei ts für das 16.1h. mit einer "übcr den Mundarten 
stehcnden, auswilhlenden Sprachförm ." Für das 17.1h. lassen sich Belege einer 
frühen "Umgangssprache" u.a. aus Erfürt beibringen (Rosenkranz, 1963, 49), für 
das 18.1h. bcrühmt gewordene BeispicIc aus Lcipzig. 3 Wissenschaftsgeschichtlich 
daticrt Bellmann (1986, 13) u.a. auf Grund einer Analyse der Schriften Adelungs, 
ein "überwiegend intuitives Wissen von wie auch immer beschaffenen 
sprachsozialen Übergangcn oder auch Stufungen in dem Bereich zwischen 
Schriftdeutsch und Volksdialckt" cbcnfal\s auf das 18.1h. 

Interesse an derlei punktucllcn Beobachtungen dürfte beanspruchcn, daB sic, 
soweit ich sehe, bislang noch kaum zueinandcr in diachronisch-evolutionärc 
Beziehung gcseLzt, sondcm vorwiegend synchronisch-vertikel im Spannungsver
hältnis zwischen Standard (Schri I"tsprachc) und Dialekt gcsehen worden sind. Mit 
dieser Feststellung legt sich fölgerichLig die Frage nahe, ob sich dabei nicht die 
Wirkung traditioneller sprachhistoriographischcr Modc))vorstc))ungen hemmend 
bemerkbar macht, ob also, positiv rormuliert, nicht die Hypothese rcizvoll 
erschcinen könnte, zumindesL für das OSLmitteldeutschc einc rclativ autonome, in 
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internen Begründungszusammenhängen stehende. kontinuierliche EntwickJung 
einer oralen Koiné von der Siedclzeit bis in die Gegenwart anzunehmen und zum 
eigenständigen Forschungsgegenstand der Sprachgeschichtssschreibung zu eta
blieren. 

(ii) Eine solche Hypothese beansprucht urn so mehr Attraktivität. als es. 
bckanntermaBen. auf Grund der bildungssprachlichen Determination des Stan
dardisierungsprozesses im Deutschen (v. Polcnz. 1983. 1989) zu einer. verglichen 
mit anderen europäischen Sprachen. übermäBigen Gewichtung der schriftlichen 
(literalcn) gegenüber der mündlichen (oralen) Komponente gekommen ist. Das 
Fehlen eines wirkungskräftigen kommunikativen Zentrums in entscheidenden 
Etappen der Sprachentwicklung. Folge der spezifischen politischen und sozio
kuItureIJen Entwicklungen im deutschsprachigen Raum. bedingte. daB sich keiner 
der historisch herangewachsenen sprachlandschaftlichen Vorherrschaftsansprüche 
auf Dauer durchzusetzen vennochle; die berühmten Streitigkeiten des l8.Jh.s urn 
das beste DeuL<;ch (GoLlsched und die Schweizer; Wieland und Adelung usw.) 
gebcn davon hinlänglich Zeugnis. Auf Grund dessen fehlte der kommunikative 
Rahmen für eine auch nur ann;ihemd gleichgewichtig-paraIJele Herausbildung 
eines oralen nebcn dem literalcn Slandard. Das dadurch verursachte überdurch
schnittlich tiefgehende Splitting zwischen beiden in der deutschen sprach
geschichtlichen Entwicklung hat ersl sehr spät. am Ende des 19.Jh.s. und aufrein 
artifizielle Weise ("Bühnenaussprachc") Ausgleichsbcstrebungen hervorgebracht. 
ohne eigentIichen Erfolg, wie die arcale Heterogenität gesprochener Sprache mit 
Standard-Anspruch im deulschcn Sprachraum bis heute sinnfä1lig macht. Daran 
hat auch das zeitweilig versUirklc Prestigc. das die politische Vorherrschaft 
PreuBens der Sprechsprache auf nicderdcutschem Substrat in der öffentlichen 
Meinung (vor allcm in Mitteldeulschland) eingetragen hat, nichts Grundlegendes 
ändern können. 

(iii) GroBen EinOuf3 auf die terri tori alen Ausgleichsprozesse. die zur Zersetzung 
der Basisdialckte und zur Herausbildung groBlandschaftlicher Umgangssprachen 
gcführt haben, haben dagegen die gnmdstürlenden sozialen Veränderungen des 
19. und 20Jh.s ausgeübt, sowcit sic auch zur particl1en oder totalen Zerstörung 
traditioneller kommunikativcr Strukturcn gcführt habcn: allen voran die Industriali
sierung des 19Jh.s mit der für den ostmittcldeutschen Bereich charakteristischen 
Entstchung groOächiger Industriekomplcxe urn Halle-Leipzig, Chemnitz und 
Dresden; womöglich noch umfassender in der Auswirkung die Bevölkerungs
verschiebungen in bis dahin ungckannten Dimensionen im und nach dem 11. 
Weltkrieg (Umsiedlung der deutschsUimmigen Bevölkerung aus den ehemaligen 
deutschen Ostgebieten und aus ost- bzw. südosteuropäischen Staaten) sowie im 
Zusammenhang mit dem ideologisch-politischen Ost-West-Konflikt (Exodus von 
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rund 2 Mill. Einwohnem aus derehemaligen DDR). Die gewaltsame Zerschlagung 
der bäuerlichen Einzclwirtscharten im Zuge der "sozialistischen Umgestaltung 
der Landwirtschaft" und der Schallung gro!3räumiger Industrie-Agrar-Komplcxe 
hat wohl vor allem über die damil Hand in Hand gehende bewuBle Zerstörung 
bäuerlichen Selbslversländnisses und aller kuhureller dörOicher Tradilionen cine 
umfassend deslruklive Wirkung auf die historisch gewachsenen dialeklalen 
Varielälen ausgeÜbl. Auch die Beobachlung von gegenläufigen Tendenzen, etwa 
daB eine inlakle dörlliche Kommunikalionsgemeinschaft von Dialektsprechem 
sich als durchaus befähigl erweisen konntc, selbsl grö!3ere Anteile dialektfremder 
Umsiedler dem mundartliehen Idiom zu assimilieren (vgl. Spangenberg, 1963, 
61) oder daB sich im oplimalen FaIle eines slarken Sprachgemeinschafts
bewuBtseins (im Bereich des Niederdeutschen) sclbst innerhalb der neuen 
administrativen Slrukturen von LPG und VEG Mundartliches erhalten konnte 
(vgl. Herrmann-Winter, 1979), können die Aussage nicht grundsätzlich aufhebcn, 
daB die hislorisehen Basisdialckle im Besehreibungsgebiet bis auf wenige 
Ausnahmen verschwunden sind . 

3·2 Nach der Skizzierung der makrodimensionalen Bedingungen sind die 
wichligsten Markierungen für die Erörterung der kommunikativ-pragmalischen 
Prozesse gegeben, die zu dem nun mehr erreichten Zustand geführt haben. 

Am Anfang dicser Erörterung slehe die Quinlessenz, die sich aus der Prüfung 
der für das Osldeulsche spczi fischen sprachgcschichtlichen Konstellation von 
Bedingungen ergibl. Beschreibungsmclhodiseh zieht sic eine erhebliche Kompli
zierung naeh sich. Dcnn wenn es zUlriffl, daB hier, wie festgcstellt, ein unverhält
nismäBig weiles Splitting zwischen Oralit~it und Literalität sozusagen sprachge
schichtsnotorisch ist und eine übcnn ~if3ige Akzentverlangcrung auf die literale 
Existcnzwcise des deutschcn Slandards slattgcfunden hat, dann wird zunächst die 
Frage zum explikaliven ProbJcm, wie denn in der kommunikativen Realität der 
interagierenden Spreeher ein dominant literaler Standard mit einem nahezu 
ausschlic!3lich oral exislierenden Dialekttyp überhaupt kontaktieren konnte . Auf 
direktem Wege war das nach allem, was wir heute über die rclative Eigengesetz
lichkeit, die heterogene silualive und damit au eh funktionale Gebundenheit von 
gesprochener vs. geschriebener Sprache, aber auch übcr ihre unterschiedlichen 
Textrepcrtoircs, ihre erfahrungs- und lebensweltlichen Domänen usw. wissen, 
schlicht nicht möglich - selbsl dann nicht, wenn man eincn in dieser Hinsicht 
"idealen" Sprecher annimml, der beides, literalcn Standard und oralen Dialekt, 
vollkommen beherrschte . Methodologisch pointiert ausgedrückt: Nur ein oraler 
Standard kann unmittelbar mil einem oralen Dialekt interagieren, ein literaler 
Standard unmittelbar nur mil cincr litcralcn Varie@. Aus dem Dilemma der 
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damit angezeigten (scheinbaren) Inkompatibilität von makrodimensionalem 
Sachverhalt (Verschwinden der Basisdialekte, historisch zunehmende Geltung 
des Standards) und mikrodimensionaler Prozessualität vermag m.E. die oben 
bereits vorbcreitend eingcführte Hypothese zu verhelfen: Die sprachgeschichtliche 
Standard-Dialekt-Interaktion (als typologisch manifester Vorgang) hat im 
Ostmitteldeutschen von Anfang an die token-spezifische Erscheinungsweise eines 
Austauschs zwischen areal-polyzentristisch restringierten oralen Koinés mit den 
in ihrem Geltungsbcreich vorfindlichen Basisdialekten angcnommen. Das schlie13t 
ein, daB dicsc oralen Koinés ihrcrscits, entgegen vorhcrrschender Ansicht, nicht 
erst das sekundäre Ergebnis von Intcrferenzvorgängen zwischen Schriftsprache 
und Mundart(en) darstellen, sondem das primäre, verglichen mit den literalen 
Varietätcn des Standards glcichwertigc mündliche Produkt von interdialektalen 
Mischungs- und Ausgleichsprozcssen sind, mit eincr eigenen, von der Schriftlich
keit nur vermittelt bceinnuBtcn geschichtlichcn Entwicklung. Wir hätten es 
demnach zu tun nicht mit eincr primär vertikal-soziologisch orientierten inter
aktionellen Relation (Iiteralcr) Standard ~ (oraler) Dialekt, sondem mit der kom
plexeren, auf der Zcitachse historischer Entwicklung sich vollziehenden Inter
ferenzfolge 

Dialekt) Dialekt. 

Dialekt, ~ I orale Koiné in der ? Dialekt, 

. ~ I Funktion oralen . / 1_ Stand.rds ~ 

Dialekt Dialekt 
n n 

Erklärung der Indices 
DialektI.2 ... n = SicdclmundarLen 
Dialekt., b, ... n = Rcgiolckte (unter EinfluB eines oralen 

Standards) 

Zur argumentativen Stützung dieser, zugegebenermaBen weitreichenden, Hypo
these lassen sich einige m.E. gewichtige Fakten anführen: 

- Ich verweise auf das oben hervorgehobene sprachgeschichtliche Alter der 
ostmitteldeutschen Verkehrssprache; Frings' zitierte Formulierung von den 
'Partnem eines ständig aufeinandcr bezogenen Paares' will nun in einem neuen 
Licht erscheinen. 

214 G. Lerchner 



- Hohen Argumentalionswen kann der slruklurelle Habilus der heutigen 
Umgangssprachen im OSldeulschen bcanspruchen: So gut wie alle einschlägigen 
Untersuchungen slimmen in der Feslslellung überein bzw. lassen doch erkennen, 
daB die Umgangssprachen sowohl im prosodischen System ("konstitutive Fakto
ren") wie auch hinsichllich ihrer phonemalischen, morphematischen und syntak
tischen Slruktureigenschaften durch die arealen Basisdialekte determinien wer
den. Geänden haben sich die Bcselzungcn der slrukturellen Positionen, allen 
voran im Lautsyslem, nichl abcr diese selbsl. Das würde abcr nach den allgemeinen 
interferenzlinguistischen Erfahrungen die QualiläL<;kennzeichnung des primären 
("siegreichen") Konlaklpanncrs crgcbcn. Erslaunlich, daB das damit evidente 
sprachsoziologische Paradoxon - das Sprachsyslem mil dem gröBeren Sozial
prestige (die Schriflsprache) unterliegt de faclo den Systemen, die sie (angeblich) 
verdrängt - noch keine Au Oösung erFahrcn hal. Für die hier angebotenen Erldärung 
sehrhilfreich ist in diesem Zusammenhang übrigens auch die von Aeischer (1961/ 
63) zuerSl so bczeichnete Existcnz von "obligalorischen Merkmalen" der Umgangs
sprache, die eine normalive Eigensl ~indigkeil dieses Yarielälentyps gegenüber 
dem Standard hervorhebl. In glcicher Richlung inlerprelationsfähig ist auch die 
bcreils vermerkle SlabiliUil (sowohl funklional als auch areal) der heutigen 
Umgangssprachen in Osldeulschland. 

- Gesicherle Beschreibungsergebni sse ausgewiesener DialektoIogen des 
Sprachraumes lassen - dies im gegebenen Argumentalionszusammenhang be
sonders aussagekräflig - im Proze/3 der AuOösung von Dialeklen eine signifikante 
Tendenz zur YereinheiLlichung, speziell im Laullichen, auf Kosten der historisch 
bezeugten Yielfalt erkennen (vg\. v. Polenz 1954. Rosenkranz 1963). Yariablen
reduzierung kann aber ohne weiteres als typologisches Merkmal für Standardi
sierungsprozesse angesehen werden - das damil der Umgangssprache zukäme. 

4 Perspektiven 

Stalt einer ZusammenFassung soli am Schlu/3 die Frage stehen, welche Konse
quenzen sich aus dem vorgeslellLen Modellierungsversuch und seiner Applikation 
auf die ostdeutsche sprachgeschichLliche Entwicklung möglicherweise ergeben. 
Die Antwon könnte m .E. in drei RichLungen weisen: 

(i) Sprachtheoretisch, d.h. genauer für die soziopragmatische Theoriebildung 
soli te das Plädoyer dafür interessanL sein , daB es offenbar keine allgemeingültigen 
AblaufschemaLa bzw. RegulariL:iLen der SLandard-Dialekt-Interaktion gibt, sondem 
diese immer von kommunikaLions- bzw. sprachgcschichtlichen Spczifika geprägt 
isl. Das bezieht si eh ausdrücklich auch auF die möglicherweise unterschiedlichen 

Dialekt und Standardsprachc 215 



Bedingungszusammenhänge innerhalb eines und desselben Sprachgebietes, wie 
etwa im Deutschen. 

(ii) Als methodologisch produktiv erweist sich m.E. die Verbindung von 
Beschreibungstraditionen verschiedener Disziplinen bei der Lösung derart 
komplexer Beschreibungsaufgaben wie der Kontaktentwicklung von Varietäten 
einer Sprache. Für den konkreten Fall bezieht sich das nicht nur auf eine anzu
strebcnde Synopse des methodologischen Instrumentariums von Dialektologie 
und Sprachgeschichtsforschung, sondem darüber hinaus auf die Einbeziehung 
historisch-texüinguistischer, sozio- und pragmalinguistischer oder kommunika
tionswissenschafüicher konzeptioneller Ansätzte. 

(iii) In beschreibungspraktischer Hinsicht beinhaltet die vorgeschlagene 
Sichtweise eine Fülle von unbewiiltigten, z.T. noch nicht einmal in Angriff ge
nommen Aufgaben, die in erster Linie die Aufarbeitung der historischen Tradition 
der gesprochenen Sprache unter dem Aspekt des Standardisierungsprozesse zum 
Gegenstand haben sollten. EinschHigige Analysen müBten bis unmittelbar an die 
Gegenwart heranreichen, mit der derl.eit nicht beantwortbaren Frage etwa, ob 
sich eine Vereinhcitlichungstendenz des oralen Standards im Verhältnis zu relativ 
eigenständigen Kommunikationsgemeinschaften feststellen läBt. Gementz (1975) 
hat dergleichen für die ehemalige DDR bereits 1975 zu erkennen geglaubt; 
bestimmte Kartenbilder bei Eichhoff (1977) könnten eine solche Ansicht stützen. 

Wahrscheinlicher dürfte m.E. sein, daB eine solche Fragestellung selbst sich 
viel zu stark an dcm abstrakten Lcitbild sprachlicher Normbestimmtheit orientiert, 
als durch die nachgczcichnctc sprachgcschichtlichc Entwicklung des Deutschen 
gerechtfertigt erschcincn will. Die historischcn Entwicklungslinien der Standard
Substandard-Intcraktion schcinen cher cinzumünden in die neutralen Beschrei
bungsdomäncn eincr von Tolcranz und Plurizentrismus geprägten Kommunika
tionskultur der Zukunrt. 
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Fu6noten 

Rosenkranz (1963, 48) spricht z.B. im Bliek auf das Westthilringische von einem "unaufhaltsamen 
Verfall der Volkssprache", von einer deutliehen Tendenz selbst der Umgangssprache zur "Anlehnung 
an die Schriftsprache." 
2 Noch in einer Darstellung von 1990 findet sich die Erk.lärung: "Die Tennini Literatursprache, 
Schriftsprache und Standardspraehe werden synonym verwendet" (Langner, 1990,387 A.1). 
3 Becker (1937/69, 146ff.) verweist etwa auf den bekannten (fmgienen) Brief einer "Leipziger 
JWlgfer", den Gottschcd in den "Vernilnfftigen Tadlerinnen" abgedruckt hatte; im Unterschied 
dazu Reflexe dorfmundartliehcr Spraehformen aus der unmittclbaren Umgebung von Leipzig in 
Picanders Text filT Bachs "Baucrnkanlaw". 
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Hubertus Menke 

Monolingual - bilingual - lektal? 

Die Zweisprachigkeit des niederdeutschen 
Kulturraumes aus historischer Sicht 

Zusammenfassung 

Der Sprachwechscl vom Niederdeutschen zum Hochdeutschen vollzieht sich in 
zwei zeitlich getrennten Stufen, zunächst einem Schreibsprachenwechsel im 16./ 
17. Jahrhundert, dem später - hauptsächlich im 19. und 20. Jahrhundert - ein 
Sprechsprachenwechsel folgt. In der Forschung wurde dicser ProzeB bislang recht 
einseitig vor allem unter dem Aspekt des Sprachenverlusts beschrieben, wenngleich 
cs sich eher urn eine Entwicklung zur Zweisprachigkeit hin handelt, also vielmehr 
urn eine funktionale Erweiterung des Sprachenrepertoires, die auf einer globalen 
Umkehrung der Sprachlagenkonfiguration zwischen high- und low-Varietät beruht. 
Aufgrund der sprachtypologischen Eigenständigkeit beider historischer Einzel
sprachen, die keine graduellen Übergänge ermöglicht, vollzieht sich der Vorgang 
im allgemeinen abrupt, wobei der Ausbau der Bilingualität wesentlich sozio
psychisch gesteuert ist: von den sozialen Oberschichten zur Unterschicht, von der 
Schreibebcne zur Sprechlage, von den formellen Sprachdomänen zu den privaten 
etc. Die hochdeutsche Überlagerung des Niederdeutschen verursacht, da sie von 
einer sozialen Führungsschicht, ausgestattet mit der Funktions- und Prestige
sprache, getragen wird, eine scharfe venikale Trennung der Gesellschaft (soziale 
Sprachbarriere). Die Überwindung dieser sozialcn Kluft zwischen Allgemeinheit 
und gehobcnen Bildungsschichten stellt sich lctztlich auch als der entscheidende 
Veränderungsfaktor dar. 

Vorbemerkung 

'A language is only a dialect having an army and having a navy'! Nichts scheint 
den Wahrheitsgehalt dieser literarischen Aussage mehr zu bestätigen als die Sprach
geschichte des niederdeutschen (Kultur-) Raumes, die vorzugsweise unter den 
Gesichtspunkten des Schreibsprachenwechse1s vom Niederdeutschen zum 
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Hochdeutschen und - als Folge davon - des zunehmenden Verlusts auch der 
plattdeutschen Sprechsprache bis hin zum nun schon seit Jahrhunderten 
befürchteten Sprachentod geschrieben wurde. 1 Indessen interpretiert eine solche 
vorwiegend kulturpessimistische Blickrichtung,2 die ausschlieBlich den 
Sprachabbau und Kompetenzschwund im Auge hat, den Vorgang recht einseitig. 
Im gröBeren Zusammenhang gesehen stellt sich die im 16. Jahrhundert abrupt 
einsetzende und gleichsam über Nacht durchgeführte hochdeutsche Sprach
überlagerung nämlich nur als eine grundlegende Veränderung der Sprachlagen
konfiguration dar, die zumindest bis ins 20. Jahrhundert hinein zu einer weit 
verbreiteten Bilingualität der norddeutschen Sprachgemeinschaft führte: Die über 
lange Zeit anhaltende, vergleichsweise stabile mediale und soziolektale Diglossie 
zwischen der strukturtypisch ähnlichen Abstandssprache Hochdeutsch und der 
Nebensprache3 Niederdeutsch trägt freilich die Tendenz zum Lektalismus-Gefüge 
in sich. Ausgangspunkt dieser Strukturveränderung der Sprachlage ist das 
einsprachige Diasystem der sogenannten Hansesprache des späten Mittelalters, 
die hoch- und kultursprachliche Funktionen ausübte; sie steht areal getrennt und 
in jeder Hinsicht gleichrangig dem hochdeutschen Sprachraum gegenüber. Das 
Ergebnis dieses Sprachverlagerungsprozesses bildet eine mehr oder weniger 
komplementär verteilte Zweisprachigkeit, die allerdings keine (funktionale) 
'Gleichsprachigkeit' mehr darstellt, sondem nunmehr ein nach Kompetenz, 
Gebrauch und Einschätzung eindeutiges Dominanzverhältnis kennt. Heute fungiert 
die historische Einzelsprache Niederdeutsch eingeschränkt in der weithin 
informellen, privatisierten Existenzform eines (Ausbau-) Dialekts bcziehungsweise 
als Regionalsprache unter dem Dach der hochdeutschen Kultursprache. Damit 
hat sich die sprachliche Ausgangslage in ihrGegenteil verkehrt: Der Greifswalder 
Bürgermeister Vicke Bole, von dem im Jahre 1528 scherzhaft bcrichtet wird, daB 
er im Zustand des Rausches häufig ins Hochdeutsche verficl,4 würde heute 
selbstverständlich eher auf niederdeutsch fluchen . Der Gedanke aber, damit 
möglicherweise keine eigenständige Sprache mehr zu beherrschen, sondem ein 
'integriertes Subsystem' des Hochdeutschen, mit anderen Worten eine Varietät, 
die keine öffentlichen Gebrauchsbcdürfnisse mehr erfüllt, deren Schreibregeln in 
der Schule nicht erlemt werden und die überhaupt nur einen defizitären Status 
besitzt, wäre ihm nicht in den Sinn gekommen. 

Die Frage stellt sich, wie es zu dieser Entwicklung von der Einsprachigkeit zur 
Zweisprachigkei t, der dam it verbundenen Statusveränderung des Niederdeutschen 
und der Umkehrung der Dominanzverhältnisse gcgenübcr dem Hochdeutschen 
kam? Welche Wirkungskräfte verursachten den Verlust von 'army' und 'navy' 
einer einstmaligen Dachsprache? 

222 HubcrlUS Menke 



2 Gegenwärtige Existenzweise des Plattdeutschen: Geschichtlichkeit, 
sprachtypologische Autonomie, Standardisierung, Vitalität 

Zur Beantwortung dieses Fragenkomplcxes ist von den historisch bedingten 
Existenzweisen des gegenwärtigen Plattdeutschen auszugehen. die in einigen 
ihrer maBgeblichen Manifestationen auf der Folie der von J. A. Fishman5 formulier
ten positiven Einstellungskategorien gegenüber einer Sprache skizziert werden 
können. Sämtliche der vier bei Fishman genannten Bemessungskriterien -
Sprachmythos (sprich: Geschichtc). Autonomie (sprich: Abstand). Standardi
sierung (sprich: Kodifizierung tendenzieller Sprachnormen) und Vitalität (sprich: 
Erhaltung der natürlichen Sprachgebrauchsanlässe) - sind mehr oder weniger 
ausgeprägt auch diescr Regionalsprache eigen und weiscn sie in ihrer Bündelung 
als eigenständige Sprache aus. wennglcich zugestanden sei. daB der jeweilige 
Sachverhalt sich sc1bstverständlich durch die gewählte Perspcktive rc1ativiert.6 

Geschichtlichkeit: Das Wort Niederdeutsch kommt erst in der Frühen Neuzeit als 
gelchrte Spmchbczeichnung auf. die als Komplcmentärbcgriff dem Hochdeutschen 
und seinen Mundarten gegenübcrgestellt wird.7 Es verkörpcrt einen Sammelbcgriff. 
der einerseits die vordem geitenden Benennungen wie sassesche oder nedder
sassische sprake. nedderlendesch beziehungsweise nedderdüdesch ab1öst. 
andererseits "mancherlcy Dialcctos" wie namentlich auch das "Holländische. 
Brabandische •. .. • Westphälische" oder das "Braunschweigische" (so der Norddeut
sche J. G. Schottel. 1663)8 subsumiert. Dicser Begriff rekurriert auf eine 
geschichtliche Eigensprachlichkeit des Niederdeutschen. wie sie am ausge
prägtesten in der Hansesprache Lübccker Norm9 gegeben war. Die Erinnerung an 
den historischen Besitz wächst sich mit dem Verlust der alltäglichen Schriftlichkeit 
seit dem 16. Jahrhundert zur Sprachmythe aus.1O Auch das Niederdeutsche blcibt 
keineswegs ausgespart vom patriotisch und sittlich begründeten Sprachenlob der 
humanistischen Zeit. durch den europaweit die Ebcnbürtigkeit der aufkommenden 
Nationalsprachen mit den kanonisierten heiligen Sprachen betont wurde. Für die 
Sprachauffassung vic1er Apologeten des Niederdeutschen ist der Exemplum
Aufweis der Historie entscheidend. auch wenn diese Sprache keine Objektivierung 
mehr in der Schrift erfährt und das hciBt cine wesentliche Funktion ihrer prak
tischen Benutzbarkeit verliert. Die Vorstellung von einer eigenen Geschichte 
überdauert später auch die Herausbildung einer beide Kulturräume. das hoch
und niederdeutsche Sprachgebiet. umfassenden einheitlichen deutschen 
Staatsvorstellung. mit der die aufklärerische Idee einer gcmeinsamen Kultur
sprache. die eine gleichberechtigte Teilnahme aller Bürger am gesellschaftlichen 
Leben sichem konnte. vcrbunden war. Sic überlebt schlieBIich sogar das über
steigertc Denkbild der strikten Identität von Sprache und nationalem Bekenntnis 
im 19. und 20. Jahrhundert, 1 1 wenngleich nunmehr allerdings in deutlich modi-
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fizierter Fonn: Die schreibsprachlichen Reaktivierungsversuche des Plattdeutschen, 
die vor allem von den Dialektdichtem ausgehen, sind jetzt eher vom Kulturraum 
und den Regionen her begrundet. Auch im 20. Jahrhundert dient der niederdeutsche 
Sprachmythos noch als Ausweis des Eigenen und Besonderen, das es gegenüber 
der hochdeutschen Sprachentfremdung zu schützen gilt. Im allgemeinen definiert 
sich die niederdeutsche 'Sprachgemeinschaft' heutzutage jedoch kaum mehr 
ethnokultureU, geschweige denn als sprachliche oder sogar nationale Minorität. 
Durch die alltäglich erfahrene Zweisprachigkeit eher unsensibel geworden, fühlen 
sich die Sprecher unter dem Dach der Gemeinsprache durchweg gut aufgehoben. 
Dennoch trägt die niederdeutsche Sprachideologie - wie jede Fonn von Ideologie 
- weiterhin ihre VerwirkJichung in sich. 

(Relative) sprachtypologische Autonomie: Auch die sprachstrukturelle, mit an
deren Worten substantieUe Andersartigkeit des Niederdeutschen, faBbar in regelhaft 
verallgemeinerten und beschreibbaren grammatischen Kategorien, bringt es mit 
sich, daB es sowohl von den kuIturtragenden Schichten als auch von vielen 
Sprechem als eigenständige historische Einzclsprache gegenübcr dem Hoch
deutschen aufgefaBt wird (metasprachliche Einschätzung als Nebensprache). Sein 
Abstand zur Hochsprache, der sich durch ex.klusive sprachliche Elcmente ausweist, 
wird im aUgemeinen als fonnale Differenz von zwei Varietäten, die jeweils einen 
eigenen Namen tragen, erkannt. Im BewuBtsein der bi lingualen Sprecher dieser 
Sprachgemeinschaft besteht mithin eine klare AItemative: sic wird im Sprach
gebrauch unter anderem funktional genutzt. 12 Diese Einsicht grundet freilich nicht 
nur in der objektiv messbaren Distanz zwischen beiden Sprachen, sondem vor 
allem auch in der subjektiven Einschätzung. 

Abstand und Nähe zur übcrlagemden Hochsprache haben sich in den einzelnen 
niederdeutschen Sprachlandschaften unterschiedlich entwickelt.13 Sämtliche regio
nalen Sprachtypcn lassen sich anhand dicses Parameters klassifizieren: Es exis
tieren sowohl archaische Regiolekte (vor allem in den mundartfesten Rand- und 
Rückzugsgebieten) als auch modemisierte Sondersprachen (Funktiolekte und So
ziolekte), die entweder Varietäten des niederdeutschen Repertoires oder - wie 
beispielsweise das heutige Missingsch l4 

- Varic@en des hochdeutschen Regi
sters bilden. Die dem niederdeutschcn Register zugewicsene relative Autonomie 
gegenüber dem Hochdeutschen kann auf altererbtcm Abstand beruhen, sie kann 
auch Folge eines späteren Ausbaus (s. Standardisierung) sein. In jedem FaU 
bedingt diese Eigenständigkeit einc Sprachlagenstruktur, die keine graduellen, 
allmählichen Übergänge innerhalb eines sprachlichen Kontinuurns zwischen einer 
high- und low-Varietät wie im hochdeutschen Sprachraum ennöglicht, sondem 
eine eindeutige Bruchstelle kennt. So erklärt es sich, daB die alltägliche Umgangs
sprachels Norddeutschlands eine Varietät der Hochsprache ist, im mittel- und 
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süddeutschen Raum dagegen eher eine Varietät der Mundart. 16 Aufgrund der 
sprachlichen Prädisposition fallt cs Norddeutschen daher auch leichter, das Hoch
deutsche normgerecht zu rcalisieren als den nur 'Mundartdeutschen' Süddeutsch
lands. 

Aus der unvermiUclten Trennung zwischen Hoch- und Niederdeutsch folgt 
des weiteren, daB das Plattdeutsche trolZ seiner Ausbaugrade, die bis hin zur 
gclegentlichen Verwendung in der Sachprosa und formellen Sprachdomänen reicht, 
immer als dialektal aufgefaBt wird . Plattdeutsch gilt seiner momentanen 
Leistungsfähigkeit entsprechend als defizitär. 

Auf der anderen Seite wird es - ungeachtet diescr Zuweisung und im Unter
schied zu den hochdeutschen Dialekten - ebcn durchaus als eigenständige histo
rische Sprache gesehen, wenngleich in der Existenzform eines (Ausbau
bcziehungsweise Kultur-) Dialekts, jedoch nicht als zugehöriger Substandard des 
Hochdeutschen: Die Begriffe 'Sprache' und 'Dialekt einer Sprache' schlieBen 
sich mithin im vorliegenden Fall nicht aus, und dies nicht zuletzt aufgrund der 
Sclbsteinschälzung der Sprecher. Umer dem Aspekt der Multilingualität schlieBlich 
ist eine Zweisprachigkeit schon deswegen gegebcn, weil beiden Varietäten ei ne 
vom Sprecher sensibel empfundene und eingehallene Regelhaftigkeit zugrunde 
liegt. Diesc Sonderslellung der niederdeuL~chen Regionalsprache im Sprachgefüge 
des Deutschen wird bcsondcrs dcutlich in den Grenzgebieten zum Hochdeutschen 
hin, wo sich die beiden unterschiedlichen Sprachlagen unmiuclbar miteinander 
vergleichen (lassen), und zw ar sowohl hinsichtlich der Kompetenz als auch des 
Sprachgebrauchs und der Einschätzungsstereotypen (man verglciche etwa den 
Dialektzensus für Hessen, dessen niederdeulsch sprechende drei Nordkrcise 
Korbach, Wolfhagen und Hofgeismar sich unter den verschiedensten Frage
stellungen immer wieder abhcben) .17 Zweifclsohne hat aber die jahrhundertclange 
Koexislenz beider Sprachen in ein und demsclben Munde cine subslantiellc 
Annäherung zwischen ihnen bewirkt; sic hal auch das (bikulturelle) Selbslver
sländnis der norddeulschen Sprecher nachhaltig geprägl und zu scheinbar sich 
widersprechenden Poslilionen gcführt: Inzwischen wird die Zweisprachigkeil im 
allgemeinen unbefangen und verhaltensstabil gehandhabt. Da Vertrautheits
sprachen vorliegen, sind Verstehensbarrieren vergleichsweise gering. Plaudeutsch 
bildet nichl unbedingl eine ganzheitlich gruppcnstiftende Idenlilät aus: Dem sleht 
schon die GröBe des regional unlergliederten Sprachraums im Wege, der staatlich 
keine zusammenhängende Einheit bildet. Dcsungeachtet besteht die aktive Willens
bildung vieler einzclner Sprecher und Sprechergruppen, für die Platldeulsch schon 
deswegen eine Sprache iSl, weil sic schlichl und einfach nicht möchlen, daB die 
Sprachform ihres unmittelbaren kommunikativen 'Nahbereichs' sozial abgewertet 
wird . 
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Standardisierung: Auch nach der Verdrängung der miuelniederdeutschen 
Verkehrssprache aus den öffentlichen Sprachdomänen hat es nicht an Versuchen 
gefehlt, das Plattdeutsche wieder als 'Hauptsprache' nebcn dem Hochdeutschen 
zu etablieren. 18 Zu einer neuen Standard-Varietät konnten diese Bestrebungen 
freilich nicht einmal annähcrungsweise kommen. Aufgrund der fehlenden 
Kontinuität in der Schriftlichkeit waren die Dialektdichter des 19. Jahrhunderts 
vielmehr gezwungen, sich emeut urn die Kodifizierung schreibsprachlicher Regcln 
zu bemühen, wozu die "sassische Buchsprache" und der alltägliche (regional 
gebundene) Sprachgebrauch eine richtungsweisende Grundlage bildeten. 19 Der 
sprachkulturelle Ausbau des Niederdeutschen, dessen erste Stufc die poetische 
Nutzung darstellt, fand gleichwohl eine blcibende Stütze im geschichtlich 
geprägten EigenbcwuBtsein der Regionen. Sichtbarer Ausdruck dafür ist die 
frühzeitige Institutionalisierung ei nes eigenständigen Faches Niederdeutsch an 
einigen Universitäten NorddeuL<;chlands. Die wissenschaftJiche Beschäftigung 
mit der niederdeutschen Sprache und Literatur schlieBt scit den Anfängen der 
Germanistik als wissenschaftJiche Disziplin den Aspekt der sprachkulturellen 
POege ein: Es liegen Gebrauchswörterbücher und Synonymenlcxika vor, die 
ebcnfalJs Idiotismen und stereotype Redewendungen festhalten;20 auf deskriptiver 
Basis wurden Rechtschreibregeln festgesetzt, die präskriptive Folgen habcn. 21 

Stilfibcln gcbcn Beispic1e eines gcpOegten Niederdeutsch im Sinne des Echtheits
kriteriums; und schlieB1ich existieren auch Gcbrauchsgrammatiken einzelner 
Regiolekte, deren dokumentierter Variantenreichtum (sprich 'Wildwuchs') zwar 
als Argument gegen die Zuerkennung eines Sprachcnstatus verwendet wurde, die 
letzthin abcr doch als 'sicheres Zcichen' dafür geIten können, daB die beschriebene 
Sprachform als wirkliche Einzc1sprache aufzufasscn ist.22 AIJ diese Bemühungen 
zielen daher auch weniger auf eine empirische Bestandsaufnahme sprachlicher 
Formen, sondem auf die natürliche Richtigkeit, nicht auf den Sprachgebrauch, 
sondem auf dic Sprachnatur (sprich 'Echtheit'), weniger auf die Variationsbreite 
als vielmehr auf die Angemessenheit eines Ausdrucks. In jedem Fan handelt es 
sich bei demrtigen Hilfsmitteln urn normativ wirkcndc Lehrbüchcr füreine bewuBte 
praktische Sprachverwendung, die keineswegs ohne EinOuB auf die nicht
muttersprachliche Aneignung (sckundärer Spracherwerb) und den 'künstlichen' 
Sprachgebrauch in institutionellen Domänen blcibcn : Die plattdeutsche 'Kunst
sprache' der Bildungsschichten, die mehr oder weniger inslrumenlell im Schul
wesen, in der Kirche oder gelegentlich sogar in den Parlamenlen verwendet wird, 
entspricht keineswegs dem alltäglichen Sprachgebrauch natürlicher Sprecher. Im 
alJgemeinen geschieht die tendcnzielJe Norm findung jedoch im regionalen Kontext, 
wobei dem Nordniedersächsischen schon aufgrund seiner vergleichsweise hohen 
Sprecherlahlen cinc Vorbildrolle zukommt. Ein übcrregionalcr Sprachausglcich 
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geht daher auch gerade von dieser Sprachlandschaft aus: siehe das sog. Funkplatt 
von Radio Bremen.23 Im Blick auf diese Existenzfonn des Plattdeutschen, die 
zum Teil gemeinsprachliche Funktionen ausfüllt, kann mit einiger Berechtigung 
auch von einem Kulturdialekt gesprochen werden. 

Vitalität: Niederdeutsch slellt sich bereits aufgrund seiner aktiven Sprecherzahl
immerhin 5,6 Millionen zufolge der Selbsteinschätzung24 - als eine durchaus 
noch lebendige Regionalsprache dar, wenngleich die jeweiligen Kriterien der 
Yitalitätsmessung (im Rahmen von Kompetenz, Gebrauchsweisen und Ein
schätzungen) unterschiedliche Werte ergebcn. Sein Repertoire besteht aus areal, 
sozial und funktional verschiedenen Yarietäten, die in ihrer jeweils besonderen 
Aktionsweise bislang keineswegs gültig bcschrieben sind. Indikatoren wie etwa 
der endogene bzw. exogene Spracherwerb, Dialekûestigkeit und Intensitätsgrad 
(des Sprachgebrauchs), Sprachloyalität oder sprachlicher Anpassungsdruck stel
len sich im jeweiligen sozialen Netzwerk der Orte, Kleinräume und Regionen 
durchaus verschieden dar. Dcnnoch lassen sich übcr diese ungleiche Binnenstruktur 
hinaus Yerallgemeinerungen treffen. PlattdeuLlich wird heutzutage selbstverständ
lich vor allem in lebcnsnahen, vertrauteren Interaktionsbereichen gesprochen, 
mit denen natürliche Sprachgebrauchsanlässe gegebcn sind. Es wird in eher 
offenen, unfesten Diglossiesitualionen verwendel, die umso konturierter er
scheinen, je gröBcr die örtliche Sprachkompclenz ist. Diese liegt im Norden des 
Sprachgebiets (d.h. an der Waterkant cinschlieBlich der schleswig-holsteinischen 
Westküsle) höher als im Südosten. Es besteht milhin ein deutliches SprachgefaIle 
nach Regionen, dem Gegensalz von Sladt und Land oder dem sozialen Status der 
Sprecher usw.25 Eine solchennaBcn helerogene Sprachlage ist zweifelsohne das 
Ergebnis regionaler geschichtlicher EigenentwickJungen; diese • schillemde' 
Sprachsitualion indiziert auch noch keineswegs einen bevorslehenden Sprachentod. 

Alles in allem läBl sich anhand dieser BewertungsgröBen die Slellung des Nieder
deulschen im Diasyslem des Deutschen in Fonn der nachslehenden Merkmals
matrix I beslimmen. Dabci ist zu bcrücksichligen, daB die herangezogenen Kriterien 
urn eine Yiclzahl ZUSälzlicher Yergleichsfaktoren bzw. Korrelationen (vg!. 
Merkmalsmalrix 11) erweilert werden können, nebcn dem Aspekl der ethno
graphischen Yoraussetzungen bcispielsweise urn den des sprachpolilischen und 
rechllichen Slalus, nicht zu vergessen des weiteren urn sprachkulturelle Deter
minanten und interaktionalc Mechanismen, wie z.B. sprachpsychische Yerhaltens
muster. 
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Merkmalsmatrix I: Typologie positiver Verhaltenseinstellung gegenüber Sprachen 
(bzw. Sprachvarietäten) 

~ Sprachen stellung Geschicht- rc1ative Standardi-
(Varietäten lichkeit Autonomie sierung Vitalität 

Hochdeutsch + + + + 

hochdt. Dialekte + - - + 

Niederdeutsch + + +- + 

Friesisch + + - -
f--- ' 

Süder-Jütisch +- + - -

Sorbisch + + + +-

3 Herausbildung der Zweisprachigkeit unter Veränderung 
der Sprachlagenkonfiguration 

Eine zumindest teilweise Erklärung findet die hier anhand von vier Bewertungs
aspekten dargelegte Sprachlage Norddeutschlands in ihrer geschichtlichen 
Entwicklung, die eine Geschichte von Sprachbedrohung und Sprachloyalität ist, 
in deren Verlauf dem Niederdeutschen scine Funktionsbcreiche und Möglichkciten 
zu einem weiteren Ausbau seiner Strukturen genommen wurden. Dieser geschicht
liche Werdegang läBt auf der Makroebcne zwei aufeinander folgende Konfigura
tionen von Sprachlagen erkennen, denen zwei Rezeptionsphasen des Hoch
deutschen entsprechen: 

Erstens die Entstehung einer sozusagen 'ständischen', das heiBt zunächst auf die 
soziale Obcrschicht bcgrenzten Zweisprachigkeit unter Herausbildung einer ver
gleichsweise stabilen medialen Diglossie. Ausschlaggebend fürdieses Kommuni
kationsmodell ist die Ablösung der miuelniederdeutschen Schriftsprache durch 
die hochdeutsche (vom Beginn des 16. bis zur Mine des 17. Jahrhunderts), ein 
partieller Sprachenwechscl, der zunehmend dann auch die Sprechsprache mit 
einschlieBt. 

Zweitens die Übcrwindung dieser 'ständischen' Zweisprachigkeit, die eine soziale 
Kluft (Sprachbarriere) zwischen AlIgemeinheit und Führungsschichten bedeutete, 
durch den totalen Sprachenwechsel auch breiter Bevölkerungskreise, der zu einer 
allgemeinen Zweisprachigkeit führt. Ausschlaggebcnder Faktor dieses Kommuni-
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Merkmalsmatrix 11: Relativer Sta tus der Konta kts prac hen im Geltungs bereich de r deutsche n Geme i nspra che 
( Domi na nzkonfigura tion) 

Zwei- mit Nd. (Fries.) mit Nd. (Fries.) im sehweizerdt. mit zwei Standard-
sprachigkeit als Mutterspraehe als Zweitsprache Sprachraum sprachen: zugezogene 

L 1 L2 Türken im Kindesalter 

Bemessungs- Nd. Hd. Nd. Hd. Schw.-dt. Standard Herkunfts- Hd. 
faktor (Fries.) (Fries.) Heimatspr. 

1 Relative Spraeh- +- + (+) + (+) + +- + 
leistung: öffentI . (-) 
Domänenbesetzung 

1·1 SchriftI. + (+) + (+) + + 
Spraehgebrauch 

2 Reihenfolge des + (+) + (+) + + 
S prae herwerbs 

2·1 Affektive + (+) +- + + + 
bindung (+-) 

3 Nützlichkeit der + (+) + (+) + + 
Spraehen für die 
Verständigung 

3·1 Funktion der + (+) + (+) + + + 
Sprachen für 
soziales Fort-
kommen (Prestige) 

4 Literarisch- + (+) + (+) + + 
kultureIIer Wert 
der Sprachen 

- - ---- -- _ ._- - -



kationsmodelIs ist der Sprechsprachenwechsel, der flächendeckend urn die Mille 
des 19. Jahrhunderts beginnt und zwischen 1870 und den 20er und 30er Jahren 
unseres Jahrhunderts, den Jahren der nationalpolitischen Bewegung, einen Höhe
punkt erreichl. Eine Folge dicser Veränderungsphasen ist schlieBlich der zu
nehrnende Rückgang der Bilingualität mit der Tendenz zum Varietätengefüge. 
Doch hat die norddeutsche Sprachgemcinschaft niemals aufgehört, ihre heimische 
Kommunikationsform zu pflegen, stalt sic bedingungslos gegen die neue, 
unnatürlich scheinende Standardsprache einzutauschen. 

Es handelt sich in beiden Fällcn urn dynamisch verlaufende Sprachverlagerungs
prozesse, die unter verschiedenen Auswertungsgesichlspunklen zu sehen sind: 
neben der Relalion 'schriftliche versus mündliche Sprachebene' vor allem auch 
unter den Aspckten 'räumlich-zeitlicher Ablauf', 'schichlenspczifische Sprachen
wahl' und 'funktionsbedingte Sprachsleuerung', das heiBt insbesondere etwa 
formeller (weiträumiger) versus informelIer (engräumiger) Sprachgebrauch. Die 
grundlegende Verschiebung beziehungsweise Umkehrung der Dominanzverhält
nisse der Kontaktsprachen im norddeulschen Raum seit dem 16. Jahrhundert 
hängtletzt1ich auch mit ver'Jnderten Sprachbewertungen als sozial-psychologischen 
Einstellungskategorien zusammen. Diese stellen sich auf der Mikroebene natürlich 
als jeweils individucllc VerhalLensweisen dar, sind jedoch als kollektive Ein
stellungen durch die gesellschaftlichen Struklurveränderungen auf der Makroe
bene beeinfluBt. 

QuellenmäBig faBbar blciben die jeweiligen Aspekte nur in schreibsprachlich 
überkommenen ÄuBerungen. Sic sind zum einen unmittelbar an der Textüber
lieferung ablesbar, zum anderen indirekt aus metasprachlichen Rezeptions
zeugnissen ersehbar. 

3·1 Einsprachige Ausgangssituation und frühe niederdeutsch-hochdeutsche 
Sprachkontakte 

Ausgangspunkt und späler auch als Sprachmythe fortwährend in Erinnerung blei 
bende Bezugsebene der Zweisprachigkeil NorddeuL~chlands bildet die mitte1nieder
deutsche Ausgleichssprache26 der Hansestädle, die zur Zeil ihrer gröBten Geltung 
unter dcm EinfluB der sogenannten Lübccker Schri ftnorm (1370-1500) tendenziell 
standardsprachliche Funklionen ausfülll. Sic führt im niederdeutschen Altsiedelland 
zu einer diglossischen Verteilung der Sprachlage zwischen einer sprech
sprachlichen und einer schreibsprachlichen Varieläl. Mil wcnigen Ausnahrnen -
vor allcm in thcologisch-theoretischen Bercichen und auf dem WissenschaftssektOT 
- besetzt die Lübecker Kanzleisprache nahezu sämtliche schreibsprachliche 
Domänen: den GeschäfLwerkehr, die Diplomatie und VerwaItung sowie das 
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Rechtswesen; ihrer Nutzung auch in poctisch-ästhetisierender Stilfunktion stand 
im allgemeinen dagegen der auf das Moralische gerichtete Bürgersinn entgegen, 
der sieh auf den rhetorischen Topos vom Vorzug der Prosa gegenüber der Vers
rede stützen konnte. Normgebende Instanz wird die mittelniederdeutsche Schreib
und Buchsprache schlieBlieh auch für die Sprechsprache in den kolonisierten 
Ausbauländem Ostelbiens (Mecklenburg, Pommem etc.), des Nordens (Herzogtum 
Schleswig) und Westens (Ostf riesland). Ihr kommunikativer Geltungsbereich reieht 
weit über den des Hochdeutschen hinaus, dem sie sieh auch in der Einschätzung, 
nach Status und Prestige als gleiehbcrcchtigte Schwestersprache zur Seite stellt. 
Dafür zeugen ge rade die eingangs erwähnten Sprachenbezeichnungen Hochdeutsch 
(im Späuninelalter zunächst bezagcn auf das 'Gemeine Deul~ch' der Kaiserlichen 
Kanzlei) gegenüber Niederdeutsch, "Alcmanicum seu Tcutonicum altum (et) 
bassum"y Sie wei sen noch keineswcgs auf cine Unterordnung der einen Sprache 
unter die andere hin, sondcm auf cin arcal komplementär verteiltes Nebeneinander 
zwei er Einzelsprachen und Kulturräume im Heiligen Römischen Reich Deutscher 
Nation. Beide stehen im Verhältnis der Übersetzbarkeit zueinander: Entsprechend 
äuBert sich das 1527 in Köln bei Gervais Kruffter gedruckte Formularbuch 
'Schryfftspiegel ... des ncuwen stylums', daB "men ... tussen eynem Beyeren und 
Sassen eyn tolmetsch''2.I! bcdürfe. In den toposhaft verwendeten Quellenberufungen 
zahlreicher Druckschriften der Frühen Neuzeit wird darauf hingewiesen, daB 
man den Text " nu upp dat nye uth demm hochdutzschen in sassische effte nedder
lendesche sprake gesattet (hefft)".29 

Freilich ist der sprachkulturelle EinfluB des deutschen Südens auf den sächsisch 
redenden Norden, der bereits den Wanderprediger Berthold von Regensburg urn 
die Mitte des 13. Jahrhunderts zur Feststellung führte, "daz manie niderlender ist, 
der sich der oberlender sprache an nimet",30 das ganze Mittelalter hindurch latent 
wirksam gewesen, und zwar bereits seit der Eingliederung des sächsischen 
Stamrnesverbandes in das Karolingcrrcich. Mit dcm GefühI einer mehr oder 
weniger ausgeprägten Inferiorität stcIlt sich auch im hohen Mittelalter der 
stadtbürgerlich geprägte Kulturraum Norddeutschlands der höfïschen Kultur des 
deutschen Südens entgegen. Zahlreiche aus Niederdeutschland gebürtige 
Minnesänger und Epiker oricntiercn sich in dieser Zeit - je nach Wahl der Textsorte 
- an der ausgebildeten (mittcl-)hochdeutschen Dichtersprache.31 Die Defizienz 
der eigenen Sprache veranIaBt sie, in ciner poetisch ausgewiesenen Sprache zu 
dichten, deren ungefüge Handhabung mcist mit dem refutatio-Topos entschuldigt 
wird . 'Bedenkt' - so äuBert sich entsprechend Albrecht von Halberstadt im Pro
log seiner Übersetzung von Ovids Metamorphosen (1210) - 'wenn ihr meine 
falschen oder unechtcn Reime scht, daB cin Sachse namens Albrccht, der in 
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Halberstadt geboren ist, dicses Buch aus dem Lateinischen ins Dcutsche übersetzt 
hat' .32 

Nur 100 Jahre später, im Verlauf des 14. und 15. Jahrhunderts, geht das südlich 
seiner Hcimatstadt gelegene elbostfälische Sprachgebiet zum Mitteldeutschen 
über. zunächst partiell im offiziellen Schreibverkehr der oberen Stände, dann 
auch im allgemeinen mündlichen Sprachgebrauch.33 Nahezu das gesamte, im 
Spannungsfeld von Aussteller. Empfänger und Schreiber stehenden Kanzlei
schrifuum des west- und ostfälischen Kontaktraumes zeigt sich seit dieser Zeit 
hochdeutsch beeintluBt. 34 

Ausgangssituation und typische Abläufe dieses Sprachenwechsels. der 
allerdings nur im elbostfälischen Raum zum völligen Verlust. sprich Sprachentod, 
des Niederdeutschen führt, lassen sich durchaus den späteren Entwicklungen im 
gesamtniederdeutschen Raum verglcichen. 

3·2 Schreibsprachenwechsel 

Die entschcidende Umstrukturierung der Sprachlage setzt mit dem Niedergang 
der hansischen Wirtschaftsmacht, der der miuclnicderdeutschen Städte- und 
Verkehrssprache ihre eigentliche Funktionsbasis entzieht, zu Beginn des 16. 
Jahrhunderts cin und ist im wesentlichen bis zur Miue des 17. Jahrhunderts, also 
im Verlauf von etwa 150 Jahren, abgeschlossen. Ungeachtet seiner erkennbaren 
Durchschlagskraft - die hochdeutsche Schreibsprache wird in der Regel in einer 
Generation (von 25-30 Jahren) übemommen, und zwar überwiegend in den post
refonnatorischen Dezennien von 1540 bis 1560 - ist dieser Prozess nicht mono
kausal erklärbar. Er liegt eingebeuet im Kontext einer globalcn Veränderung des 
politisch-ökonomischen Machtgefüges Norddeutschlands. Mit dem Erstarken der 
west- und nordeuropäischen Nationalstaaten, die das Handelsmonopol des 
dahinsiechenden Hansebundes übemehmen und neue Handelsrouten nach Übersee 
eröffnen, verlagert sich das wirtschaftliche Kräftespiel im Ostseeraum.35 Eine 
überlcgene Konkurrenz entsteht vor allem im Tenitorialfürstentum. das das unge
mein sensible Gemeinwesen (res publica) der Bürgerstädte zerstört, den freien 
Stadtbürger (civis) sciner politischen Tätigkeit entwöhnt und damit zum Untertanen 
degradiert. Hinzu kommt die Verlagerung der politischen Entscheidungszentren 
im Reich (Reichskammergericht), wie überhaupt das geistig-politische Vakuum 
einer Umbruchzeit. 

Vor allen anderen Sprachdomänen !äl3t sich der sprachliche Veränderungsprozess 
in seiner zeitlich-räumlichen Stufung daher auch besonders am amtlichen Schrift
verkehr der Kanzlcien, der fürstlichen,städtischen und landständigen, ablesen.36 
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Am friihesten setzt der Schreibsprachenwechsel im Brandenburgischen und in 
den südöstlich gelegenen Regionen des niederdeutschen Sprachgebiets ein, gefolgt 
von den übrigen Städten des Ostfälischen, dann in den mecklenburgischen und 
westfälischen Schreibstuben. Am längsten halten die Hansestädte dernordnieder
sächsischen Waterkant an der heimischen Schriftsprache fest, und sei es auch nur 
zur Demonstration ihrer einstmaligen Bedeutung beziehungsweise als Ausdruck 
einer gewissen Ortsloyalität. Dies erklärt womöglich die bis heute feststellbaren 
ungewöhnlich hohen niederdeutschen Sprecherzahlen dieser gro6städtischen 
Zentren. 

Auf die Funktionali tät der Sprachverlagerungsvorgänge vom überregional 
formellen zum informellen Gebrauch des Hochdeutschen macht der unterschied
liche, zeitverschobene Beginn zunächst im auswärtigen und anschlieBend im 
inneren Schriftverkehr der Kanzleien aufmerksam. Sie ist am Öffentlichkeitsgrad 
der Überlieferungsträger {fextsorten, je nach kommunikativer Reichweite, ablesbar 
(vgl. die Karte: Niederdeutsch-hochdeutscher Schreibsprachenwechsel im externen 
/ internen Kanzleiverkehr). 

Damit verbindet sich vor allem eine soziale, ständisch-rechtliche Stufung: Die 
Kanzleien der norddeutschen Fürsten, die durchweg in überregionalen dynastischen 
Beziehungen stehen, und deren Hofbeamte vorwiegend an den lutherischen mittel
deutschen Universitäten ausgebildet werden, übemehmen die hochdeutsche Schrift
sprache friiher als städtische Skribenten oder Landschaftsschreiber. Auf diese 
Weise setzt sich das Hochdeutsche beispielsweise in den Herzogtümern Schleswig 
und Holstein sogar von Norden her, nach Vorbild der Deutschen Kanzlei 37 in 
Kopenhagen, durch, die eine Unterabteilung der königlichen Administration für 
die deutschsprachigen Landesteile des dänischen Gesamtstaates bildete. Ihr neuer 
Schreibgebrauch wird über die herzogliche Kanzlei der Gottorfer in Schleswig 
bis in die entlegensten Verwaltungsdistrikte, die oft erst im Zusammenhang des 
frühneuzeitlichen Landesausbaus erschlossen wurden, getragen.38 Dort setzt die 
bodenständige Schriftlichkcit mitunter von vornherein auf Hochdeutsch ein. 

Der Vorgang trägt insgesamt gesehen geradezu programmatische Züge. Erverläuft 
unterschiedlich gestaffeit nach Textsorten, er vollzieht sich im Kanzleiwesen im 
allgemeinen auch unvermittelt, d.h. sozusagen von heute aufmorgen. Die sprach
typologische Distanz beider Sprachen schlieBt einen schrittweisen Übergang und 
Mischformen weitgehend aus.39 Daher zeigt sich auch der übernommene hoch
deutsche Sprachtyp meistens von Anfang an kanzleifest ausgebildet: Orientierung 
und Muster ist durchweg das ostmitteldeutsche 'Mei6nisch' ,4l> dessen vorbildliche 
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Wirkung deutlich wird. Je weiter ein Skriptorium - von Süden nach Norden und 
Nordwesten hin abnehmend - von diesem Ausstrahlungsherd entfernt liegt, desto 
später übemimmt es die hochdeutsche Schriftsprache. 

-- --_ .. --111 

Bremen 
1565116.2 

~ '" , j . 
• osnObr~~k -/553 ft 

Munsteor eBIPle'retd 
·'570 / -1600 15651-1620 

V 

NieoderdE'ut sch - hochdpulscher Schrelbsprachwechsel 
im externen I internen Kanzleiverkehr 

~ ~.-:: : $prachgrenzen 
EI bostfat isch cm 15 . 

0". °0 0. = Jh . verhochdeutscht .Erfurt 

WIsmar 
1S6911588.Gustrow 151.0ff 

·~5~~·) 1567 

.~jjS)~~~ 

NléDéRDéU rSCH 

-1 
Spondou 1529 11536 / 

Tangermunde • .~5~~~7530 
-15.7 

MlrTéLDéUTSCH 

Die sprachlichen Vorgänge und Entwicklungen verlaufen in den einzelnen Institu
tionen und Bercichen keineswegs glcichartig, überall zeigen sich jedoch ähnliche 
Steuerungsmechanismen von Spracherhalt und Sprachverlagerung. Neben dem 
räumlich-zeitlichen Ablauf und dem sozio-stratischen Aspekt spielt die funktionale 
Ausrichtung der Texte im Rahmen der allgemeinen Sprachlage eine besondere 
RoBe: Vor allem die adressatenbezogene Sprachenwahl, also die Empfängerorien
tierung je nach Öffentlichkeitsgrad oder dem Sozialstatus der angesprochenen 
Bezugsperson, stellt sich als ein weiterer Wirkungsfaktor heraus. Die Institution 
Kirche hält daher in denjenigen TexL<;orten, die sich an die einsprachige Bevölke
rung richten (zum Beispiel im Kirchenlied oder in der Katechetik), länger am 
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Niederdeutschen fest als andere Instanzen, deren Schriftlichkeit überregional oder 
etwa thematisch anders ausgerichtet ist. Obcrgerichte verwenden hochdeutsch 
früher als die niedere Gerichtsbarkeit, deren Schriftturn - beispielsweise Bauern
beliebungen (Willküren) - im norddeutschen Küstengebiet bisweilen erst im 18. 
Jahrhundert auf hochdeutsch abgefaBt wird . 

Vielerorts wurde der Schreibsprachenwechsel auch sprachplanerisch vorange
trieben und durch Edikte und Verordnungen geregelt. In Flensburg beispielsweise 
werden im Jahre 1638 niederdeutsche Schulbücher verboten und durch 
"meiBnisches" Lehrmaterial ersetzt.41 Umgekehrt dokumentiert sich Sprachloyalität 
weiterhin in symbol- und ritualsprachlicher Nutzung, etwa im schriftlich vorformu
lierten Bürgereid, der nachzusprechenden Poenitentiarformel oder in der Fort
schreibung von Stadtbüchern (das Obcrstadtbuch der Hansestadt Lübeck wird bis 
zum Jahre 1809 auf NiederdcuLlich geführt) .42 

Aufs ganze gesehen ist der Vorgang der schreibsprachlichen Überlagerung des 
Niederdeutschenjedoch bereits urn die Mitte des 17. Jahrhunderts abgeschlossen. 
Eine vertikale Barriere kennzeichnet seitdem die Sprachgemeinschaft: Weil das 
Hochdeutsche - vcrgleichbar dem Lateinischen im Mittelalter - nunmehr die 
Funktion eincr Administrationssprache ausfüllt, sind groBe Teile der niederdeutsch 
sprechenden Bevölkerung an ihrer gesellschaftlichen Mitwirkung gehindert. Die 
hochdeutsche Schriftsprache, die in den sozia1cn Führungsschichten alsbald auch 
als Sprechsprache übcrnommen wird (zunächst wahrscheinlich berufsbezogen, 
dann auch umgangssprachlich und im familiären Umkreis), wird seitdem zur 
alleinigen Orientierungsnorm, demgegenübcr der Marktwert des Niederdeutschen 
mehr und mehr als deftzitär erfahren wird. Bezeichnend dafür ist, daB der in 
dieser Zeit aufkommende, auf die Sprachrichtigkeit abzielende Grundsatz 'Sprich, 
wie du schreibst' nachgerade nun auch die aus Norddeutschland stammenden 
Grammatiker der neuhochdeutschen Literatursprache leitet.43 Nichts kennzeichnet 
den Prestigeverlust des Niederdeutschen im 17. und 18. Jahrhundert mehr als 
seine literarische Verwendung ausschlie/3lich nur noch in sogenannten Zwischen
spielen, in FastnachLlizoten oder elwa HochzeiLligedichten (Casualia) zur belustig
enden Charakterisierung von ungehobc1ten Bauern und illiteraten Tölpeln.44 

UnmiBverständlich verdeutlichl dies, daB die Bevölkerung Norddeutschlands -
soziale Oberschichten und breile Massen der (einsprachigen) Ansässigen - durch 
eine heterogene Zweisprachigkeit, die zug1cich eine Bildungsschranke markiert, 
voneinander getrennt sind . Eine bi part-linguale Sprachsituation also: Innerhalb 
ein und desselben Territoriums besetzen die beiden Sprachen nicht etwa ein 
jeweils abgegrenztes geographisches Gebiet, sie existieren vielmehr in einem 
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gemeinschaftlichen Lebcnsraum für bcieinanderwohnende Menschengruppcn, die 
freilich nichl 'nur' durch ihre Sprachkompclenz voneinander geschieden sind. 
Einzig in den sozialen Bildungsschichlen hal sich einc partielle, d.h. mediale 
Diglossie mil Bilingualismus herausgebildel,die sich nach und nach zu einer 
lotalen Diglossie wandelt, was dem Modell einer homogenen Zweisprachigkeil 
enlSpricht. Jcde dervom Individuum bcherrschlen Yarielälen gewinnl ihre sozialen 
und silualiven Gebrauchsdomänen: Hochdeulsch - geschrieben, dann auch 
gesprochen - auf offiziellem Niveau (im Bildungsbcreich, im Rechlswesen, in 
den YerwallungsinsliLulionen), Niederdeulsch vor allem im alhäglichen, lebcns
nahen und privalen Redegebrauch. Seine lelZlendlich explosive Slo/3krafL erlangl 
dieses Sprachgefüge in der Folgezeil jedoch vor allem dadurch, da/3 cs auf einem 
sozialen Spannungsverhälmis der Sprachleilhabcr aufbaut. 

3·3 Sprechsprachenweclzsel 

Äu/3ere Anlässe, das hei/3l vor allem die gesellschafLlichen Umwälzungen seil 
dem 19. Jahrhundert, geben den Anslo/3 zu einer weileren Yerschiebung diescr 
lange Zeil geItenden medialen DiglossicJage, die sich nunmehr in Richlung auf 
einen LOlalen Sprachenwechsel auch brciler Bevölkerungskrcise, unter Bei
behaltung des Niederdeutschen als Erst- oder ZweilSprache, verändert. Nieder
deulsch wird überwiegend jelZl auch als Sprechsprache durch das Hochdeulsche 
erselZl und verliert damil seine enlscheidende Funktionsbreile.45 

Die Dynamik dieses globalen Sprachverlagerungsprozesses iSl nichl nur im 
Makrobcreich, sondem vor allem auch auf der hislorischen Mikroebcne anhand 
unmillclbar sprechender Zeugen und Übcrlieferungslräger feslzuslellen. AulO
biographien und sprachbiographische Äu/3erungen schrifLlicher und dann auch 
mündlicher Art gebcn unmillelbare Einblicke in die individucllen Yerhallens
wcisen und Einstellungen der Sprecher, vor allem immer wieder auch in die 
sozialpsychologischen Motivationen ihres sprachlichen Handelns.46 

Yerschiedene Faktoren hallen mit der Zeit zur Deslabilisierung des hergebrachlen 
reSlen 'sländischen' Sprachgefüges 'niederdeutsche Yolkssprachc und particll 
fungierende hochdeulsche Dachsprache' bcigelragen: ZunächSl einmal die fort
schrei lende Übemahme des Hochdeulschen auch als Sprechsprache in den 
lonangebenden sozialen Führungsschichlen und Eliten. Sic markiertc einc 
Bildungsbarricre, deren SpannungsverhäJtnis sich mil der zunchmenden Alpha
belisierung weiler niederdeulsch sprechender Bevölkerungskreise, also des 
'common man', zuspilzte. Seil der Mille des 19. Jahrhunderts kam es daher 
zunächst und vor allem in den rapidc wachsendcn Grol3slädten des norddeutschen 
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Raumes zu einem plötzlichen sprachlichen Ausgleich. Im Zuge der raschen 
Industrialisierung waren gerade die städtischen Zentren zu Schmelztiegeln hete
rogener Bevölkerungsgruppcn geworden. Ihre Gesellschaften waren in hohem 
MaBe in Bewegung geraten: Die Zuwanderung aus den Regionen führte zu einer 
ÖffnWlg der ehedem homo genen Sprachgemeinschaft. in deren Folge sich auch 
die sozialen Beziehungsnetze und das tradierte Rollenverständnis ihrer Gruppen 
auflösten. Vertikale Fluktuation und soziale Mobilität verursachten zudem eine 
WerteverändefWlg auf der Basis zWlehmend urbaner Lebensformen. Hinzu kamen 
schlieBlich die zeittypischen sprachideologischen Implikate des entstehenden 
Nationalsstaats. der - wie in Gesarnteuropa - von der Gleichsetzung von nationalem 
Bekenntnis beziehungsweise staatlicher Zugehörigkeit und Einheitssprache 
ausging.47 

Es nimmt daher nicht wunder, daB sich vor allem die Zeit von der deutschen 
Reichsbildung (1870) bis zum Ende des ErSlen Weltkrieges (1920) und verstärkt 
dann auch die Jahre vor Beginn des Zweilen Wcltkrieges als gravierende Ein
bruchslellen des Niederdeulschen zeigen.48 Brcite Bevölkerungskreise erliegen in 
dieser Zeil einem kollektiven Trend und Zwang zum Sprachenwechsel, der in 
eine weitverbreilete Zweisprachigkeil cinmündet. Wie durchgreifend sich nach
ge rade auch der nalionalslaalliche Wirkungsfaktor darstellt,demonstiert nicht 
zuletzt die Gegenprobe: Auch viele Dialektdichter bedienen sich zu Thematisierung 
nationaler Anliegen jetzt durchweg eher der Hochsprache. 

Bei genauerem Hinsehen zeigl sichjedoch auch dieser zweile Sprachverlagerungs
prozess im norddeutschen Raum viel schichtig dimensioniert und keineswegs 
kausal. geschweige denn monokausal erklärbar. Der Vorgang stellt sich vor aUem 
wieder als soziales Phänomen dar: Für die hochdeulsche Sprechsprache voticren 
zuaUererst die Ober- und Mittclschichten der GroBslädte, dann die Bürger der 
mittelgroBen Verwaltungszentren in den Regionen mil ihren bis heute nachweis
baren sprachlichen Abselztendenzen ('distantiedrift') zum 'platten' Umland hin. 
Die Bildungsschichlen der Sladtkeme grenzen sich hochsprachlich von den mittel
ständigen Berufsgruppen der AuBenbezirke und dem Induslrieproletariat der 
Stadtviertel ab, die GroBbauem wiederum von den Kleinbauem und Tagelöhnem 
und so weiler. In den dreiBiger Jahren Wlseres Jahrhunderts hat der Sprachen
wechsel im allgemeinen das unteren Ende der sozialen Skala erreicht. 

Nahezu alle autobiographischen Äul3crungen, die den Vorgang aus der Perspcktive 
der Handeinden und Erlebenden beleuchlen, betonen die enge Verknüpfung von 
hochdeutscher Sprachkompelenz und sozialem Aufstieg. Platt sprechen wird 
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schicksalhafL mit geringem Sozialstatus und gesellschaftlichem Mi8erfolg 
assoziiert. Kaum etwas verdeutJicht die diskriminierte Kultur der AIItagswelt 
mehr als die Sprachregclung innerhalb der Familien: Eltem, die untereinander 
weiterhin plan reden, sprechen mit ihren Kindem nunmehr ausschlie8lich 
hochdeutsch. Diescr sozialc Anpassungsdruck offenbart sich als Bildungsdruck, 
der von den staatlichen Inslitutionen, namentlich von der Schulc, ausgeht, auf der 
bereits Klaus Groth nach eigener Aussage das Hochdeutsche 'wie eine 
Fremdsprache' erlemen muBte. Der Sprachwechsel wird daher von den EItem, 
also den individucllen PlatL<;prechem, zumcist frciwillig durchgesetzt beziehungs
weise in 'vorauseilendem Gehorsam' erl.wungen, und zwar durchweg wieder mit 
einem Schlag an der Bruchstelle des Generalionenwcchscls: Es sind mithin die 
Plattsprecher sclber, die die Fortführung der aulochlhonen Sprachtradition 
vcrhindem. Sic setzcn ihre Kinder anfänglich einer ort ungcüblen Sprachsituation 
aus, die diese erst nach und nach gebrauchsüblich zu beherrschen lemen. Für 
vicle bcdeutet die Einübung zweisprachiger Gebrauchsregeln - mit wem, wann, 
wo usw. platt gesprochen wird und werden darf - nachweislich eine ort schmerz
liche Erfahrung, die nicht frei bleibl von Konniklen und Verlelzungen. Das, was 
von den Kindem geCordert wird, blcibl den Erwachscncn aIlcrdings unlersagt: sie 
machen sich durchweg eher lächerlich, falls sic sich vom herkömmlichen Sprach
gebrauch abwenden. Nur ein unangefochlener Sozialstatus ermöglicht und garan
tiert lctztendlich eine posilive Akzeplanz des Niederdeutschen: cs blcibt erlaubt 
zur Demonstration des bcrufssländischen BewuBlscins wic auch der lokalen oder 
regionalen Eigenart und Unverwechselbarkeit. 

Hinsichtlich des allläglichen Sprachgebrauchs führt die sozialc Verteilung 
der Varietätenjedoch in einen TeuCelskreis, bei dem das Plalldeulsche zwangsläufig 
auf der Slrecke blcibt. Loyalcs Feslhalten am angestammtcn Idiom hatte die 
soziale Sligmatisicrung, also cinc Vorurteilsbarriere, zur Folge; andererseits ver
baule die tatsächlich vorhandene Sprachbarricre den Zugang zur Bildung. In den 
sozialcn Unlerschichlen wird der Sprachwechsel daher auch mehr erlitten denn 
erslriUen. Angesichls dicser Sachlage war cs den in der Tradilion der Aufklärung 
stehenden Sprachtheorelikem des 19. Jahrhunderts wie elwa Jonas Goldschmid~9 
oder LudolC WienbargSO auch nichl möglich, diese Sprachbewegung emanzi
palorisch als sprachlichen Mehrwcrt in Richlung auf einc posiliv zu fasscnde 
Bilingualitäl zu interpretieren. Sic plädierten daher gebieterisch für eine ein
sprachige Lösung zugunsten des HochdeuL<;chen, die allerdings bis zum Zweiten 
Wcltkrieg noch kcincswcgs crColgt war. Erst danach kann Norddcutschland in 
gewisser Hinsichl als ein cxklusiv hochdeutschcs Sprachgcbict bezeichnet wer
den, Creilich mit einer millionenfachen, in unterschiedliche Gemeinschaften 
gegliederten bilingualen 'Minderheit', die sich weilerhin nicht als solche begreift. 
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4 Sprachwechsel und Identitätskrise 

Die jahrhundertclange KonkulTenz beider Sprachen, die Ictztendlich die funktionaIe 
Überlcgenheit der hochdeutschen Prestigesprache offenkundig machte, hat zwar 
dazu geführt, daB die Sprecher selbst die damnatio über die eigene Muttersprache 
fällten. Freilich ist die Funktions- und Statusminderung des Niederdeutschen zu 
keiner Zeit unwidersprochen hingenommen worden, sie provozierte vielmehr 
fortwährend auch Gegenbewegungen. Dieser Protest äuBert sich im 17. und 18. 
Jahrhundert zunächst in vereinzelten Stimmen vor allem gelchrter Kreise, seit 
dem 19. Jahrhundert dann sogar als breite Kulturbewegung. Allem Anschcin 
nach hat die Stufc des Schreibsprachenwechscls demnach weniger zu einer Identi
tätskrise beigetragen als der spätere Sprechsprachenwechsel breiter Bevölkerungs
massen. 

Der Yerlust der Schriftlichkeit einer zudem als mediocre abgewerteten Sprachkultur 
schaffte bei vielen Gelehrten und bcim poeta doctus schon in der Frühen Neuzeit 
das BewuBtsein, Fremde im eigenen Lande zu sein. "In propria patria hospites et 
extranei sum(m)us"51 lautet entsprechend die zentrale Aussage in Bernhard 
Raupachs Traktat 'Yon unbilliger Yerachtung der Plat-teutschen Sprache' aus 
dem Jahre 1704. Yon ihm wird der Sprachabbau als 'Entfremdung' erfahren, der 
die Eigengruppc die Mythe eines ethisch aufgewerteten Kulturrdums entgegenstellt, 
dessen sprachliche Exklusivität und Eigenständigkeit es zu bewahren gilt. Die 
ethnozentristischen Bestrebungen, den sprachlich gefährdeten Indenti likationsraum 
zu sichem, konzentrieren sich vor allem auf das Thema 'Modersprak'52: unbeirrt 
bcteuem ihre Yerfechter die Gleichwertigkeit, ja Supcriorität der materna lingua 
gegenübcr der hochdeutschen Kunstsprache, die nun ihrerseits als sterile und 
unnatürliche Formelsprache abqualiliziert wird . Die Umkehrung der Dominanz
verhältnisse zwischen beiden Sprachen wird vom Standpunkt einer' altdeutschen' 
Oppositionshaltung gegenüber den modischen Neuerungen der Zeit heraus 
vehement abgelehnt. Nachweise zur Geschichtlichkeit der bedrohten Sprache, 
ihres Alters und ihrer natürlichen Klarheit im Sinne der Decorum-jAptumlehre 
werden bcigebracht, die ihre althergebrachte Würde und kulturelle Leistungs
fähigkeit untermauem sollten. Yereinzelte Yersuche, das Nicderdeutsche wieder 
auszubauen, führen denn verständlicherweise auch über eine Wiederbelebung 
der mittelniederdeuL<;chen Buch- und Schri rtsprache: Man ediert die vorbildlichen 
Texte der eigenen literarischen Tradition. Als unanfechtbare exempla dienen sie 
dazu, den Geltungsanspruch einer zu Unrecht ins Abseits geratenen Sprachkultur 
im BewuBL<;ein zu halten. 
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Erst seit dem 19. Jahrhundert, nachdem sich die hochdeutsche Standardsprache in 
Norddeutschland weitergehend etabliert hatte, verliert die rctrospektive Kommen
tierung und Apologetik des Niederdeutschen ihrcn Sinn, ohne freilich von der 
grundsätzlichen Forderung nach Einsprachigkeit abzulassen. Erfolgreich versuchen 
die Nestoren der neuniederdeutschen Dialektdichtung - Klaus Groth, Fritz Reu
ter oder Fritz Stavenhagen - die verfemte Sprache, nunmehr allerdings unter 
Rückgriff auf die lebende Mundart, emeut schreibbar und literaturfàhig zu machen, 
mit anderen Worten, ihre "Ehre zu reUen" (Klaus Groth, Quickbom).53 Das Echo 
auf diese ästhetischen Feldzüge war groB; sic verschafften nicht nur der schönen 
Leseliteratur Spielraum, sondem bcreiteten auch den Boden für einen Zugewinn 
neuer Sprachdomänen des kulturellen Sektors (zum Beispiel der Bühne) vor. All 
diese Bestrebungen münden letztlich in die 'niederdeutsche Bewegung' ein, de
ren Aktivitäten und ProkJamationen von der Vorstellung einer einheitlichen 
niederdeutschen Kulturlandschaft ausgingen. Ihre Vertreter gehörten durchweg 
einer sozialen Bildungsschicht an, die der Provinzialität des Volkslcbens und der 
Alltagskultur weit enthoben war. Die Diskrepanz zwischen tatsächlicher Sprach
wirkJichkeit und ihrer kulturellen Aneignung (sprich literarischen Präsentation) 
enÜarvt diese Ziele denn auch als' Imitation des Naiven' .54 Die unilinguale Position 
der Verfechter des Niederdeutschen steIlte die tatsächlich gewachsene Mehr
sprachigkeilskompelenz der aulochthonen Bevölkerung kaum in Rechnung. 

Die Veränderung der Sprachlagenkonfiguration Norddeutschlands alles in allem 
in posiliver Sicht als Entwicklung zur Zweisprachigkeit zu interpretieren, fiel 
deswegen schwer, weil keine Gleichrangigkeit der Sprachen gegeben war. In der 
Sprachgeschichtsforschung ist der Vorgang enL'iprechend auch eher aus einer 
einseitigen Perspektive dargestellt worden: Durch den' Sprachenwechsel' schied 
das Niederdeutsche von vomherein als Instrument der sprachlichen Vereinheit
lichung des Deulschen aus. Damil war andererscits die Voraussclzung ge schaffen 
für die Durchsctzung cincr einhcitlichen dCuL'ichcn Litcratursprache gröBtmöglicher 
Reichweite. SchlieBlich umfaBtc das Geltungsgcbiet des Niederdeutschen fast 
die Hälfte des gesamlcn deulschcn Sprachraumes. 

5 Von der sprachlichen Konkurrenz zur (lektalen?) Koexistenz 

Es blcibt damil vor allem feslzuhalten, daB sich die Ablösung dcs Nicderdeutschen 
durch das Hochdeulsche aufgrund der sprachtypologischcn Eigenständigkeit beider 
Sprachen, die keine Übergänge zuläBt, in linguistischer Hinsicht meistens 
unvermittclt vollzieht. Auf3ersprachlich gesehen baut sich die hochdeutsche 
Sprachkompetenz dagegen schriuwcise auf: von der sozialen Oberschicht zur 
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Unterschicht, von den literati zu den illiterati, von der Schriftebene zur Sprech
ebcne, von den Grof3räumen zu den abseits gelcgenen Klcinräumen, von der 
Städten zum Land, von den Stadtkemen zu den Auf3enbczirken und von den 
formellen Sprachdomänen zu den privaten. 

Die hochdeutsche Übcrlagerung verursacht, da sic von Anfang an von einer 
sozialcn Oberschicht und einer Prestigesprache getragen wird, eine 'soziale' 
Sprachbarriere, die die Gesellschaft Norddeutschlands für lange Zeit vertikal 
scharf trennl. Letztlich stellt sich die Übcrwindung dicser sozialcn Kluft zwischen 
Allgemeinheit und Bildungsschichten auch als der entscheidende sprachliche 
Veränderungsfaktor dar. Erlcmen des Hochdeutschen ermöglichte Teilhabe an 
Bildung und gesellschaftlichen Funktionen; auf der anderen Seite konnte eine 
zusätzliche Niederdeutsch-Kompctenz allenfalls für die Bildungsschichten Pre
stige garantie ren. 

Zweifc1sohne ist das konkurrierende Spannungsverhältnis zwischen beiden 
Sprachen heutzutage cinem eher koexistierenden Nebeneinander gewichen, 
nachdem der niederdeutsche Sprachraum ein hochdeutscher geworden ist und die 
potenticll wertoffene Teilhabe aller Bevölkerungsgruppcn am Sprachregister 
gegebcn isl. Die egalisierende, sich zunehmend auch multikulturell ausrichtende 
Mittc1standsgesellschaft der Nachkriegszeit mif3t der schichtenspezifischen 
Steuerung der Sprachenwahl kaum mehr Bedeutung zu. Mit der Aufgabe der 
vorrangig sozialcn Festlcgung dcs Sprachgebrauchs und der Überwindung einer 
allenfalls noch vorhandenen Vorurteilsbarriere, die keinesfalls als Sprachbarriere 
mif3verstanden werden darf, scheint das NiederdeuL'lche milllerweilc sogar fr(;Ïer 
verfügbar zu werden für neue, zweckgebundene Nutzungsformen. Unter dem 
sicheren Dach der hochdcuL'lchcn Kultursprache crobcrt cs sich inzwischen denn 
auch ge rade Nischen des kulturellen Übcrbaus. lnsofem haben alle Beschreibungs
modelIe des norddeutschen Sprachraums weiterhin von einer Zweisprachigkeits
konstellation auszugehen, die freilich langfristig eincr innersprachlichen 'Bedro
hung' ausgesetzt ist: Diese ergibt sich aus der substantiellen Zersetzung der indom i
namen Varietät, die mehr und mehr ausglcichssprachliche Elcmente der überlagem
den Kontaktsprache übcmimml. Aufgrund der allgemein feststellbaren Tendenz 
zur optimalen Besetzung eines Sprachregisters wird sic aller Voraussicht nach 
eine - wie auch immer geanete - Sprachform für alltägliche und private Ge
brauchsanlässe neben dcr high-VaricUil bleiben, auch ohne schlagkräftige 'army' 
und 'navy'. 
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Fu6noten 

Dieser Problemhorizonl, der im folgenden unter akzentuierten Gesichtspunkten, vor allem im 
Blick auf die Entwicklung zur Zweisprachigkeit hin, dargestel1t wird. ist des öftcren zusarnmenfassend 
beschrieben worden. Der Notenapparat bcschränkt sich daher auf die Angabe der grundlegenden 
LiteratuT. 

V gl. dazu Möhn 1988, der die einseitige Kommentierung dieses Prozesses, der zumeist von der 
Einsprachigkeit als Regel ausgehl, offenlegt. 
3 Zu dieser auf Kloss 1967 (und öfters) aufbauenden Typologisierung beider genetisch verwand
ter und das heiBt gegenseitig verständlicher Sprachen nach dem Statuskriterium s. Haarmann 1976, 
S. 57 f. ; s. auch Kloss 1952, S. 15-24 (zur Frage 'Sprache undloder Mundart'), S. 69-79 (in bezug 
auf das Niederdeutsche) und Kloss 1976. 

Kretschmer 1969, S. 47 . 
Fishman 1975, S. 28-31, nach Stewart 1968, S. 534-543 . 
Es ist bekannt, daB 'ein Glas Wein - auch unabhängig vom Zustand des Trinkenden - sowohl 

halb voll als auch halb leer sein kann'. Zur gegenwärtigen Sprachsituation des Niederdeutschen s. 
vor al1em Lindow 1981 und Stel1macher 1981 a. 

Vgl. aus der umfangreichen und verstreut greifbaren Literatur zur Sprachenbezeichnung Socin 
1888, S. 173 ff. ; Lasch 1920; Müller 1925; Kluge 1958, S. 60-82. 

Justus Georg Schottelius: Ausführliche Arbcit Von der Teutschen HaubtSprache 1663, hg. v. W. 
Hecht, I, Tübingen 1967,S. 152; dabci ist zu beachten, daB Schottel 'Teutsch' als Bezeichnung der 
überlandschaftlichen Gemeinsprache selbstverständlich nur auf das Hochdeutsche bezogen wissen 
wollte. Zur althergebrachten 'Einbürgerung' des Nieder1ändischen, die nach der 1648 im 
Westfälischen Frieden de facto (nicht aber de iure) vollzogenen Trennung der nördlichen Provinzen 
vom deutschen Reich kaum noch belegt ist (vgl. etwa J. A. Egenolffs Historie der teutschen 
Sprache, I, Lcipzig 1735, S. 52), siehe etwa Schreiber 1929. 

Dieser von Sanders 1982, S. 142-145 geprägte Begriff geht von der überregionalen Geltung 
bzw. Wirkung der Lübccker Kanzleisprache im Hanseraum aus, die sich durch eine auf etymolo
gischer Basis gesuchte grammatische Norm und tendenziel1c orthographische Regelhaftigkeit 
auszeichnet. Der - weil suggestiv - verfängliche Begriff ist sicher nicht zu verabsolutÎeren. 
10 Hierzu und zum folgenden vgl. Socin 1887, S. 32 fr. , passim; Socin 1888, S. 175 L; Menke 
1991. 
11 Während die frühneuzeitlichen Staaten Europas sich keineswegs sprachlich definierten, 
unterscheidet der romantische Nationalbegriff des 19. Jahrhunderts in Deutschland nicht (wie etwa 
in Frankreich) zwischen Kultur- und StaaL~nation . Sinnstiftend für den Einheitsgedanken ist daher 
nicht die erklärte Übcreinkunft der StaaL~bürger im rcchtlichen Sinne, sondern deren prädispositionale 
Prägung durch die gemeinsame Geschichte, Sprache und das Kulturerbc. Zu we1chen AuswUchsen 
diese ideologischen Implikate führten, zeigen die sprachpolitischen Planungen der Zeit gegenUber 
Regional- und Minderheitensprachen, die durchweg in SprachkonOikte ausarten. Beispielhaft dafür 
sei auf die Redanisierungsversuche des Schleswiger Sprachraumes durch die seit 1810 einsetzenden 
dänischen Sprachreskripte hingewiesen, deren Zielset7.ungen sich jcdoch durchweg ins Gegenteil 
verkehrten. V gl. u. a. Bracker 1972, S. 127-225 und 1973, S. 87-213; Rohweder 1976; S~ndergaard 
1980. 

12 Siehe dazu den Tabcllenbcricht der GETAS -Umfrage 'zur Lage des Niederdeutschen heute' aus 
dem Jahre 1984, zu dem eine erste Auswertung von Stellmacher, 1987, vorliegt. Es liegen des 
weiteren zahlreiche kleinräumigere und örtliche Erhebungen vor, die methodisch (single-case
studies etc.) zum Teil andere Wege bcschreiten, s. für Schleswig-Holstein u. a. Kamp-Lindow 1967 
und Potthast-Hubold 1979. 
13 Dies wird vor al1em auch deutlich an den regionalen Sprachheften für den Deutschunterricht 
'Dialekt / Hochsprache-kontrastiv'; s. etwa Stellmacher 1981 (Nicdersächsisch); für den Schleswiger 
Sprachraum vgl. Bock 1933, S. 109-125 mit den Abb. NT. 43 und 44; für den ostniederdeutschen 
Raum vgl. die Situationsbeschreibung bei Gernentz 1980, S. 136-150. 
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14 Die jüngste Darstellung zu dieser sprachlichen Ex.istenzform (Stellmacher 1981, S. 118 faBt sie 
als Aktionsform) liefen Bichel 1979 (dort auch die weiterführende Literatur, insbesondere zum 
Hamburger Missingsch). 

I~ Mit diesem gängigen Begriff, der im Zusammenhang eines problematischen Sprachschichten
modelIs 'Mundart-Umgangssprache-Hochsprache' gebraucht wird, hat sich vor allem U. Bichel 
auseinandergesetzt; s. zuletzt ders. 1988 und - zur norddeuL~chen Umgangssprache - Keuner 1988. 

16 Vgl. dazu die Graphik 'Register der gesprochenen Sprache' (nach Sanders 1982, S. 195-197). 

17 Siehe Friebertshäuser-Dingeldein 1989, mit den für die Sprachlage Norddeutschlands besonders 
aussagekräftigen Karten Nr. 1 (geringe Sprachkompctem.), 3 und 4 (Kompetenz nach Alter und 
SchulabschluB), 11 ('abgeschwächte' Dialektform), 12 (Erkennen eines abweichenden Dialekts), 
14 (gröBere Verstehensbarriere), 19 und 21 (nicht dialektgefärbte Aussprache des Hochdeutschen), 
22,24 und 28 (geringer Gebrauch des Dialekts), 44, 47 und 49 (adressatenbe7.ogener Sprachgebrauch 
im familiären Bezug) und 78 (Dialcktprognose), passim . 
18 Siehe dazu die Ausführungen unter Kap. IV. 

19 Die Fragen der Verschriftlichung stellen daher auch ein zentrales Diskussionsfeld der Dialekt
dichter des 19. Jahrhundens dar (z. B. bei lohann Heinrich Voss, Klaus Groth oder Joachim Mähl). 

20 Beispielhaft dafür stehen die diatopisch vorgehenden Regionalwönerbücher des Nicderdeutschen, 
die keineswegs nur konservierende Dokumentationsl.iele verfolgen wie etwa die ihnen zeitlich 
vorausgehenden Idiotica (vgl. etwa die Volksausgabc des Schlcswig-Holsteinischen Wönerbuchs 
von Ouo Mensing, I-V, 1927-1935); insbesondere die 'syntopischen' Handwörterbücher von SaB 
1957, G. Harte-J. Harte 1986, Herrmann-Winter 1985 und Lindow 1984 enL~prechen der dargelegten 
Zielsetzung ad usum poetorum. 

21 Vgl. Sass o. 1. und allgemein Ryl1988, S. 6-13 . 

22 Dazu sind keineswegs nUT grammatikalische Lchrbücher im engeren Sinne zu zählen (vgl. etwa 
Harte 1984), sondem auch allgemeine Darstellungen der Sprache wie etwa diejenige von Meyer 
1983 oder das 'Handbuch zur Pflege der Heimatsprache' von Mehlem-Secdorf [1952J. 

2J Ein Analysebeispiel dieses Funktiolekts liefert Stellmacher 1981a. S. 49-64; strittig ist freilich 
seine, ebd. S. 48, vorgenommene Kennzeichnung als 'bremisch-oldenburgisch ' . 

2' Stellmacher 1987, S. 20; diese Aussage (= 35% der Befragten) bezieht sich nur auf diejenigen 
Sprecher, die angaben, über gute und sehr gute Sprachkenntnisse zu verfügen. 

25 V gl. beispielsweise für das Norclniedersächsische Heiosohn 1963 und Kamp-Lindow 1967, 
passim. 

26 Grundlegend dazu immer noch La~ch 1914, § 7-10, passim; siehe auch oben Anm. 9. 

27 Socin 1888, S. 173 f., lIl, mit weiteren Belegzeugnissen für den Gegensatz von Obcr- und 
Niederländisch, einem komplementären Regriffspaar, das bei den Rheinschiffem entstanden zu 
sein scheint; vgl. weiter ebd. S. 166 (zur Sprachenbezeichnung bei Alben Krantz zu Beginn des 16. 
Jahrhunderts). 

28 Borchling-Claussen, J, 1976, NT. 910; Zitat nach Socin 1888, S . 175 . 

29 Sebastian Branl, Dat nye Schip van Narragonien, Rostock: L. Dietz 1519 (= Rorchling-Claus
sen, J, 1976, Nr. 625), Titel; 7.itien nach dem Ex.emplar cler UB Rostock (Faksimile-Bibliothek der 
Niederdeutschen Abteilung des Germanistischen Seminars der Universi tät Kiel). 

30 Pfeiffer, J, 1965, S. 251, Z. 25 f. (Kap. XVIII : Von dem Niderlande unde von dem Oberlande). 

31 Ober die in miuelhochdeutscher Sprache dichtenden NicderdeuL~chcn und Niederfranken s. 
Sanders 1982, S. 123-125; Einzelzeugnisse verzeichnet Socin, 1888, S. 102-111. 

32 "des lal û sin zu danke, 
ob ir vundel in den rÎmen, 
die sich zeinander IÎmen 
valsch oder unrechl: 
wan ein Sachse, heizeI Albrechl, 
geboren von Halberslat, 
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û ditze bûch gemachet hät 
von latine zu dûte" 
Prologus, V. 48 ff.; s. Bartsch 1861, S. 2 (mit Einleitung S. CXXVIII). 

33 Sanders 1982, S. 154 ff. mit Angabe der einschlägigen Literalur (ebd. S . 158). 

34 V gl. dazu Menke 1981, 1986, 1990. 

35 Siehe hierzu die entsprechenden Kapitel in den einschlägigen Gesamtdarstellungen u. a. von 
Dollinger 1981, Schildhauer-Fritze-Stark 1982 und Schildhauer 1984. 

36 Zu diesem Sprachenwechsel, seinen arealen, sozialen und funktionalen Aspeklen siehe u.a. die 
zusarnmenfassenden Darstellungen von GemenlZ 1980, Sanders 1982, S. 154-168, Gabrielsson 
1983, Bichel 1985, Sodmann 1985 und GemenlZ 1986. Nur zufällige Kenntnisse bestehen tiber 
seinen Ablauf in informellen sozialen Situationen, zu denen nach der Domänentypik Fishmans auf 
jeden FaIl auch 'Familie' und 'Freundschaft' zu zählen sind. S. auch Lasch 1918, S. 1-8, Maas 1983 
und 1986, Möhn 1973, S . 120-123, GemenlZ 1976, Menke 1979 und Hartweg-Wegere 1989, S. 28-
35. 

31 Winge 1982 und 1987; Niemann 1988, S. 34-40; Carstensen 1983, S. 133f. 

31 Dies wird besonders deutlich am Aufkommen und Ausbau der (Verwaltungs-)Schriftlichkeit in 
einem 'entlegenen Gebiet' wie Eiderstedt an der Westküste Schleswig-Holsteins, dessen 'drie 
Lande' erst im 16. JaJrrhundert zu einer V erwaltungseinheit zusarnmengefaBt wurden. Der Komplex 
ist Thema eines KieIer Dissertationsvorhabens von Anke Renning. 

39 Dem widerspricht nicht die 'plattdeutsche Schreckenskarnmer' in Form der fTÜhneuzeitlichen 
Missingsch-Varietät (mit Niederdeutsch als Modellsprache), da diese sprachliche Existensform in 
keiner schreibsprachlichen Tradition steht und eher das Ergebnis sprechsprachlicher Kontakte isl. 

40 Siehe dazu vor allem Eichler-Bergmann 1968. 

41 Schütt 1919, S . 244 (das Zeugnis bezieht sich auf den niederdeutschen Druck der "Questiones 
Grarnmaticae'). Zur späteren Regelung der Schulsprache in den Herzogtümem Schleswig und 
Holstein im 18. Jahrhundert durch die Superintendenten A. Struensce und J. G. C. Adler s. Carstensen, 
1983, S. 142 f. 

42 Heinsohn 1933, S. 182. 

43 Zum Anteil gerade auch der norddeutschen Grarnmatiker an der Normierung der neuhoch
deutschen Schriftsprache s . den gleichnamigen AufsalZ von Bergmann 1982 . 

.. Siehe dazu Bichel 1983, S. 392-395 und Sanders 1982, S. 172-174 (mit Angabe der 
Spezialliteratur). 

45 Hierzu und zum folgenden siehe u. a. (mit Einzelbclegen) Möhn 1983, S. 158-163; GemenlZ 
1980, S. 100-103, 124-129, passim; Schulte-Kemminghausen, 1939, S. 74-85; des weiteren Niekerken 
1953; Möhn 1973, S. 123-125; Möhn 1979 und 1988. 

46 Vgl. Wildgen 1988 sowie für das 20. Jahrhunderl vor allem die von Schuppenhauer 1976 und 
Herrmann-Winter 1988 gesarnmehen 'metasprachlichen' Aussagen. 

41 Vgl. dazu die oben unter Anm. 11 verzeichnete Literatur. 

4' V gl. hierzu beispielhaft die von Wild gen 1976 und 1988 untersuchten Sprachwechselabläufe in 
Bremen. 

49 Goldschmidt 1846. 

50 Wienbarg 1834 und 1860. Wenngleich die Position Wienbargs entscheidend von der Sprach
barrieren-Problematik her bestimmt is!. bleibt der Aspekt der Zweisprachigkeit keineswegs auBer 
Betracht. - Zu Goldschmidt und Wienbarg s. auch Schulte-Kemminghausen 1939, S. 66-73 . 

51 Raupach 1704, S. 102. 

52 Vgl. Möhn 1988, S. 72 f.; Menke 1991; Belegzeugnisse stehen bei Schuhe-Kemminghausen 
1939, S. 16-49, passim. 
53 Groth 1854, S. IX . 

54 Vgl. Menke 1986. 
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H. Schönfeld 

Dialekt, Umgangssprache und Standardsprache auf 
dem Gebiet der ehemaligen DDR im 20. lahrhundert 

Zusammenfassung 

Seit dem Ende des 19. Jahrhunderts ist auf dem Gebiet der ehemaligen DDR ein 
starker Wandel im Dialekt/Standard-Spektrum zu beobachten. Wesentliche 
Entwicklungen hinsichtlich der Struktur, Verwendung und Funktion von Dialekt, 
Umgangssprache und Standard vollzogen sich mit regionalen Unterschieden. 
Vor allem die regionalen Umgangssprachen nahmen weite Verwendungsbereiche 
des Dialekts und des Standards ein, besonders nach 1945. Nach der Vereinigung 
Deutschlands begannen neue Entwicklungen. 

o Einleitung 

In den meisten Regionen des Gebietes der ehemaligen DDR sind heute zwei oder 
mchr Varietäten im Dialekt/Standard-Spektrum vorhanden, z.B . Dialekt, 
Standardsprache und regionaJc Umgangssprache. - Unter dem Begriff 'Dialekte' 
werden hier die Sprachvarietäten verstanden, die kleinräumige Geltung aufweisen, 
andere Sprachen nicht überdachen, strukturell und funktional am meisten von der 
Standardsprache abweichen und in der Geltungsregion die bodenständige Grund
schicht bilden. Unter dem Begriff 'regionale Umgangssprachc' werden im fol
genden die Sprachgebilde unterschiedlicher Art gefal3t, die hinsichtlich der 
Entstehung, der sprachlichen Form, der räumlichen Verbreitung und der Funktion 
eine Zwischenstellung zwischen Standard und Dialekt einnehmen (= 'neuer Sub
standard', 'SekundärdiaJckt '). 

Die Funktion und Verwendung der Hauptvarietäten, die in der Sprach
wissenschaft der DDR auch als sprachliche Existenzformen bezeichnet wurden, 
und Wandlungen in dem Bereich hängen von der Slruktur dieser Varietäten, ihren 
Beziehungen zueinander, ihrem Status, den Traditionen der Verwendung und 
von der Bewertung ab sowie auch von den ökonomischen und soziokulturellen 
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VerhälUlissen in der Gesamlgesellschaft und im jeweiligen Terrilorium. Dadurch 
zeigen sich sowohl übereinslimmende Entwicklungen als auch erhebliche 
Unterschiede zwischen und in den einzelnen Regionen. 

Zur Struktur und arealen Verbreitung von Dialekten und 
regionalen Umgangssprachen 

Das Vorhandensein eines Dialekls sowie scine Slruklur und regionale Gliederung 
wirken sich bis in die Gegenwarl - mehr oder weniger - auf die Slruklur der 
anderen Sprachvarietälen aus. Das lrim auch für die regionale Umgangssprache 
zu. 

}.} Zur Struktur und Verbreitung der Dialekte 

Die vorhandenen Dialckle unlerscheiden sich slruklurell unlercinander erheblich. 
Im Nordleil der ehemaligen DDR (nördlich von HarL.gerode-Wiuenberg-Frankfurt) 
werden niederdeulsche Dialekle gesprochen, die in grö/3eren Räumen ziemlich 
einheillich sind, nämlichjeweils in Mecklcnburg, im nördlichen und im miltleren 
Teil des Landes Brandenburg sowie wesllich von Magdeburg. Diese Dialekle 
unterscheidcn sich vom Slandard vor allcm durch unverschobene Konsonanlen 
(p, t, k) sowic bei Monophlhongen und Diphlhongen. - In Thüringen und Obers
achsen sind miltcldeutsche Dialekle üblich, die in sich stark gegliedert sind und 
eine unterschiedliche Nähe zum Slandard aufweisen. Weit verbrcilet sind hier 
zum Bcispicl dcr Zusammenfall von b und p, von d und t zu slimmlosen Lenes 
sowie Entrundung der Umlaute. - In cinem kleincn Südteil (südlich des Thüringer 
Waldes und im Vogtland) werden obcrdeulsche Dialekle gesprochen. Besonders 
die niederdeutschen und oberdeuL<;chen Dialckle weichcn slrukturcll beträchlich 
vom Standard ab. 

In einigen Gebieten, in dcncn ausgcpriiglc regionalc Umgangssprachen üblich 
sind, waren bcreits um 1945 dic Dialekle durch Interferenz slärker mit umgangs
sprachJichen Elementen durchselzt, z.B. in Teilen Obersachsens und am Rand 
des Landes Brandenburg. - In mehreren gröf3cren Regionen, nämlich um Berlin 
sowie in der Miue und im Norden Obersachsens und in OSlthüringen, ist heute 
der Dialekt bereits vollständig durch regionale Umgangssprache erselZl. Hier war 
der Dialekt schon um 1945 zum grolkn Teil verdrängl oder nur noch auf ältere 
Dorfbcwohner bcschränkt. 
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}·2 Zur Struktur und Verbreitung der regionalen Umgangssprachen 

In dem Gesamtgebiet lassen sich mehrere Umgangssprachen mit regionaler Diffe
renzierung unterscheiden. Diese Sprachgebilde unterschiedlicher Qualität 
entwickclten sich zwischen den Polen Dialekt und Schriftsprache bzw. münd
licher Standardsprache. In ihnen finden sich zahlreiche einheitliche Züge, also 
überregionale Übercinstimmungen, die von der Norm der Standardsprache 
abweichen. So treten häufig - wie in jeder gesprochenen Sprache - bestimmte 
Reduktionen und Assimilationen auf, z.B. in Endungen (ha'm 'haben', sing' 
'singen'), am Wortende (un 'und', ma 'ma!', nich 'nicht') sowie in den Verbin
dungen rd (were 'werde') und nd (hunnert 'hundert'). Auch Spi rans statt 
VerschluBlaut ist in bestimmten Vcrbindungen allgemein vcrbreitet (Tach 'Tag', 
liecht 'liegt'), ebenso Kürzungcn von Langvokalcn in bcstimmten Wörtem. In 
jüngerer Zeit werden solche Lauterscheinungen öfter von Sprach- und Sprech
wissenschaftlem als stilistische Varianten bestimmter Formstufen dem Standard 
zugeordnet (Meinhold, 1973; Fiukowski, 1976). Dadurch wird auf der phonetisch
phonologischen Ebene linguistisch eine eindeutige Abgrenzung von Standard 
und Umgangssprache erschwert. 

Auch bei einigen Elementen der morphologisch-syntaktischen Ebenen zei gen 
sich überregionale Züge, z.B. beim angefügten e (dreie 'drei'), bei der Umschrei
bung des Genitivs (von dem Mann), beim Gebrauch des Akkusativs stalt des 
Dativs nach Präpositionen (mit die Frau). 

Viel stärker als durch die überregionalen, einheitlichen Elemente werden der 
Charakter und die Wirkung der Umgangssprache in der Kommunikation durch 
die regionalen Differenzierungen bcstimmt. Die regionalen Umgangssprachen 
weisen hinsichtlich der Struktur untereinander sowie bei der linguistischen Distanz 
zum Standard beträchtliche Unterschiede auf, was sich auf ihre Funktion, 
Verwendung und Bewertung auswirkt. Nach dem jetzigen Erkenntnisstand 
unterscheidet man hinsichtlich der räumlichen Ausbreitung drei groBräumige 
regionale Umgangssprachen, nämlich die mecklenburgische, die berlinisch
brandenburgische und die obersächsisch-ostthüringische Umgangssprache sowie 
mehrere kleinräumige, z.B. die magdeburgische, südthüringische, südwest
thüringische und lausitzische Umgangssprache. Teilweise stimmen sie räumlich 
mit den Dialektgebieten überein, teilweise überdachen sic unterschiedliche Dia
lekte. Innerhalb der Region groBräumiger Umgangssprache sind jeweils zahlreiche 
areale Modifikationen vomanden, die entweder vom Subsu-at der unterschiedlichen 
Dialekte stammen oder auf Ausstrahlungen der GroBstädte beruhen, z.B. von 
Berlin und Halle. Die areale Gliederung der regionalen Umgangssprachen durch 
den Sprachwissenschaftler erfolgt vorrangig nach Merkmalen der phonetisch
phonologischen Ebene. Dabei blciben noch vicle Fragen unbeantwortet. 

258 H. Schönfcld 



Hinsichtlich der Struktur und der linguistischen Distanz zum Standard sind 
zwei Typen von Umgangssprachen zu unterscheiden: 
1. Der erste Typ ist eine strukturell dem Standard sehr nahe stehende und vom 

Dialekt deutIich abweichende Umgangssprache. Sie wird öfter dem Standard 
zugeordnet oder als regionale Variante des Standards aufgefaBt, weil sie nur 
wenige regionale Elemente enthält. Dazu gehören die Umgangssprache in 
Mecklenburg, in der Westaltmark sowie in West- und Südwestthüringen. - In 
der mecklenburgischen Umgangssprache betrifft das beispielsweise neben 
bestimmten Artikulationsgewohnheiten auch langes e statt ä (Kese 'Käse'), 
Kürzungen bestimmter Vokallängen (Grass), s- statt ts- (su 'zu'), Präposition 
nach statt zu (ich gehe nach den Bäcker), Getrenntstellung zusammengesetzter 
Adverbien (ich war da nicht bei), vom Standard abweichender Kasusgebrauch 
(mir statt mich) , regional begrenzte Lexik . Auch cinige fakuJtative Merkmale 
und regionale Modifikationen sind hier vorhanden. 

2. Der zwei te Typ ist eine strukturell vom Standard sehr stark abweichende 
Umgangssprache, die vom Laicn - tcilwcise ebenfalls von Sprachwissen
schaftIem - öfter auch als Dialekt angcsehen wird. Sie kann sich strukturell 
entweder von dem in der betrerrenden Region üblichen Dialekt deutlich unter
scheiden, z.B. die bcrlinisch-brandenburgischc und die magdeburgische 
Umgangssprache, odcr sic kann mit dem Dialekt eng verzahnt sein, wie die 
obersächsisch-ostthüringischc Umgangssprache. Dies ennöglicht unter
schiedliche Fonnen dcr Variation. Die bcrlinisch-brandenburgische Umgangs

sprache unterscheidct sich auf dcr phonctisch-phonologischen Ebene 
beträchtlich vom Standard, zum Beispic1 durch: 
- ce stalt ei (mhd . ei, keen) Regel. 
- 00 stalt au (mhd. ou, ooch) Regel. 
- u stalt au (uff 'auf' u.a.) lexikalis. 
- i stalt ei (in- 'ein ') lex., SteIl. 
- pstalt pf (Appel) Stellung. 
- kstalt ch (ick, -ken) lexikalisiert. 
- t statt s (wat, det, -ct) lex., Stell . 

- Spi rans stalt g, mit unterschiedlicher Gebrauchshäufïgkeit in bestimmten 
Lautverbindungen (jut, liejen, liecht) . 

Die vom Standard abweichenden Lautvarianten werden rcgelhaft, stellungsbedingt 
als kombinatorische Regcln oder lexikalisiert vcrwendct. Einigc Lautmerkmale 
sind bereits vcraltet, wie beispic1sweise die Entrundung (scheene 'schön '). In 
zahlreichen Wörtem ist auch nachtoniges -e vorhanden (ville 'viel', icke 'ich '). 
Dazu kommt der Einheitskasus rür Dativ und Akkusativ (z.B . mir statt mir, 
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mich). - Ein Textbeispiel soH den Unterschied zwischen Standard, Berliner 
Umgangssprache und niederdeutschem (miltelbrandenburgischem) Dialekt 
verdeutlichen. 

Standard: leh weiB nicht, was ich dazu sagen soH. Das mache ich mir 
allein. 
Du hast da nichts zu suchen. 
Berliner Umgangssprache: lck weeG nich, wat ick daBu saren solI. Det 
mach ick mir allene. Du hast da nüscht Bu suchen. 
Dialekt: lek welt nich, wat ick doa sall tue seien. Dät moak ick mei allene. 
Dau hes doa nüsch tue süekene. 

In der obersächsisehen Umgangssprache fällt besonders auf der ZusammenfaU 
von b und p (backen, packen), von d und t zu slimmlosen Lenes sowie die 
Stimmlosigkeit von j und s, die Entrundung von Ö, Ü, äu (Heiser stan Häuser), der 
Laut ä stalt e vor r (vermähren 'vermehren'), die Neigung des langen a zu 0 u.a. 

Gewöhnlich gcht man davon aus, daB die Umgangssprache im Norden 
Dcutschlands struktureH dem Standard nahe sleht und historisch auf der neuhoch
deutschen Schriftsprache beruht, daB im Süden dagegen die Umgangssprachen 
aus den Dialekten crwachsen sind und slruklurcll bis zu ihnen reichen (z.B. 
Eichhoff 1977, 10 f.). Diese Meinung lrim so nicht ganz zu, denn auch im 
wesllichen und südlichen Thüringen sind Typen von Umgangssprachen üblich, 
die dem Standard nahe stehen, und im Berliner Raum stark abweichende. 

Die Slruktur, bcsondcrs die Dislanz zum Standard, und die Funktion der 
jeweiligen regionalen Umgangssprache hängen entscheidend vom Alter und der 
An der Entstehung ab. Dabei gibl cs unlerschiedliche Wege der Herausbildung. 
Bei einem Weg entwickelt sich die Umgangssprache durch das zunelunende 
Ablegen auffallender Elcmenle aus dem Dialekt heraus. Sie nähen sich dabei 
strukturell dem Standard, und cs komml zu einem Kontinuum mit Abstufungen 
vom Dialekt bis zum Slandard. bzw. der Basisdialekt verschwindet. Dieser ProzeB 
begann in den GroBslädlen Obcrsachsens (Leipzig, Dresden) im 15./16. Jahr
hunden. Von don aus selzlC si eh dann die obersächsische Umgangssprache mit 
Modifizicrungen bis zur Gegenwarl fasl im gesamlcn Obersachsen und in Ost
thüringcn durch. 

Ein zweiler Weg ist die Hcrausbildung der Umgangssprache als Mischvarietät. 
Das trifft für die Berliner und Magdcburgcr Umgangssprache zu. Beide ent
slanden als Mischprodukt nach der Übemahme der hochdeulschen Schriftsprache 
auf oSlmilteldeutscher Grundlage aus dem niederdeutschen Dialekt, der ober
sächsischen Umgangssprache und der Schriftsprache seit dem 16. Jahrhunden in 
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den beiden StädLen und entwickelten auch cigenständige Fonnen. Von hier aus 
setzLen sich dann die beiden Umgangssprachen jeweils in der umgebenden Region 
durch, nämlich im Land Brandenburg und westlich von Magdeburg. Verstärkt 
geschah das scit dem Ende des 19. Jahrhunderts. 

Ein dritter Weg ist bei Umgangssprachen zu beobachten, die dem Standard 
strukturell nahe stehen. Er führt über die Zweisprachigkcit, über die Diglossie, 
also über die Verwendung eines rclativ 'rcinen' Dialekts und einer rclativ 'reinen' 
Standardfonn durch die Sprecher, wobei cs nicht zu sLärkeren Vennischungen 
kommt. Ausgangsvarietät für die Umgangssprache ist hier also der Standard, dem 
rnehr oder weniger stark regionale Elementc eingegliedert werden. Eine solche 
regionale Umgangssprache verbreitete sich im niederdeutschen Mecklenburg seit 
dem Ende des 18. Jahrhunderts in den oberen sozialen Schichten. In der Westalt
mark sowie in West- und Südthüringen konstituiert sich die Umgangssprache 
sogar erst irn 20. Jahrhundert. 

Die ausgeprägten lokalen Umgangssprachen entstanden zuerst in den GroB
städten. Von dort breiteten sich einzelne Elemente und dann häuftg das System 
der städtischen Umgangssprache aus, was sich bis heute fortsetzt. Anfangs geschah 
das über die sozialen Gruppen, die eine engere Verbindung zur GroBstadt hatten. 
In einem komplizierten ProzeB entwickclten sich aus den ausgeprägten lokalen, 
städtischen Umgangssprachen dann regionale Umgangssprachen. 

Bei der Berliner und Magdeburger Umgangssprache konnten einzclne Schrine 
der regionalen Ausbreitung seit dem Ende des 19. Jahrhundert<; festgestellt wer
den, und zwar in Fragebögen für den Deutschen Sprachatlas und in Tonbandauf
nahmen: 
I . Durch Interferenz gelangten zahlreiche Elemente der Berliner Umgangssprache 

in den niederdeutschen Ortsdialekt, und zwar als Einzelwörter und auch als 
urngangssprachliche Lautregeln. Individuclle Varianten wurden allgemeine 
Varianten und verdrängten dialektale Elcmente. 

2. Es kam zu einer starken Mischung zwischen niederdeutschem Dialekt und 
Berliner Umgangssprache. 

3. Die Berliner Umgangssprache wurde als System übemommen und ne ben 
dern Dialekt verwendet, wobei nur noch einige örtliche niederdeutsche Ele
mente auch in der Umgangssprache benutzt wurden, die vom allgemcinen 
Gebrauch abwichen. 

4. Die übemommene Umgangssprachc stimmte völlig mil der in Berlin überein. 

Auch urn Magdeburg konnte man bei solchcn Prozessen beobachten, wie seit 
dern Ende des 19. Jahrhunderts Lautregeln und Einzelclcmcnte der städtischen 
Urngangssprache in die Ort<;dialckte der westlich anschlieBenden Region über-

Dialekt. Umgangssprache und Slandardsprache 261 



nommen wurden und noch werden. Zahlreiche von ihnen weichen von den 
Entsprechungen des Standards und des Dialektes ab. Beispielsweise übernahmen 
am Ende des 19. Jahrhunderts in einer Kleinstadt lebende Angehörige der sozialen 
Oberschicht (z.B. GroBbauern und reiche Handwerker), die wirtschaftlich enger 
mit der Stadt Magdeburg verbunden waren, das Prinzip der Entrundung aus der 
Magdeburger Umgangssprache (z.B. Haiser stalt Häuser). AuBerdem übertrugen 
sie Entrundung auch in den Dialekt ihrer Gruppe (Beiker stan Bäuker 'Bücher'). 
Magdeburgisches ee stan ei (Been 'Bein') und j stalt g (jut 'gut') breiten sich 
noch heute mit der Umgangssprache aus und dringen auch in die Ortsdialekte ein. 

Die Struktur und areale Verbreitung der regionalen Umgangssprachen ist 
noch nicht vollständig bekannt. Ein zur Zeit im gesamten Gebiet der ehemaligen 
DDR von mir und K. Spangenberg durchgeführtes Forschungsprojekt solI genauere 
Ergebnisse dazu gewinnen (Schönfeld, 1989a). 

1·3 Zur Struktur der Standardsprache 

Die gesprochene Standardsprache hat bis heute keine völlige Einheitlichkeit 
erreicht, sondern sie enthält noch zahlreiche regionale Varianten auf allen 
Sprachebenen. Ihre Verbreitungsräume stimmen häufig mit denen der dialektalen 
bzw. umgangssprachlichen Entsprechungen übcrein, z.B. die Stimmhaftigkeit 
bestimmter Konsonanten (s.j.w). Qualitäts- und Quantitätsunterschiede bei 
Vokalen, abweichende Betonungen (Káffce, Kaffé. Káffe) und Diminutivendung 
-lein, regional beschränkte Lexik. Vereinzelt wurdcn in jüngerer Zeit regionale 
Varianten aufgegeben. und es kam zur Vcrcinhcitlichung. 

14 Strukturwandel in den Sprachvarietäten 

Die veränderten Kommunikationsbedingungen habcn eine zunehmende Intensität 
der sprachlichen Interferenz zwischen vertikalen und horiwntalen Sprachsystemen 
hervorgerufen. was zu Strukturverändcrungcn führte. Elemente wurden und wer
den häufig aus einer Sprachvarietät in ei ne andere übernommen. Es kommt zu 
einem Abbau kontrastiver Rcgcln und Elemcnte. der vor allem Dialekt und regio
nale Umgangssprachen betrifft. Gefördert wird das auch durch die Aufnahme 
neuer Lexik für neue Sachen und Gegebenheitcn. Aber auch in die Standardsprache 
werden umgangssprachliche Einheiten aufgenommen. Diese Prozesse führen zur 
Vereinheitlichung und Verflechtung. zur Entdiglossierung, und zwar in 
unterschiedlichem Grad auf den verschicdenen Sprachebenen. bei Individuen 
und Gruppen sowie bei den Sprachvarietäten in den einzelnen Sprachräumen. 

In allen Dialekten werden Dialektwörter oder Lautungen durch standard
oder umgangssprachliche ersetzt. z.B. Tier- und Pflanzennamen, Kurzwörter. 
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Auch die Grammatik ändert sich viclfach, hauptsächlich durch den häufigen 
Gebrauch der mündlichen und schriftlichen Standardsprache. Die ausgeprägten 
Dialekte bewahren vor allem dort mehr ihr festes System, besonders das 
Lautsystcm, wo sich Dialekt und Standard ohne standardfcme Umgangssprache 
gegenüberstehen., z.B. in Mecklenburg. Aber auch in diesen Diglossicräumcn 
zeigen sich Unterschiede, z .B. bei der Übernahme neuer Lexik. In den 
niedcrdeutschen Dialekten werden diese übemommenen Wörter in der Gegenwart 
meist nicht mehr lautIich angeglichcn, im südthüringischen Dialekt geschieht das 
aber gewöhnlich noch. In diesen Sprachräumen ohnc standardfeme Um
gangssprache ist noch heule im allgemeinen eine eindeutige Diglossie zwischen 
Dialekt und Standard flir fast alle Sprecher möglich. - Auch in dem niederdeutschcn 
Gebiet, in dem nebcn Standard u.'1d Dialekt auBerdem die bcrlinisch-branden
burgische bzw. die magdeburgische Umgangssprache gesprochen wird, ist der 
eindeutige, situativ gesteuerte Wechsel zwischen den drei Sprachvarietäten üblich. 
Aber hier sind schon viel stärker nierderdeutsche Lautungen in zahlreichen Wörtem 
ersetzt worden. In Regionen, in denen die drei Sprachvarietäten slarke strukturelle 
Kontraste aufweiscn, ist häufig auch ein Wechsel von Sätzen und Teilsätzen 
verschiedener Varietäten in einer Sprachsituatian zu bcobachten, und zwar 
unbewuBt und bcwuBt (= Altemanz). In Mecklcnburg trifft das oft für Dialekt 
und Standard zu, im brandenburgischen Raum für Umgangssprache und Standard. 

Stärker ausgeprägte regionale Umgangssprachen habcn ein brcites Fcld der 
Variabilität. Sie werden konstituiert durch obligatorische und fakultative Elemente. 
Dialektsprecher bringen bei der Verwendung der Umgangssprache öfter zusätzIich 
fakultative Elemente aus dem Dialekt ein, die van Nichtdialektsprechem nicht 
benutzt werden. Auch zeigen sich Generationsunterschiede. Mit bestimmten Va
rianten wird jeweils die oberc und untere Grenze der Umgangssprache markiert. 
Das trifft für die berlinisch-brandenburgische und die magdeburgische Umgangs
sprache zu. 

In diesen beiden Umgangssprachen sind auch zwei vertikaIe Stufen mit 
Systemcharakter und besonderen Verwendungsregeln vorhanden, nämlich eine 
standardfeme und ei ne standardnahe. Das ist erkennbar an den MerkmalbündeJn 
sowie an der Vermeidung bzw. an den Bemühungen zur Vermeidung bcstimmter 
regionaler Varianten, und zwar hinsichtlich der Qualität und der Frequenz. Mit 
statistischen Verfahren und mil der Implikationsanalyse konnten die Erkenntnisse 
über die Abstufungen vertieft werden. Dabei lassen sich Kembereiche und 
Übergänge feststellen (Schönfeld, 1989b, 109 ff.). 

Im Gebiet der obersächsischen Umgangssprache geht man vielfach davon 
aus, daB im Bereich Dialekt-Standard ein Kontinuum, eine fortlaufende Skala 
ziemlich kontinuierlich abnehmender Dialcktalität vorhanden sei bzw. sich 
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herausbildet. Mehrere empirische Untersuchungen kamen aber zu dem Ergebnis, 
daB auch in diesem sogenannten Kontinuum Abstufungen vorhanden sind, die 
entweder sozial deterrninien oder situativ gesteuen verwendet werden. In einigen 
Regionen wurden unterhalb des Standards drei bzw. sechs Stufen ermittelt. 

Durch das Nebeneinander mehrerer Varietäten und die gesellschaftlichen 
Veränderungen befindet sich das System der Umgangssprache in einem fon
währenden Wandel. Regionale Elemente werden ersetzt und andere neue 
übernommen. Dabei verhalten sich die sozialen Gruppen unterschiedlich. In den 
einzelnen regionalen Umgangssprachen konnten in diesem ProzeB überein
stimmende und auch gegensälZliche Entwicklungen beobachtet werden. Einige 
Beispiele sollen das zei gen: 
1. Die ausgeprägten Umgangssprachen auf der niederdeutschen Grundlage, 

nämlich die Berliner und Magdeburger Umgangssprache, geben im 20. 
Jahrhunden dieselbcn regionalen Varianten auf, z.B. die Entrundung der Um
laute (Hei ser 'Häuser'), d- stalt t- (Dochter 'Tochter'), i stalt ei in der ver
balen Vorsilbe (infallen 'einfallen'), j stalt g vor Konsonant (Jlück 'GlÜck'). 
Regionale grammatische Besonderheiten werden eingeschränkt. Die Wand
lungen lassen deutlich eine allmähliche Veningerung lokaler Varianten und 
bei Lautregeln eine lexikalisch restringiene Verwendung erkennen. - Neben 
den übereinstimmenden Entwicklungen zeigen sich aber auch Unterschiede. 
In Berlin geschieht diese Verdrängung stärker als in Magdeburg bei den 
Lauten ee statt ei, 00 statt au und j stalt g im Anlaul. Andererseits behält das 
Berlinische ge rade die stark auffälligen k und t in ick 'ich', wat 'was', det 
'das' bei, und man gebraucht sie hier betont, als Signalmerkmale, oft bis in 
die öffentlichen Situationen. In Magdeburg halte man diese Varianten (ick, 
wat, dat) bereits urn die Jahrhundenwende abgelegl. Eigenanigerweise wer
den im lelZten Jahrzehnt in Magdeburg wat, ick und auch niederdeutsches 
mick 'mich' von jüngeren Einwohnem wieder öfter verwendet. Neben der 
Annäherung an den Standard kommt es in den beiden Umgangssprachen aber 
auch zur Bildung und Ausbreitung neuer Varianten. In Berlin entstanden 
meen 'mein' stalt mein, dit 'das' statt del. Am Rande des Magdeburger Rau
mes selZt sich intervokalisch I für -d- durch (willer 'wieder'). Auch zahlreiche 
neue, vor allem saloppe Wörter verbreiten sich von Berlin aus, z.B. Schwelle 
'Schwester', Bonje/Omme 'Kopf', felZig und urst 'sehr gut'. 

2. Bei der ausgeprägten obersächsischen Umgangssprache ist allgemein zu 
beobachten, daB ebenfalls zunehmend stärker auffallende Elemente abgelegt 
und dabei vor allem Lautregeln lexikalisch restringiert verwendet werden. 
Andererseits breiten sich auch regionale Elcmente aus, z.B. sch statt ch nach 
hellem Vokal (isch 'ich ') nach Osuhüringen (Spangenberg, 1974). 
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3. Die standardnahen Typen der regionalcn Umgangssprachen, die sich teil
weise erst konstituieren, nehmen anwachsend regionale Varianten auf, z.B . 
im niederdeutschen Raum wat und im Gegensatz zum bodenständigen Dia
lektj- stalt g- Gut; in Vorpommem und westlich von Magdeburg) und ee stan 
ei. Gefördert wird das gewöhnlich durch die Umgangssprache einer GroBstadt. 

In den regionalen Umgangssprachen lassen sich also mehrere überregional 
einheitliche Struktunnerkmale erkennen, und bei den Entwicklungsprozessen zei
gen sich teilweise deutliche Glcichförmigkeiten. Deshalb wurde öfter auf die 
Herausbildung einer gemeinsamen Umgangssprache für das Gesamtgebiet der 
früheren DDR geschlossen. Die Ausbreitung der Berliner Umgangssprache und 
der obersächsischen Umgangssprache bzw. ihrer deutlichen Signalmerkmale, die 
weitere regionale Ausprägung der standardnahen Typen von Umgangssprachen 
und die regionalen Besonderheiten in den suprasegmentalcn Bereichen (z.B. 
Intonation, Artikulationsgewohnheiten) lassen die Herausbildung einer einheit
lichen Umgangssprache nicht erkennen, wohl aber die Wandlung zu groBräumigen 
regionalen Umgangssprachen. 

Bei der weiteren Entwicklung der regionalen Umgangssprachen im ehemaligen 
Gebiet der DDR sollten von der künftigen Forschung hinsichtlich der Struktur 
besonders beobachtet werden: 
1. der EinfluB der Vereinigung der beiden Teilc DcuL<;chlands auf eine Vereinheit

lichung der regionalen Umgangssprachen. 
2. eine mögliche zunehmende Differenzierung durch die Auswirkung der neuen 

Länderstruktur in diesem Raum ; 
3. die sprachlichen Entwicklungen in den ehemaligen Grenzgebieten zwischen 

BRD und DDR; 
4. die sprachlichen Entwicklungen in Gesamtberlin . 

In der mündlichen Standardsprache kommt cs durch den EinfluB der regionalen 
Umgangssprachen sowic der Medien Rundfunk und Femsehen zu Entwicklungen 
unterschiedlicher Art. Sie können zur Verwendung von regionalen Varianten 
durch bestimmte Gruppen führen und auch zu Veränderungen in der Struktur. 
Beispielsweise setzt sich immer mehr der Dativ stalt des Genitivs nach wegen 
durch (wegen dem) . Von Sprechem im Rundfunk und Femsehen werden 
zunehmend gcbraucht: diesen Jahres , wärden stalt werden. Häufig verwenden in 
jüngerer Zeit auch Gebildete aus dem Gebiet der ehemaligen DDR (auBer 
Mecklenburg) im sonst standardsprachJichen Text die regionalen Varianten ooch 
' auch', keen 'kein'. Letztere werden nach der Yereinigung der beiden Teile 
Deutschlands sicher bald aufgegebcn werden. 
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2 Zur Verwendung der Sprachvarietäten 

Mit dem Nebeneinander von mehreren Sprachvarietäten kam es zu beträchtlichen 
Wandlungen hinsichtlich ihrer Bewenung und ihrer Kenntnis, damit auch ihrer 
Verwendung. Diese Entwicklungen vollzogen sich ebenfalls regional sehr unter
schiedlich. Es gab und gibt Tendenzen, die für alle Territorien geIten, zum Beispiel 
das Vordringen der Standardsprache und der Umgangssprachen sowie der 
Rückgang des Dialekts. Schnelligkeit, Qualität und Ergebnisse dieser Prozesse 
waren jedoch in den einzelnen Territorien unterschiedlich. Sie betrafen anfangs 
die GroBstädte (z.B. Berlin und Magdeburg vom 16. Jahrhunden an) und seit dem 
Ende des 19. Jahrhundens zunehmend auch die ländlichen Regionen. Die 
Wandlungen fühnen zu einer Einschränkung des Dialektgebrauchs, zur Diglossie, 
zur negativen Bewertung und vielfach zum völligen Ablegen des Dialekts, aller
dings mit Unterschieden hinsichtlich des Beginns, der Stärke und bei den sozialen 
Gruppen. Die Kenntnis der einzc1nen Sprachvarietälen und ihre Verwendung war 
in den Jahren vor 1945 weitgehend an soziale Gruppen gebunden. Das betraf 
neben dem Dialekt die regionale Umgangssprache und den Standard. Dadurch 
stand ihre Bewertung im Zusammenhang mil der sozialen Bewertung der Träger
gruppen. Nach dem Aufgeben des DialeklS übcmahm die regionale Urn gangs
sprache seine Funktion mit. 

Dialekt. Der Dialekt war urn 1945 in einigen Regionen schon fast vollständig 
verdrängt worden (z.B. urn Berlin und im Nordteil Obersachsens). In anderen 
Gebieten war er zu dieser Zeit bereits auf die mittlcre und die ältere Generation 
der unteren sozialen Schichten bcschränkl (z.B. in Randgebieten des Landes 
Brandenburg und in Teilen Obersachsens) . In mchreren Territorien war der Dia
lekt aber noch das hauptsächliche Kommunikationsmittel fast der gesamten 
Dorfbevölkerung und war auch in den Städten üblich (z.B. in Mecklenburg, in 
Teilen Sachsen-Anhalts, im Süden Obersachsens sowie im Süden und Südwesten 
Thüringens). Oft sprachen hier noch bis 1945 alle Dorfbewohner untereinander 
nur Dialekt. Manche beherrschten auch nur dicsen vollständig. 

Eine einschneidende Zäsur für die Entwicklung der Dialekte im Gebiet der 
ehemaligen DDR setzte das Jahr 1945 mil dem Beginn der gesellschaftlichen 
Umwälzungen. Der Dialekt halte in der damaligcn DDR keinen Platz mehr in der 
Kulturpolitik. Es kam zu einer negativen Bewenung durch die zur Herrschaft 
gelangten Schichten, durch kulturpolitischc und Bildungsinstitutionen, bis hin zu 
wissenschaftlichen Einrichtungen, was öfLer auch miL Sanktionen verbunden war. 
Dafür wurden unterschiedliche Gründe gcnannt, unter anderem die angestrebte 
Überwindung der Sprachbarriere. Eine bcdeutendere Rolle spielte zweifellos die 
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zentralistische Politik in diesem Staat. Dadurch und durch den Zustrom von 
Aüchtlingen und Zuziehenden aus anderen Regionen, durch die Einführung der 
Landwirtschaftlichen Produktionsgenossenschaften, die Entwicklungen in der 
Volksbildung (Kinderkrippcn, Kindergänen. Zcntralschulen) und die soziale 
Mobilität kam es zu einem starken Rückgang der Kenntnis und der Verwendung 
des Dialekts. Dabei zei gen sich aber doch beträchtJiche regionale Unterschiede. 

Der Rückgang der Dialektkenntnis betrifft die sozialen Gruppen in einem 
unterschiedJichen Umfang. Am stärksten zeigen sich in allen Regionen Unter
schiede zwischen den Altersgruppen. Die nach 1945 Geborenen erwarben in 
mehreren Territorien die Dialektkenntnis überhaupt nicht mehr oder teilweise 
später im Berufsleben. Selbst in den dialektfesteren Regionen sind diese Ent
wicklungen festzustellen. Aber auch von den älteren einheimischen Einwohnern 
beherrschen nicht alle den Dialekt. Hier zei gen sich vor aUem sozialstrukturelle 
Unterschiede aus der Zeit des Dialekterwerbs. - In vielen Dialektgebieten ist nach 
1945 auch die Verwendung des Dialekls slark zurückgegangen. Sie wird nicht 
mehr sozial determinien. sondern situativ gesteucn. Der Dialektgebrauch hängt 
wesentlich von der Dialektkenntnis des Gesprächspartners und von seiner 
EinsteUung zum Dialekt ab. Dadurch hat der Dialekt in den einzelnen Regionen 
unterschiedliche Funktionen. In einigen Territorien ist die Dialektverwendung 
auf die Kommunikation der älteren Generation, auf die Familie oder auf das 
Gespräch im Dorf beschränkt, in anderen Regionen ist sie auch im ArbeitsprozeB 
(Landwirtschaft, Handwerk, ArbeiLc;gruppcn im GroBbctrieb) üblich. Bei der Wahl 
des Dialekts als Kommunikationsmiuel wirken verschiedene Faktoren (Gewohn
heit, kontaktfördernde Wirkung). Bestimmte Bevölkerungsgruppen, zum Beispiel 
Frauen der mittleren Generation, sehen häulig den Dialekt als Hemmnis für die 
Sehule an und meiden ihn gegenüber Klcinkindern oder aueh überhaupt. - Erstaun
lich ist es, daB sich trotz der restriktiven Bedin!,rungen für den Dialekt in der 
damaligen DDR in einigen Territorien die Dialektkenntnis und die Dialekt
verwendung bis in die Gegenwart sehr stark erhalten haben. Das ist nicht nur in 
landwirtsehaftlich geprägten Territorien festzustellen (Mecklenburg, Süd
thüringen), sondern teil wei se in groBstädtisch beeinlluBten Gebieten (z.B. westlich 
von Magdeburg). Die regionalen Unterschiede im Rückgang des Dialekts ha ben 
versehiedene Ursaehen, die nicht immer eindeutig geklärt sind. Dahinter stehen 
möglieherweise ein stärkeres Wir-BewuBtsein und die Randlage dieser Terri
torien. - Erst seit dem Ende der 70er Jahrc erfolgte in der damaligen DDR eine 
gesellschaftliche Rückbesinnung auf den Dialekt als kuIturelIes Erbe, dessen 
Gebrauch nun positiv als Bereicherung angcschen wird. was zu einer stärkeren 
Verwendung in kuIturellen Bereichen (Massenmedien. Folklore, Belletristik) und 
teilweise au eh in der Alltagskommunikation fühne. 
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Regionale Umgangssprachen . Von viel gröBerer Bedeutung als der Dialekt ist in 
der Komunikation der Gegenwan für die meisten Sprecher die Umgangssprache, 
weil der Dialekt häufig den kommunikativen Anforderungen nicht mehr genügt. 
Besonders deutJich wird das im Geltungsbercich der berlinisch-brandenburgischen 
Umgangssprache. Im folgenden werden wesentliche EntwickJungen vor allem an 
der Berliner Umgangssprache gezeigt, die ein hohes Prestige hal. In Berlin war 
der Dialekt im 18. Jahrhunden vollständig aufgegeben worden, die städtische 
Umgangssprache hatte seine Funktion mit übemommen. In den ersten Jahrzehnten 
des 20. Jahrhundens war die Verwendung der ausgeprägten Umgangssprache, 
also der standardfemen Stufe, haubtsächlich von der Zugehörigkeit zu sozialen 
Schichten bestimmt, von Bildung und Beruf. Berliner, die mehrerc Abstufungen 
und die Standardsprache beherrschten, bemühten sich darum, diese situativ 
gesteuen zu gebrauchen und die slandardfeme Slufe zu meiden. Die Verwendung 
der standardfemen Stufe gegenüber Angehörigen der oberen sozialen Schichten 
und in offizielen Situationen war verpönl. Sic beschränkte sich zunehrnend auf 
die ArbeiterkJasse und wurde negativ bewcrtel. Dadurch bestanden vor 1945 
auch Unterschiede in Gebrauch und Bewenung zwischen Stadtbezirken, die in 
Westberlin noch in den letzten J ahren fe stgestellt wurden (Dittmar u.a., 1986; 69 
ff.). 

In Ostberlin kam es nach 1945 zu einem starken Wandel. In der Gegenwan 
wird die ausgeprägte Umgangssprache fast von allen onsgebünigen Berlinem 
beherrscht. Zwar bemühen sich die meisten Eltem, den Kleinkindem die 
Standardsprache zu vermitteln, im Kinderg~lrten und in Freundesgruppen eignen 
sich dann jedoch fast alle Kinder die Berliner Umgangssprache an, auch durch 
den Druck der Gruppe, unabhängig von der sozialen Stellung der Eltem. In den 
letzten Jahren hat der Gebrauch der Umgangssprache durch Angehörige aller 
sozialen Schichten zugenommen, allerdings mil Abstufungen, und dies wird im
mer weniger negativ bewenet. Die Anwendungsbereiche haben sich beträchtJich 
erweiten. Der Gebrauch erfolgt übcrwiegend situativ gesteuen, und zwarteilweise 
bei den Angehörigen der verschicdenen sozialen Gruppen unterschiedlich. Aber 
es gibt auch Berliner aus allen sozialen Gruppen, die die Umgangssprache so gut 
wie immer verwenden. Meist gebraucht man sic zwar im privaten Bereich, aber 
auch am Arbeitsplatz wird sie häufig benutzt. Nicht nur in Produktionsbetrieben 
ist das zu beobachten, sondem auch in VerWaltungen, in Einrichtungen der Dienst
leistung, im Gesundheitswesen und selbst im Bildungswesen, z.B . von Schülem 
und Studenten gegenübcr Lehrem, ebenfalls von Ärzten. Das Berlinische wird 
auch gegenüber Nichtberlinem gebraucht, zum Beispiel gegenüber fremden Kun
den und Patienten. Öfter erfolgt das sogar im Unterricht und in Seminaren an den 
Hochschulen und selbst in Vorlesungen und prüfungen. Selbst in Interviews, in 
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politischen Diskussionen und ähnlichen Gesprächen im Rundfunk und im Fem
sehen wird oft standardfemes Berlinisch verwendet, und zwar nicht nur von 
manuell Tätigen, sondem sogar von Künstlem, Politikem und Wissenschaftlem, 
was vielfach von Zuhörem negativ bewertct wird . Meist erfolgt dieser Sprach
gebrauch ohne situative Steuerung. Für vicle Sprecher ist die regionale Urn gangs
sprache die vertraute und gewohnte Sprache, die Sprache der Identität, mit der 
man sich wohlfühlt. - Aber es gibt auch eincn bewuf3t situativ gesteuerten Wechsel 
zwischen standardfemer und st.mdardnaher Umgangssprache und Standard sowie 
eine bewuBte Verwendung der Umgangssprache. Der Wechsel ist zum Beispiel -
wie beim Dialekt - in der Familie gegenüber Klcinkindem und Erwachsenen zu 
beobachten. Die Umgangssprache verwendet man, urn Icichter Kontakt zu 
bekommen, bcispiclsweise Leiter gegenüber Produktionsarbeitem. - Wenn viele 
Berliner die Umgangssprache fast immer verwenden, so hängt das in starkern 
MaBe von der Sprachkompetenz, den Gewohnheiten, dem veränderten Norm
bewuBtsein und den veränderten Wertorienlicrungen ab. Der Gebrauch des 
Standards wird in vielen Situationcn al s unpasscnd und gckünstelt empfunden 
und die Umgangssprache als ausreichend angesehen. Gefördert wurde das in der 
DDR auch dadurch, daB ein höhcrcr Grad der Redegewandtheit oft nicht als 
besonders erstrebenswert angesehen wurde. auch mit durch den engen Kommuni
kationsradius und die eingeschr:inklcn Reiscmöglichkeiten hervorgerufen. 

Nach der Beseitigung der Grenzen zwischcn den beiden deutschen Staaten 
werden mehrere Faktoren zu Ver:inderungen im SprachverhaIten führen: Mit der 
gestiegenen regionalcn Mobilität, durch private und berufliche Kontakte mit 
Einwohnem der aIten Bundesländer, durch zunehmcnde berufliche Anforderungen 
wachsen auch die sprachlichen Anforderungen. Zcitungsanzeigen lassen das bcreits 
jetzt erkennen, wenn zum Beispiel eine quali fizicl1e, selbstbewuBte, redegewandte 
Krankenschwester gesucht wird . Bef'ragungen ergabcn, daB sich die meisten Bürger 
der alten Bundesländer gegenüber den f'rühcrcn DDR-Bürgem allgemein übcrlegen, 
die ehemaligen DDR-Bürger sich dagcgen ulllerlegen rühlcn. Das zeigte sich 
schon im Sommer 1990 auch im sprachlichen Bereich. Befragte Ostberliner 
Jugendliche schälzlen die Sprachgewandtheit und die F:ihigkeit zum Standard
gebrauch bei Westberliner Jugendlichen als POSiliv und erstrebenswert ein. 

Die Sprachwissenschaftler solIten dicse Entwicklungen und aber auch die 
Einflüsse der enL<;tehenden Länderstruktur auf' die Regional sprachen und ihre 
Verwendung systematisch untersuchen. Damit müf3te möglich bald begonnen 
werden. 
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1. Macha 

Dialekt und Standardsprache 

Ausprägung und Gebrauch bei rheinisch-ripuarischen Sprechern 

Zusammenfassung 

Der Beitrag thematisiert das "Sprachleben" im Rheinland . Es werden Aspekte 
diskutiert, die die sprachstrukturelle Ausprägung von Dialekt und Standardsprache 
sowie den Gebrauch der beiden Varietäten betreffen. Dabei werden Anrnerkungen 
zur Praktikabilität des Domänenkonzepts gem acht, auBcrdem fällt ein Licht auf 
den "Etikettcharakter" im Unterschied zum "Prozcf3charakter" von Situationen. 
Mit dem "demonstrativen Varietätenwechscl" wird weiterhin ein eigentümlicher 
Typus von code switching erörtert. 

Einleitung 

1880 schreibt Hermann Paul in seinen "Principien der Sprachgeschichte": "In 
jedem gebiete, für welches eine gemeinsprachliche norm besteht, zeigen sich die 
sprachen der einzc1nen individuen als sehr mannigfache abstufungen. Zwischen 
denen, welche der norm so nahe als möglich kommen, und denen, welche die 
verschiedenen mundarten am wenigsten von der norm in/kiert darstellen gibt es 
vic1e vermilllungen. Dabei verwenden die meisten individuen zwei, mitunter 
sogar noch mehr sprachen, von dcnen die cil1e der norm, die andere der mundart 
näher steht. ( ... ) Es kommen natürlich auch individuen vor, die sich nur einer 
sprache bedienen, einerseits solche, die in ihrer natürlichen sprache der norm 
schon so nahe kommen oder zu kommen glauben, dass sic cs nicht mehr für nötig 
halten sich derselben durch künstliche bemühungen noch weiter zu nähem, 
andrerseits solche, die von den bcdürfnissen noch unberührt sind, die zur schöpfung 
und anwendung der gemeinsprache geführt haben." (PauI, 1880,274-275). 

In dieser Beschreibung ist von drei Sprechertypen die Rede, die sich als tendenziell 
einsprachig-dia/ekta/, als tendenzicll einsprachig-hochsprachlich und als 
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zweisprachig-bivalent charakterisieren lassen. Aus der Erkenntnis, wieviele 
Sprecher jeweils zu den einzelnen Typen gehören, läBt sich das erste Profil einer 
Sprachlandschaft gewinnen. Man weiB dann zwar noch nichts darüber, wie die 
Menschen in der sprachlichen Interaktion miteinander umgehen, hat indes 
grundsätzIiche Parameter zur Bestimmung der Rahmenkonstellation zur Ver
fügung. 

Die Veranstalter des Colloquiums "Dialekt und Standardsprache" haben in 
ihrer Aufgabenstellung zwei Dinge hervorgehoben: Im Blick auf die Sprachregion, 
für die Aussagen gem acht werden, soli man darüber berichten, welche 
Veränderungen in der Wechsclbeziehung zwischen Dialekt und Standardsprache 
vor sich gehen, und inwieweit der Dialekt durch Funktionsverluste auch Struktur
verluste erlcidet. 

Füreine seriöse Auskunft zu diesen Fragen erschcint cs mir nötig, die Rahmen
konstellation der Rheinlande unter sprachdcmographischen Aspckten kur.l zu 
erörtem, d.h. gewissermaBen das sprachlich-soziale Relief darzustellen, in dem 
die GröBen Dialekt und Standardsprache "intcragieren". Hermann Pauls klarsich
tige Bestimmungen werden dabei als Glicderungsprinzipien zugrunde gelegt. 1 

I. Der einsprachig-dialektale Sprechertypus hat sprachhistorisch gesehen bis ins 
20Jahrhundert hinein eine - auch quantilaliv - bcdeutende Rolle gespielt. Dies 
ist heutzutage sicher nicht mehr der Fall, der "reine", univalente Dialektsprecher 
bildet eine Art von Fossil. Bei längerem Suchen lieBcn sich möglicherwcise noch 
einige Exemplare finden, insgcsamt stellt diescr Sprcchcrtypus im Rheinischen 
jedoch eine marginale GröBe dar. 

(Damit ist keineswegs bchauplct, cs gebe nicht unter Umständen Sprecher, 
die die Standardsprache nicht sprechen wollen. Eine zumindest rudimentäre 
Beherrschung des gesprochenen Standards iSl aber bei der überwältigenden 
Mehrheit der Sprecher anzusetzen. Personen, die "von den bedürfnissen noch 
unberührt sind, die zur schöpfung und anwcndung der gemcinsprache geführt 
haben ... " (paui, 1880,275), sind äuBerst rar) . 

2. ErhebIich bedeutsamer - nach Za hl und Wirkung - ist das direkte Gegenteil: 
der tendenziell einsprachig-hochsprachliche Sprecher. Dieser kann aufgrund sei
ner Biographie entweder "dialektunkundig" oder abcr "dialektunwillig" sein. Zur 
quantitativen Bestimmung dicser Gruppe läBt sich - in ungefährer Schätzung -
zurückgreifen auf bevölkerungsstatistische und sprachdemoskopische Daten. So 
ermittelte in den 60cr Jahren das statistische Landesamt Nordrhein-Westfalen für 
den Oberbcrgischen Kreis einen Anteil von 24% Ost-Vertriebenen bzw. Über
siedlem aus der ehemaligcn Ostzone.(Macha, 1981, 33) Andere Landkreise der 
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Rheinlande habcn zwar geringfügigere Prozentsätze zu vermelden, aber eines ist 
evident: die vom 2. Wc1tkrieg bedingte "Zwangsmobilität" hat mit späterer frei
williger Mobilität zu einer Populationsdurchmischung starken AusmaBes geführt. 
Nicht zuletzt daraus erklärt sich auch, weshalb 1983 bei einer Repräsentativ
Umfrage zur Dialektkompctenz 43 .6% der nordrhein-westfalischen Befragten 
angaben, sie könnten "die Mundart hier aus der Gegend" nicht sprechen.2 

Mit den angeführten Gründen hat cs zu tun, daB in den Rheinlanden die in der 
Landschaft gesprochene Sprache nicht identisch ist mit der autochthonen 
Landschaftsspraehe. Es gibt also dort ein Auseinanderfallen von "Kommunika
tionsgemeinsehaft" und "Dialektgemeinschaf'C' (Mattheier, 1990,6, unter Bezug 
auf Zabrocki, 1970). Ein weiterer Punkt ist zu bedenken: in diesem Beitrag wird 
stets die Pluralform "die Rheinlande" benutzt. Damit wird nicht nur der Terri
torialgesehichte des Landstrichs Rechnung getragen, sondem zugleich auch eine 
nachweisliche dialektsoziologische HeterogeniWt akzentuiert. Nach Ergebnissen 
der Rheinland-Umfrage unseres Instituts (Hoflmann/ Macha, 1985) vom Anfang 
der achtziger Jahre ist die regionale Yerschiedenartigkeit im Dialektgebrauch 
bemerkenswert. Es lassen sich "Dialektbastionen" (etwa im südlichen Hunsrück) 
feststc1len, denen Teilregionen gegenüberstehen, die - wie z.B. das niederrhei
nische Grenzgebiet oder in ganz starkem MaBe das Bergische Land - insgesamt 
als dialektfem einzustufen sind. DaB solche unterschiedlichen Regionaldaten zu 
vcrschiedcncn Grundicrungcn cincs sozio-dialektologischen Bildes vom "Rhein
land" führen müssen, liegt auf der Hand . (Macha, 1986,303-305). 

Wcnn auch in den einzelnen Regiom:n graduell verschieden, so ist doch die 
Durchmisehung der Population für das YersUindnis der rheinischen Sprach
gcbrauchsverhältnisse cin wichtiger Faktor. 

Das Ncbeneinandcr von cher standardgepriigter und eher dialekt-geprägter 
Redeweise ist typisch, und das nicht nur interindividuelI, sondem auch in den 
Individuen selbst. 

3. Damit ist deIjenigc Sprechertypus angesprochen, dessen Sprachproduktion im 
folgenden genauer analysiert werden soli: der zweisprachig-bivalente Spracher. 
Es handelt sich um eine quantitativ erhebliche Gruppe von Individuen mit 
YerfügungsgewaIt über zwei Sprachvarietiilen, von denen - im Sinnc Pauls - die 
eine der Norm, die andere der Mundart nWler steht. Bei solchen "Wanderem 
zwischen zwei Welten", die sich mehr oder minder souveriin in einem sprachlichen 
"Möglichkeitsraum" (Schönfeld, 1985) bewegen, ist die Interaktion zwischen 
Dialekt und Standard von bcsonderem Interesse. 
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Zwei Fragekomplexe sind zu erönem: 
Sprachstrukturelle Aspekte 
Welche Ausprägung hat die Sprache ripuarischer Sprecher, wenn diese a) 
intentional den Onsdialekt realisieren und b) wenn sie intentional die Standard
sprache realisieren? 
Sprachverwendungs-Aspckte 
Wie verteilt sich der Gebrauch von Dialekt und Standardsprache aufDomänen 
und/oder Situationen? 

Die empirische Bezugsbasis wird van objektsprachlichen und metasprachlichen 
Daten gebildet, die in erster Linie ciner Erhebung entstammen, die ich 1985/86 
bei 36 Handwerksmeistem aus den an der Sieg gc1egenen Gemeinden Siegburg, 
Eitorf und Windeck durchgefühn habe.3 
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2 Der Intendierte Ortsdialekt (100) 

VeranlaBt man einen Mundansprecher, besLimmLe Sätze in den Ortsdialekt zu 
übertragen, so lieferterdas, was ihm im gegebenen Augenblick als Verwirklichung 
der Ortsnorm einfá1lt und auf die Lippen kommt. Angesichts der Unwägbarkeiten, 
die bei einer solchen "Spontan-Produktion" eine Rolle spielen, hütet sich der 
Forscher mit Recht davor, die künsLlich erLeub'1e Mundart mit der tatsächlich 
gesprochenen Mundart einer Gcmeinde glcichzusetzen. Dennoch ergeben sich 
für eine vorsichtige Dcutung, die sich der methodischen Problematik von "Wenker
Sätzen aufTonband" (Ruoff, 1965) bewugt ist, wichtige Ansatzpunkte. Urn einen 
diachronen Vergleich zu ermöglichen, wurden die Original-Fragebögen des 
Deutschen Sprachatlasses von 1884/85, die die Unlersuchungsgemeinden betref
fen, neu gelesen und ausgewertel. Welche Faklen und Tendenzen lassen sich nun 
bei einer Gegenübcrstellung der IOD(AL T) mil den IOD(NEU) konstatieren? 

Insgesarnt stellen die IOD-Realisierungen von heule ebenso die Produkte 
einer - mit Abstrichen - geleillen OrtsnOim dar, wie dies auch vor hundert Jahren 
der Fall war. Im Vergleich mit den jeweiligen AIL-Dialcklen werden jedoch 
Veränderungen greifbar, die UmslruklUlierungen auflautlichem, morphologischem 
und lexikalischem Sektor betreffen. (Syntaxwandel ist mit Vorlage-Sätzen nicht 
zu fassen.) 

Zur Illustration folgen die unterschiedlichen Realisierungen des Wenker-Satzes 
Nr. 39: 
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Schema I 

Schrift-
Geh sprache nur der braune Hund tut dir nichts 

Standard- ge: nu:~ de:~ bRaun~ hunt tu:t di:~ mçts aussprache 

Stadt- jaJ)K nu:~ d~ bRUlJ~ hUlJK de:t d;:, nIKs 
kölnisch alt 

Siegburg Gangk nur de brongc Hongk dcht de nöks 
alt cckcrsch der nüüB 

Sicgburg jaJ)K nu:~ d~ bRUlJ~ hUlJK dE:t d;:, nIKs neu 

Eitorf Gangk cckersch de bro~ Hongk deiht dir nöks 
alt dcht de 

~-

Eitorf jaJ)K nu:~ de:~ ncu bRUlJ~ hUlJK dE:t d;:, nIKs 

Windcck Gangk nur de brong Hongk dcht der neks 
alt cckcrsch Hont niks 

jaJ)K nu :~ dc:n bRUlJ~ hUlJT dE:t d;:, nIKs 
Windcck gaJ)K di:n 
ncu 

XaJ)K 
--------

Zur Erläuterung: 
"j angk" , der Impcraliv Präsens Akliv von "ge hen", findel sich in Siegburg 

und Eilorf obligalorisch, sowohl vor einem Jahrhundert als auch heulzulage. Eine 
Ausnahme bil del Windeck: Don wird fakuilaliv der anlaulende, slimmhafte Plosiv 
auch als Ach-Laul gesprochen, also in Richlung auf [x) . Die "g"-Schreibung der 
Fragebögen von 1884/85 symbolisien in allen Gcmeinden einen Rcibelaul. 

Auffällig iSl die komplcne Erselzung des an zweiler Slelle im Salz slehenden 
Modaladverbs. "Eckersch", dessen sprachhislorische Wurzeln sich bis ins 
Allhochdeulsche zurückverfolgen lassen, fehlL unler den heuligen Varianten. In 
den IOD(NEU) gibl es nur noch "nur" . 

Für die Lexeme "braun" und "hund" wurden in den IOD(AL T) überein
stimmend vokalische Varianlen von "0" nOlien, d.h. elwa "brong" und "hongk". 
Die Laulanalyse der IOD(NEU) legl cs nahe, von einem nichl-gesenktcn Kurzvokal 
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auszugehen, also (bRU1J] und (hUI)K]. Man sieht beim Lexem "hund" im IOD(ALT) 
von Windeck nebeneinander die velarisierte und die nicht-vclarisicne Variante, 
heutzutage dominien dic nicht-vclarisicrtc Fonn. 

Die alte Variante "nüüs" iSl im gegcnwärtigcn Plalt wcitestgehend abgelöst 
durch das groBregionale "niks". 

Soviel zum Beispielsatz. Aus der vergleichenden Analyse einer Reihe weiterer 
abgefragter Sätze lassen sich zusät.zlichc Indizien für die These gewinnen: Fonncn 
der Alt-Dialekte, die typisch für ein mundanliches Onsprofil waren, treten im 
Neu-Dialekt stark zurück . Im Lexem "winter" war voreinhunden Jahrcn prinzipiell 
Velarisierung geläufig, also "wöngkter", "wongler" u.ä., jet.zt crscheint die Fonn 
nur noch vcreinzclt odcr sic ist verschwunden . 

In "gebracht" existienen seinerl.eil nur Varianlen ohnc Präfix, heute findet 
sich nahezu ausnahmslos die priifigicne FOl111 , realisien mit Rcibelaut Ul. Es 
lieBe sich eine ganze Reihe weilerer Veriinderungen und Ersctzungen anführen. 

Da cin kräftiger Prozentsatz der hislorischcn Mundanfonnen in dcn IOD(NEU) 
nicht mchr auftaucht, stellt sich die Frage, in welcher Richtung die Varianten
ersetzung abgelaufen ist. Eine genaue Belrachlung zcigt neben der bedeutenden 
Wirkkraft Standardsprachc auch den massiven EinlluB desjenigcn ripuarischen 
Dialekts, der in und zwischen Köln und Bonn gesprochen wird. Die IOD(NEU) 
von der Sieg haben den Anteil entsprechender Elemente urn einiges, z.T. sogar 
stark erhöht. Die Herkunrt vieler sich durchsetzender Koinc- Varianten liegt in 
der Rheinschiene der südlichen Köln-Bonner-Bucht; die don gelegenen urbanen 
Zentren strahlen sprachlich offenbar in die niihere und auch weitere Umgebung 
aus. (Bubner, 1935, 181) 

3 Die Interview-Sprache 

Im folgenden trilt das sprachspektrale Gegenteil zum Intendienen Ortsdialekt ins 
Zentrum der Aufmerksamkeit. Wie sieht die Sprache aus, die sich an die 
Standardnonn des Deutschen anniihert? 

In letzter Zeit ist die Frage einer nonngerechlen Aussprache u.a. von König 
neu aufgegriffen und empirisch untersuchl worden (König, 1989). Im Unterschied 
zu dieser Studie, die Lesesprache analysiert, bcziehe ich mich auf Interview
Sprache. 

In aller Regel ist diese Sprache durch einc Vcnneidung genuin-ripuarischer 
Basismerkmale gekennzeichnet. Solche lypischen Marker wären im Konsonantis
mus etwa der charakteristische Laulverschiebungsstand, speziell bei der p/pf
Variabie, der Reibelaut in der b/v-Variabie oder die V c1arisierung. Bei den Vokalen 
ist es etwa die Erhaltung der alten palatalen Uingen, das Fehlen der Diphthongie-
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ou -~ 
~ ou 
~ 
ou 
~ 
I.J ..., .--~ 
E: 
~ ..., 

rung. (Beckers, 1980) Diese und vergleichbare Dialektmerkmale finden sich in 
der Interviewsprache des untersuchten Personenkreises nicht. Das bedeutet: Wenn 
die Handwerksmeister beabsichtigen, sich standardsprachlich zu äuBem, dann 
operieren sie auch vom System der Standardsprache aus. Es wird gewissermaBen 
mental das Programm "Hochsprache" in GcILung gesetzt. Deshalb entfällt für 
eine ganze Menge von Dialektspezifika die Möglichkeit ihrer Realisierung. Viele 
Varianten, die im "Dialekt-Spcicher" des Individuums aufgehoben und bei Bedarf 
abrufbar sind, werden von diesen Sprechem nicht auf eine graduell geringere 
Auftretensfrequenz zurückgefahren, wie man cs bei einer Reihe von Sprechem 
aus Erftstadt-Erp vermuten kann (Mattheier, 1980; 1984; dazu neuerdings Lausberg 
1989,25), sondem sie sind aufO reduziert. In diesem Faktum drückt sich aus, daB 
die untersuchten Handwerksmeister aufgrund ei nes lang praktizierten Code 
switching weitreichende Kompetenzen in beiden Varietäten erworben haben. 

Abweichungen van der Standardsprache 

U:I] für /g! 

[x] für /g! 

[Y) für /g! 

~ für /'d/ (Auslaut) 

ü] für [g] 

~ , 
~ 
.~ --::s 
.3 

U:I1 für /ç/ 

[xl für /r/ 

ft.] fürN 

0 10 20 40 50 60 70 80 90 

Prozent 

Gleichwohl ist die Interview-Sprachc nicht glcichzusetzen mit lupcnreiner Aus
prägung der Standard(aus)sprache. Bezogen auf die deutschen Hochlautungs-
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s:: 
~ .... 
s:: 
~ '-... 
~ 
~ 
~ 

\.,) 

.~ .... 
~ 
E: 
~ 

~ -, 
~ 
.~ -... :::! 

.3 

nonnen (Duden, 1974; Siebs, 1969) häll sich ein begrenztes Set abweichender 
Varianten. Solche Erschcinungen treten nicht obligatorisch auf, sie haben aber 
bei einer quantitativen Auswertung im Typc-token-Verfahren mehr als 15% Anteil. 
Damit ist ihre Häufigkeit nicht mehr zu vernachHissigen. In der Interview-Sprache 
stehen sie in friedlicher Koexistenz neben ihrcn standardsprachlichen Zwillings
fonnen. Die beigefügten Diagramme dokumentieren Art und Häufigkeitsgrad der 
frequentiell relcvanten Nichtstandard-Varianten. Dabei wird zwischen "lautlich
systematischen" und "lautlich-Iexemgebundenen" Merkmalen unterschieden. 

Abweichungcn van der Standardsprache 

[jEts] für IjEtst! 

[IS] für lIst! 

[ruIt;ruI; .. 
nEt;ruçt] rur lruçt! 

[dat] für Idasl 

run] für/unt! 

[vat] für /vasl 153 ,8 1 

[~m] für I~mt! Utlli@R§iJ 

[Et] für IESI 

o 10 20 30 40 60 70 80 90 100 

Prozcnt 

Eine abstrakte Variantenauf1istung nach H~iufïgkeil wird durch Wortbeispiele 
sprechender. Die "lautlich-systcmatischcn MerkmaIc" betreffen das Auftreten 
etwa in folgenden Wörtem (vgl. S. 8) 

[~alts] "Salz"; [fi:l] "viel" 
[gaxtJ:l] "GaTten"; [Vlxt] "Wirt, wird" 
[IJ] [IJ] "ich"; [mEnID] "Männchcn" 
[jants] "ganz"; [bi:j;:m] "biegcn"; [mJuj;)n! "Morgen" 
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ich [K:Jm] "kommc"; ich [m,!!n] "mcinc" 
[va:Y~n] "Wagen"; [bo:Y~n] "Bogen" 
[~axt~] "sagte"; [tro:x] "Trog" 
[KRIIt~] [KRllt~ ] "kriegte"; [ve:IJ [vc:J] "Wcg" 

Zusammenfassend läBt sich festhaltcn: Es gibt also einiges, was von den 
"Reinheitsgeboten" deutschcr Ausprachcwörtcrbücher abweicht. AufschluBreich 
ist nun, welche Herkunft die einzelnen Devianzen haben. Im Sinne von 
Dialektremanenz bzw. als "dialcktale Direktanzeigen" (Besch) lassen sich die 
Realisierung des "dicken I", die Verwendung der KJeinwörter "dat, wat, et", der 
Ausfall des finalen Dcntals in den KurzwÖllem "sind, und, ist, jetzt" sowie die 
Reibelaut-Varianten der [g]-Artikulation erklären. Bei den zwei letztgenannten 
Merkmalen kann man aber auBer einem Bezug zum Ripuarischen auch andere 
Aspekte veranschlagen. 

So finden sich in dialektfreier Rede ebcnfalls hohe Anteile an finalem Dental
ausfall, das Phänomen gehört zu den "Schwachen Formen". (Kohier, 1977,224-
225) 

Im Bereich der [g]-Realisicrung sind die Reibclaut-Varianten nach Kurzvokal 
oder Liquid vor stimmlosem Obstruent nicht im originär-ripuarischen Dialekt 
verwurzelt: solche Formcn wie [~axt] für "sagt" oder [KRIIt] für"kriegt" kommen 
irgendwoher aus dem Niemandsland zwischen Dialekt und Standardsprache.4 

Bei der Negationspartikel "nicht" gibt cs ein interessantes Varianten-Splitting 
in originär-dialektale Formen [nEt; mt] und in sprachhistorisch offenbar neuere, 
koronalisierte Bildungen [mI; mft] . 

Ohne erkennbare Basis in der zentralripuarischen Mundart ist ein weiteres 
Abweichungsmerkmal: die Ach-Laut-Realisierung bcim geschriebenen "r" vor 
Dental ([baxt] - dialektal: [ba:t] - geschrieben: "bart"). 

AuBerdem sei die zum Zischlaut gehende Artikulation des Ich-Lauts [ç] und 
des auslautenden "g" genannt (Beispieic : glückli[IJ für "glücklich" und trauri[f] 
für "traurig"). Beide Phänomene entstammen lautlichen Entwicklungsprozessen, 
die in jüngerer und jüngster Zeit im mitteldeutschen Sprachraum ablaufen. 
(Herrgen, 1986) Bellmann verwcndet in ähnlichem Zusammenhang den Termi
nus "Neuer Substandard".(Bcllmann, 1983) 

Nicht originär-ripuarisch. sondcm im südlichen mitteldeutschen und im 
oberdeutschen Sprachraum bchcimatct ist dic "c"-Apokope der l.Ps.Sg.Präsens 
des Verbs. (Beispiel: "ich komm") Sie HiBl sich aulkrdem auch als überregional
sprechsprachlich auffassen.(Kohlcr 1977. 214-215) 

Zusammenfassend kann man konslatieren: Die frequentiell relevanten Ab
weichungen vom Standard, die sich in der Interview-Sprache der untersuchten 
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Sprecher feststellen lassen, haben gewissenna/3en "verschiedene Väter". Neben 
autochthon-dialektalen Einflüssen sind gleichralls die Auswirkungen sowohl 
überregional-sprachlicher als auch spezi fiseh sprechsprachlicher Komponenten 
faBbar. 

4 Gebrauch der Sprachvarietäten 

Bisher wurde erörtert, we1che spraehstrukturellen Ausprägungen die beiden Ex
treme eines Varietätenspektrums Dialekt-Standardsprache bei ripuarischen 
Sprechem zeigen. Im folgenden geht cs urn die Frage: Wie ist der Gebrauch der 
Varietäten auf Domänen bzw. Situationen des allt:igliehen Lebens verteilt? 

leh beschränke mich hier auf die Darstcllung einiger wichtiger Punkte: 
1. Macht man mit dem Domänenkonzept eine sektorielle Gliederung 

gesellschafllicher Lebcnsbcreiche zum Mal3stab und überprüft man den Zusam
menhang mit Sprachgebrauch, so findet sich au eh in den Rheinlanden das hin
länglich bekannte Distributionsmuster. D.h. von den Extremen her betrachtet: in 
der Domäne "Freundsehaft" ist die Wahrscheinliehkeit der Dialektverwendung 
am gröBten. Sehr viel weniger wahrseheinlieh ist Mundart bereits bei der "Arbcit" 
und am unwahrscheinlichsten beim Besuch auf dem "Arnt". 

Zu demselben Resultat gelangt man, wenn mittels eines Fonnalitätskonzepts 
die Situationen nach ihrem atmospMrischen Gehalt als "eher fonnell" bzw. "eher 
infonnell" klassifiziert werden: je ronncllcr cinc Situation ist, desto wahrschein
licher wird der Gebrauch von Standardsprache. 

An den drei Lebensbereiehen "Arbeit", "Familie" und "Nachbarschaft" (Mioni, 
1987,170) solI demonstriert werden, daB die Dingc in Wahrheit keineswegs so 
einfach liegen, wie das Domäncn- und das Fonnalitäts-Konzept suggerieren. 
Fragt man rheinische Gewährspcrsonen: " Wclche Spraehe reden Sie bei der Arbeit? 
(in der Familie; in der Naehbarsehart)", so ist die nahezu stereotype Antwort: 
"Das kommt darauf an ." Und schr ort wird der Sprachgebrauch dann nach 
unterschiedlichen Kommunikationspartnem spezinzicrt. 

So betonen rheinische Handwerksmeister übereinstimmend, daB in den 
wechselnden personalcn ZusammenMngen des Arbeils1ebens auch sprachlich 
verschieden agiert wird, ja im Sinne einer "Ilexible response" agiert werden muB. 
Dabei macht man von der Verfügungsgewalt über Dialekt und Standardsprache 
effektiv Gebrauch. 

ja Begrül3ung, Vorstellen erst mal hochdculSch und dann merkt man natürlich an 
dem Gesprächspartner - aber das geht ja im Unterbcwul3t sein, das macht man 
nicht bewul3t, das merkt man am Gcspriichspanner, je nachdem, wie der sich 
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ausdrückt, der spricht auch Dialekt oder spricht keins und dementsprechend -
wir führen sehr viele Verkaufsgespräche auch im Dialekt ... 

(Aus dem Interview mit einem Kfz-Meisler). 

Im Blick auf"Sprache in der Familie" ist für die Rhcinlande seit längerem bekannt, 
daB der fami1iäre Kommunikationspartner in diesem Zusammenhang einen 
wichtigen Differenzierungsfaktor darSlelll. (Klein, 1983, 179-180) Auch einge
fleischte Dialektsprecher räumen ein, sie würden - zumindest intentional -
gegenüber der nachwachsenden Generalion eine slandardnahe Sprechweise 
gebrauchen. Man kann insgesamt von einer gcnerationsspezifischen Stufung im 
verbalen Verhalten ausgehen: die milllcre Generation der ca. Vierzigjährigen 
orientiert ihre Sprechweise den eigenen Kindem gegenübereindeutig am Standard, 
mit den Eltem wird - wenn es früher so üblich war - auch heute noch Dialekt 
gesprochen. 

Nun mag man einwenden: Was hier als generelIe Tendenz behauptet wird, 
gründet in erster Linie auf erfraglen Mcinungen, Selbst- und Fremdeinschätzungen. 
Vielleicht gaukeln sich die Menschen miL ihrem programmatischen "Hochdeutsch 
im ErziehungsprozeB" aber auch nur elwas vor? Die Diskrepanzen zwischen der 
Meinung überein Verhalten und dem Yerhahcn selbst sind aus der Sozialforschung 
ja hinlänglich bekannt. Anhand zweier Bcispielc realen, live-mitgeschnittenen 
Sprachgebrauchs soH gezeigt werden, daB die erklärte Absicht, mit den eigenen 
Kindem eher in der Standardsprache zu verkehren, ins alltägliche Sprachleben 
umgesetzt wird bzw. umzuselzen versuchl wird . 

Beispiel I: Siegburger Backstubc. 6.30 Uhr. Der Sprachkontakt zwischen dem 
Bäckermeister, den Gese\len und Lehrlingen Wurl vorwiegend im Dialekt ab. 
Plötzlich wendet sich der Meister an seine, im Laden tälige Tochter mit dem 
Wunsch, sie möge eine bcstimmte BesLellung vorbercilen. 

Kind, machste mir-çt fáchtisch? Tu- i crL naheer schnäl ausschraibçn, ja, nç? 
JQ, dan kan isch misch dçräk draanjäwç.5 

In den beiden Fragen weicht die Redeweisc krass vom üblichen Backstuben-Ton 
ab. Hier wird die Sprache kräftig in Richtung Slandardpol verändert, wohlgemerkt: 
gegenüber der Tochter. Im Ortsdialekl würden die Passagen ungefähr heiBen: 
"Kink, määste mir et feadisch? dan don isch et nahee flück usschriwwe." Die 
Annäherung an die Standardsprache im Originalzilat behält allerdings rheinisch
groBregionale Merkmale bei. Die Schlu/3sequenz iSl - im Mitschnitt deutlich 
hörbar - nicht zur Tochter, sondem als Sclbstversländigung gesprochen, sie ist 
im Ortsdialekt gehalten. 
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Beispiel 2: Siegburger Metzgerei . Telefanat des Metzgenneisters A mit seiner 
siebenjährigen Tochter und seiner Muller. 

A (mit Tochter): 
ja, warum has du soon Teatçr gçmacht, - hç? Sa ma wat is IÇ>s, wat is gçbakcyn? 
Nain, di Mama is am bçdiinen, wodrum geel<;? 
(Pause, Sprecherwechsel) 

A (mit Mutter): 
jaa, - jaa, çhcyähe, jÇ>Ç> dÇ>Ç> mos dcy cym cyns ecnç hingç drüwcy jäwç, mosty cym cyns 
eency hingcy drüwcy jäwç - nää, kans cm ~aarç, isch hät im ja wat vçschprQchcy, dat 
cyt sing Meeditsiin, di schainbaa ~ait Lswai odç drai MoonaaLcyn fälisch is, dat cyt dii 
dan noch çns krit, nç, ja, ja dÇ>n dÇ>n mç claLçns graaL, Ç>dç is çt afjçhaue? 
(Pause, Sprccherwechscl) 

A (mit Tochter): 
haIQ - ä, wän dcy disch daa nit anschLändisch auffüüçrs, du isch hab dir ja diise 
WQChe wat vcyschprochcn, ne, dat dainy länks übyrfälijc Mcditsiin, dal-CY di dan 
kris, ist dat klaar? ja?- Bis nachhccr, bis - ja juut, alçs klaar, un vcysuuchstcy disch 
ma wat andcyrs auftsufüüren, nç? Mus nit die Qma da lang machcyn, juut~ -
VcyrschprQChen oodcyr nict!? Nit LSchöö, s~mdçrn vçrschpn;)chen? Jaa oodcyr nam? 
-haIoo? Woont da kainçr? - jut, alçs klaar, Lschüs 

In der Sprache dieses Telefonals fälll der deullichc, adressalenbezogene Wechsel 
der Redeweise ins Auge. Gegenübcr dcr Tochlcr wird cine slramm am Standard 
orientierte Sprachlage gewähll, wenngleich cinigc dialcklalc bzw. substandardliche 
Interferenzen bcslehen bleibcn. Dagcgcn hcrrschl im Gcspräch mil der Muller 
der Ortsdialekt vor. 

Auch die Domäne "Nachbarschaft" iSI in vicIen Fällen helerogen strukturiert. 
Dementsprechend bietet sich ein, auch vom Sprachgebraueh her gemischtes Bild: 
mit manehen Nachbam sprichl man Mundart, mil andercn Standardspraehe. Dieses 
Resultat erhält man als Explorator soglcich, wenn man frageteehniseh die kon
kreten Bezugspersonen des Naehbarsehafts-Nctzwcrkes in den Bliek nimmt und 
sieh nicht nur oberfläehlich-abslrakliv naeh "der" Spraehe mit "den" Naehbam 
erkundigt. 

Am zuletzt gesehilderten Zusammcnhang wird crkennbar, daB die Anwendung 
eines statisch verstandenen Domäncnkonzepls für die rheinisehe Sprachwirklich
keit nur begrenzten Erkenntniswert mil sich bringt. Jede personenspezifisch 
angelegte, detaillierte Analyse bringl Sprachgcbrauehsverhälmisse an den Tag, 
die in sich höchst komplex strukluricrt sind: Sprachgebrauchsvcrhältnisse nämlich, 
die den Reflex einer durch Mobilität er/.cuglen Mischgesellschaft darstellen und 
deren Bruchlinien aufSchrin und Trilt in auBcrfamiliärcn wie in familiären Lebens
bereichen nachgezeichnet werden könncn. 
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Mit der Aufweichung scheinbar klarer Fronten hat auch der nächste Punkt dieses 
Beitrags zu tun. Es schei nt angeraten, bei Kommunikationssituationcn zwischen 
Etikettcharakter und Prozej3charakter zu differenzieren. Was damit gemeint ist, 
solI die folgende ÄuBerung eines Elektromeisters im Interview illustrieren: 

... zum Beispiel in den Meisterprüfungsausschüssen ist natürlich die Sprache 
dem Kandidaten gegenübcr diejenige des Hochdeulschs, aber lrotzdem kommen 
dann immer wieder durchaus von beiden Seilen solche spon tanen Einwände oder 
Fragen oder irgendwas, wo dann doch der Dialekl milklingt ... 

... die Grundwahl ist also Hochdeulsch, ahcr in welchen Fällen kommt denn der 
Dialekt? 

... ja, es kommt ... wie kann man 's definieren ... also, wenn so ein Prüfmeister 
dann den Kandidaten noch mal so elwas ganz bcsonders ans Herz legen will oder 
wenn er über irgendein Nichlwissen ganz besonders erstaunl iSl, dann sagt er: Ja 
Menseh, dat moot ir doch wisse! So, in dieser Art, also wcnn diese normale glalle 
Bahn verlassen wird, dann komml cs ebcn zur Anwendung des Dialekts ... 

Die Gleichung "Eine Situation = Eine Sprachvarietät", die sprachdemoskopischen 
Umfragen zu eindeutigen Korrclationen verhil ft, muB also rclativiert werden. 
(Macha, 1985) Die Dynamik, die jeder kommunikativcn Interaktion eigen ist, 
läBt den abrupten Wcchscl zwischen Dialekt und Standard cbenso zu wie flieBende, 
sich in diversen Mischungen konkretisierende Übergänge. 

Eine letzte Beobachtung zur Dialekt-Standard-Intcraktion in den Rheinlanden sei 
noch vorgestellt. Sie bctrifft den Zusammcnhang zwischen eigener Varietäten
option und der vom Gegenüber vorgelegtcn Redeweise. Dabci schei nt prinzipiell 
ein Streben nach sprachlicher Anpassung zu bestehen. Ganz glcich, ob es sich 
beim vom Kommunikationspartner vorgelegten Sprachmodus urn Dialekt oder 
urn Standardsprache handelt, tcndiert man zu einer Reaktion in derselben Varietät. 
Bivalente Kompetenz stellt die Voraussetzungen für cine solche "accomodation 
of speech styles" (Giles/St Clair, 1979) bcreit. Durchaus häutig crgibt sich dabei 
jedoch offenbar ein "ProbJcm der falschcn Tonart", d.h. dem Angesprochenen 
erscheint die Varietätenwahl nicht angemessen. Dieses BewuBtsein inadäquater 
Varietätenverwendung kann sowohl Dialekt als auch Standardsprache betreffen, 
es löst ein Bedürfnis nach Korrektur des Mediums aus. Es zeigt sich nun eine Art 
von parallel er, aber spiegelverkehrtcr Motivation: Unpassende Nähe und 
Vertrautheit zwischen den Gesprächspartnem werden in Richtung auf gröBere 
Distanz korrigiert, man gcht vom Dialekt in die Standardsprache. 

Umgekehrt wird unpasscndc Distanziertheit aufzubrechcn und zu verändem 
versucht, indem stalt Hochdeutsch der Dialekt ins Spicl gebracht wird. Ein solcher 
Typ von Code switching - man könnte ihn "demonstrativen Varietätenwechsel" 
nennen - hat einen intcressanten theoretischen Stellenwert. Im Nonnalfall geht 

284 J. Macha 



der Soziolinguist ja davon aus, dag die Yeränderung situativer Parameter eine 
Veränderung der Varietätenverwendung nach sich zicht. Beim "demonstrativen 
VarietätenwechscI" ist cs umgekehrt: Man ändert bewugt dic Rcdeweise, damit 
der Charakter der Situation ein anderer wird. 

5 Schlu6wort 

Den AbschluB dieses Beitrages bilden einige Thesen, dic die angesprochenen 
rheinischen Befunde in gröBere theoretische Bezügc einordncn sollen: 

1. Mit Bellmann möchte ich behaupten: In der Sprachvcrwendung ist die 
"grundsätzliche Altemativität der YarieUten" Dialekt und Standardsprache nicht 
mehr in dem Magc wic friiher gegebcn . (Bellmann, 1983, 117) 

2. Eine stabile Funktionsteilung zwischcll dcn zwei kocxistierenden Yarietäten 
ist nicht mchr vorhandcn, jedenl'alls nicht in der Form cines kontradiktorischen 
Gegcnsatzes zwischcn Standard und Dialekt. Aus dem Exklusivitätsverhältnis 
(wo Sist, kann nicht D sein. Und vicc vcrsa.) hat sich cin ehcr konträrer Gegensatz 
enLwickclt. Das bcdeutct: Dialckt und Standard sind in manchen gescllschaftlichen 
Bercichen zueinander in cin verträglichcrcs Ycrhmtnis getreten. Dem korrespon
diert soziolinguistisch cin ProzeJ) der "situalivcn Entkoppclung sprachlicher Yarie
täten". 

3. Im Hintergrund diescr Entwicklungcn slelll m.E. cin seitlängerem wirlcsamer 
gesellschaftlicher Trcnd . Es zcichnen sich Tendcnzcn zu cincr Interpenetration, 
also zu einer wechselseitigen Durchdringullg I'rüher eher gctrcnnLer lebcnswelt
licher Sphären ab. Damit wird die chemals cxtrem starrc Front zwischen "formelI" 
und "informelI" zunehrnend briichig und z.T. unlerlaufcn. Die strikte Zuordnung 
von Lebcnsbcreich und typischer Symbolvcrwcndung wird rclativiert, worin man 
zuglcich wachsende Normentoler~lI1z scheil kann . 

Abteilung für Sprachforschung, Institut für gcschichtliche Landeskunde der 
Rhcinlande der Univcrsität Bonn, Bundesrcpublik Deutschland. 
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FuBnoten 

Die Aufgabe, über den Sprachgebrauchszustand in einer Region Auskunft zu geben. bringt es 
mit sich, Daten unterschiedlicher Herkunft sowie eigene Meinungen und Wertungen in der Darstel
lung zu verbinden. Das Problem des Belegzwanges stellt sich dabei in einer zugespitzten Weise: 
Was wir Ilächendeckend haben, sind Umfrageergebnisse zum Sprachgebrauch, hinzu treten örtlich
punktuelle, sozio-dialeklologische "Tiefenbohrungen". Wie sich letztlich das Uneil Ober den 
fraglichen Gegensland zusammensetzt, hal viel mil der subjektiven Einschätzung des Beuneilers zu 
tun. 
Urn zumindest in Ansätzen eine Rekonstruktion meiner Uneilsbildung zu ermöglichen, sei hier 
verwiesen auf eigene empirische Studien der achlziger Jahre, in denen der Sprachverwendung 
verschiedener Generationen und Sozialschichlen aus unterschiedlichen Teilregionen der Rheinlande 
nachgespOrt wurde: Macha 1981; Macha/Weger 1983; Horrmann/Macha 1985; Macha 1986; Macha 
1989. 

Die Quanlitätsangabe entslamml der AuswerLung eincr vam Instilut fur geschichtliche Landes
kunde der Universität Bonn, Ableilung Sprachrorschung in Auftrag gegebenen Umfrage, die 1983 
vom Institut fur Demoskopie Allensbach durchgeWhrt wurde. Die Publikation der Ergebnisse ist in 
Vorbereitung. 

Vgl. zur sozio-dialektologischen Theorie und zur empirischen Praxis dieses Projekts Macha 
1989; vgl. zur geographischen Situierung die beigerügte Karle. 
• Was hier metaphorisch als "Niemandsland" umschrieben wird, ham der genaueren Erforschung. 
In meiner Habilitationsschrift habe ich einige Oberlegungen zu dieser Frage vorgelegt. (Macha 
1989). 

Die Transkription dieses und des nächsten Sprachbeispiels erfolgl in der Schreibweise der 
"Rheinischen Dokumenta", 1986. 
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Peter Wiesinger 

Zur Interaktion von Dialekt und 
Standardsprache in Österreich 

Zusammenfassung 

Wie in vielen europäischen Ländem ändert sich auch in Österreich auf Grund 
gesellschaftlicher Wandlungen das Verhältnis von Dialekt und Standardsprache. 
Es geschieht dies insgesamt in einer zunehmenden Auswcitung der stadtabhängigen 
Yerkehrsdialekte auf Kosten der Basisdialekte, indem lokale Sprachformen zu
nehmend abgebaut werden. Zugleich reduziert sich das gesellschaftliche Prestige 
des Dialekts und schränken sich seine Yerwendungsbereiche ein. Während die 
Standardsprache im alltäglichen Gebrauch noch weitgehend auf öffentliche Situa
tionen wie SchuIe, Kirche, Yerwaltung, Radio und Femsehen beschränkt ist, 
weitet sich der Gebrauch der Umgangssprache als Ausgleichsprodukt zwischen 
Dialekt und Standardsprache erheblich aus. Dabei spiclen soziale Stellung, Bildung, 
Beruf, persönliche Einstellung sowie Gesprächspartner und Gesprächssituation 
eine wesentliche Rolle. Trotz übereinstimmender Entwicklungstendenzen sind 
die Stadt-Land-Unterschiede gro/3, indem der Dialekt auf dem Land noch einen 
wesentlich grö/3eren Raum einnimmt als in den GroB- und Mittelstädten. Mit 
Hil re von Sprecherbefragungen wird der situative Sprachgebrauch nach der 
Selbsteinschätzung st-atistisch dargestellt. Femer werden die in Ostöslerreich gel
tenden Yariablen der einzelnen Sprachschichten behandelt. 

o Einleitung 

In Österreich gestalten sich die sprachsoziologischen Yerhältnisse ähnlich wie in 
Süddeutschland, indem es eine von sozialcn und siLualiven Faktoren abhängige 
Schichlung der gesprochenen Sprache mit mehreren Sprachschichten von unter
schiedlichem Gcbrauch und Prestige gibt. 1 Im Gegensatz zur Schweiz einerseits 
und zu Norddeutschland andererseils mil einer a1lerdings jeweils funktional 
verschiedenartigen, deutlichen Diglossie von Dialekt und Standardsprache 
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herrschen in Österreich zwischen dicsen beiden Polen nieBcnde Übergänge. Dieses 
Kontinuum auf allen sprachlichen Ebenen ist freilich kein willkürliches, so daB 
die Yariablcn beliebig verwendbar und austauschbar wären, sondem soziale und 
situative Faktoren wie Bildung, Beruf, gesellschaftliche Stellung, Spracheinstel
lung, Beziehung zum Gesprächspartner und Gesprächssituation bestimmen die 
jeweilige Sprachlage. Dadurch kommt cs zur jeweils charakteristischen Yerwen
dung bestimmter Sprachfonnen, die als gesellschaftliche Gebrauchsnonnen fungie
ren, indem die Sprachträger über ein Gefühl dafür verfügen, wclche Sprachfonnen 
den gegebenen Umständen angemessen sind und welche nicht. Man kann diese 
sprachlichen Gebrauchsnonnen unter systemlinguistischen Aspckten als Sprach
schichten bczeichnen. Sic sind angesichts der im einzelnen OicBende Übergänge 
jedoch keine festgefübrten, geschlossenen Systeme, sondem gegeneinander offen. 

Trotzdem ist der Linguist mit Hilfe diachronischer Kriterien in der Lage, die 
einzelnen unterschiedlichen Sprachfonnen auf Grund ihrer Herkunft zu klassi
fizieren und zuzuordnen und damit die Strukturen der jeweiligen Sprachschicht 
näher zu bestimmen. Umgekehrt sind abcr auch die Sprachträger auf Grund des 
gesellschaftIich und situativ gesteucrten Sprachgebrauches in der Lage, diesen zu 
beurteilen. Dies aber vcrpOichtet den Linguisten, seine sozio- und system
linguistischen Klassifikationen so vOfl.unehmen, daB sic mit den volkstümlich 
herrschenden Sprachauffassungen möglichst konfonn gehen . 

Schichten der gesprochenen Sprache 

Für die Gliederung der gesprochenen Sprache in Österreich kann man von einem 
vierstufigen Modell ausgehen2 und als natürliche Schichten gesprochener Sprache 
Basisdialekt - Yerkehrsdialekt - Umgangssprache - Standardsprache unterscheiden. 
Als besondere Art mündlicher Sprache triU noch die Lesesprache abgclesener 
schri ftsprachlicher Texte hinzu, wobei gegenübcr der Lesesprache von Laien die 
Hochsprache bzw. Hochlautung rhetorisch geschulter Sprecher wie Schauspieler, 
Yortragskünstlcr und Rundfunk- und Femsehansager eine eigene Stilcbene 
verkärpert . 

Um eine Yorstellung von dicsen vier Sprachschichten und damit vcrbunden 
auch ihre Definition zu gebcn, sei die jeweilige Realisierung des schrift~prachlichen 
Satzes "Heute Abend kommt mein 8ruder nach Hause" zugleich in weiter pho
netischer und in literarischer Transkription3 getxnen, wie sic bei den Einwohnem 
eines beliebigen Ortes im nördlichen niederösterreichischen Weinviertel, der 
Gegend rund 40 bis 60 km närdlich von Wien gegen die tschechische Grenze zu, 
anzutreffen ist: 
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I. [haënd av d nJXt kimt maë bruid~ ho~m] 
Heint af d' NAcht kimmt mei" Bruider hoam. 

2. [haet aov d nJXt kumt maë bru~d~ ha:m] 
Heit auf d' NAcht kummt mei" Bruader ham. 

3. [hJ0t :> :md komt mae bru:d~ dz aoz] 
Heut Ámd kommt mei Bruderz' Haus. 

4. [h:>0t a:md komt maen bru:d~ nax haoz] 
Heut Amd kommt mein Bruder nach Haus. 

Der Basisdialekt verkörpcrt die ererbte, bodenständige, lokale Sprachform, die 
als Landdialekt vor allem von der eingesesscnen, traditionellcn Dorfbevölkerung 
der Bauem und Handwerker und als Stadtdialekt hauptsächlich von den 
Angehörigen der unteren bis mittleren Sozialschichten der Arbeiter, Angestellten 
und kleinen Gewerbetreibenden als durchschnittliche Alltagssprache gesprochen 
wird. Der Basisdialekt bildet daher die sprachJiche Grundlage der gesamten 
Sprachschichtung, indem hier die durch alle Sprachschichten konstant blei benden 
konstitutiven Sprechfaktoren der Artikulation und Intonation gelegt werden. Da 
sie sehr schwer zu beschreiben sind und es keine exakten Erfassungsmethoden 
gibt, spielen sie in der Dialektologie zwar keine Rolle, sie machen aber jene 
Merkmale aus, nach denen man gemeinhin auf Grund von Erfahrung die 
landschaftJiche Herkunft von Sprechem zu bestimmen pnegt. 

Da sich der Stadtdialekt vom konservativen Landdialekt durch jüngere, 
teilweise schriftsprachenähere Formen unterscheidet und heute gegenüber der 
Zeit vor dem Zweiten Weltkrieg als bedeutsamen Einschnitt in der gesellschaft
lichen und sprachlichen Entwicklung eine rege Land - Stadtbeziehung herrscht, 
werden vor allem von der mobilen mittleren und jüngeren Generation der Land
bevölkerung im Yerkehr stadtdialektale Formen aufgegriffen, so daB sich im 
Yerkehr ein stadtabhängiger, regionaler Yerkehrsdialekt bildet. Wie die Beispiele 
1 und 2 zeigen, verfügen Basis- und Yerkehrsdialekt trotz der Unterschiede 
besonders auf der lautlichen Ebene über gemeinsame Grundstrukturen und wer
den deshalb im Sprachbewuf3tsein der Sprecher auch nur als "Dialekt" eingestuft 
und bezeichnet. Trotz vieler Korrespondenzen ist aber der Unterschied gegenübcr 
der Standardsprache als der regionalen Realisierung der Schriftsprache groB, 
wobei als volkstümliche Bezeichnungen hauptsächlich "Hochdeutsch" oder 
"Schriftdeutsch" geIten. Im allgemeinen fungiert die Standardsprache als Sprache 
der Öffentlichkeit in der Schule, in der Kirche, bei Ansprachen und in Rundfunk 
und Femsehen und spielt als Alltagssprache nur eine geringe Rolle. Die gehobene 
Form der Alltagssprache, wie sic heute vor allem in den Städten von den mittJeren 
und höheren Sozialschichten der Geschäftslcute, Büro- und Bankangestellten, 

292 Peter Wiesinger 

http://Korrcspondcnz.cn


Beamten, Lehrer, Ärzte, Rechtsanwälle usw . als Durchschnittssprache verwendet 
und von der sonst Dialekt sprechenden Bevölkerung in Stadt und Land in bc
stimmten Situationen aufgegriffen wird, ist vielmehr die Umgangssprache. Sic 
vermittclt zwischen Dialekt und Standardsprache und ist entwicklungsgeschichtlich 
ein in der städtischen Mittcl- und Obcrschicht entstandenes Ausgleichsprodukt 
zwischen dem Stadtdialekt und der Schriflsprache. Sic ist, wie die BeispicIe 3 
und 4 veranschaulichen, in ihren Grundstrukturen vomehmlich an der Schrift
sprache orientiert, indem die auffälligen und deshalb als "primäre Merkmale" zu 
bczeichnenden Dialekterschcinungen auf allen sprachlichen Ebenen aufgegebcn 
werden, während die zurücktretenden, kaum als solche wahrgenommenen dialek
talen Eigenschaflen als "sekundäre Merkmale" fortbcstehen und das regionale 
Gepräge der Umgangssprache ausmachen.4 Obwohl der Terminus "Urn gangs
sprache" in der Linguistik als ein schillcmder, unscharfer Begriff gill,5 ist den 
Sprechem nicht nur die Existenz einer zwischen "Dialekt" und "Hochdeutsch" 
angesiedelten sprachlichen Zwischenschicht bcwuBt, sondem diese wird vor allem 
von der jüngeren und mittleren Generation auch als solche bezeichnel. 

2 Gebrauch der Sprachschichten nach der Selbstbeurteilung 

Obwohl der Sprachgebrauch der österreichischen Bevölkerung im allgemeinen 
automatisiert und unrenektiert erfolgt, kann das vorhandcne Bewu/3tsein von der 
Existenz und dcm unterschiedlichen Gebrauch der Sprachschichten für statis
tische Erhebungen genützt werden . Ein solcher 19X4/85 durchgeführter 
Sprachzensus6 erbrachte, daB cs nach der Se1bstbcurtei1ung eincn auffäl1igen 
Unterschicd zwischen dem Sprachgebrauch in GroB- und Mittelstädtcn auf der 
einen und in Dörfem, Märkten und Kleinstädten auf der andere Seite gibl. Femer 
spiclen für den Sprachgebrauch der Sozialstatus mit Herkunfl, Bildung und Beruf, 
die Generationszugehörigkeit, das GeschIecht, Gespriichspartner und -situation 
und teilweise auch dic Einstcllung cine wesentliche RolIe. Urn einen diesbczüg
lichen kursorischen Übcrblick zu vcrmittcln, seicn im folgendcn cinigc wesentliche 
Daten mitgeteill. 

Insgesarnt bczeichnen sich in Österrcich 78% der Befragten als Dialektsprccher, 
während dies 22% vemeinen. Dies entspricht den 1975 in Bayem erhobcnen 
Zahlen, wobei nur 7% keinen Dialekt beherrschen und 15% angabcn, ein wenig 
Dialekt zu sprechen.7 Ihre durchschnittliche Alltagssprache stufen je 49% als 
Dialekt bzw. als Umgangssprache und 2% als Standardsprache (fortan für 
"Hochdeutsch") ein. Es überrascht nicht, daB im alltäglichen Sprachgebrauch der 
Dialekt zugunsten der Umgangssprache mit zunehmend höherer Sozialschicht 
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zurückgeht. So werden in der Unterschicht wie im österrcichischen Gesamt
verhalten 78% Dialekt und 22% Umgangssprache gesprochen. In der Mittelschicht 
verringert sich dieses Verhältnis auf je 50%, währcnd in der Oberschicht nur 
mehr 24% Dialekt ein Gebrauch von 74% Umgangssprache und 2% Standard
sprache gegenübersteht. GroB ist der Stadt- Land-Gegensatz von Dörfern, Märkten 
und Kleinstädten (bis zu 20.000 Einwohnern) mit 83% Dialekt und 17% Um
gangssprache und Mittel- und GroBstädten mit nur 32% Dialekt und dafür 63% 
Umgangssprache und noch 5% Standardsprache im durchschnittlichen alltäglichen 
Sprachgebrauch. Während nach Generationen betrachtet die älterc Generation 
der 61 - 80 Jährigen eine Verteilung der drei Sprachschichten von 61 : 33 : 6% 
und damit einen starken Dialektanteil aufweist, überwiegt der umgangssprachliche 
Gebrauch bei der im Berufsleben stehenden jüngercn Generation der 19 - 30 
Jährigen mit einer fast gleich ho hen Verteilung von 48 : 50 : 2%. SchlieBlich sind 
Männer mit 55% Dialekt und 45% Umgangssprache im Alltag gegenüber dem 
Dialekt offener und positiver eingestellt als Frauen mit nur 45% und 52% bei 
noch 3% Standardsprache. Alle diese durchschnittlichen ZahJenwerte verschieben 
sich jeweils sehr stark zwischen Stadt und Land auf Grund des obgenannten 
allgemeinen Gebrauchsgegensatzes. Dies wird besonders deutlich, wenn man 
den durchschnittlichen situationsabhängigen Sprachgebrauch beobachtet. Hier 
seien deshalb zur VeranschauJichung den Gesamtwerten jeweils die Werte für 
GroB- und Mittelstädte (="Stadt") und für Dörfer, Märkte und Kleinstädte 
(="Land") gegenübergestellt (vgl. Tabelle 1).8 

Bereits die durchschnittlichen Gesamtwerte für 13 charakteristische Kommu
nikationssituationen lassen die Abnahme des Dialekts mit zunehmend gröBerer 
Distanz zum Gesprächspartner und damit den Dialekt als eine intimere, 
vertraulichere Sprachfonn gegenüber der distanzierteren, offiziöseren Um
gangssprache und erst recht der Standardsprache erkennen. Man braucht 
diesbezüglich nur den an der Spitze stehenden, höchsten Dialektgebrauch in der 
Familie zu vergleichen mit dem Verhalten im städtischen Amt, wo der Dialekt
gebrauch zugunsten der Standardsprache und der Umgangssprache fast ganz 
zurücktritt. Sehr auffällig ist aber auch der Gegensatz zwischen dem sprachlichen 
Umgang mit den Kollegen am Arbeitsplatz, mit denen entweder noch im Dialekt 
oder schon häufiger in der Umgangssprache verkehrt wird, währcnd die durch
schnittliche Distanz zum Vorgesetzten groBteils einen Wechsel zu den höheren 
Sprachschichten empfiehlt. 

Statt das durchschnittliche Verhaltenjedoch weiter zu verfolgen, sei vielmehr 
auf den jeweiligen Stadt - Land-Gegensatz näher eingegangen. Hier zeigt sich, 
daB auf dcm Land der Dialekt, gleichgültig ob ihn der Dialektologie als Basis
oder Verkehrsdialekt einstuft, die dominante Sprachfonn der Bevölkerung ist 
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und dort, wo man sich gut kennt, bckannt ist oder sich innerhalb der Dorfgemein
schaft als zugehörig fühlt, mit dem anderen vorwiegend im Dialekt als dem Idiom 
der Dorfgemeinschaft verkehrt. Dagcgen gilt dies in der Stadt nur mehr für die 
unteren Sozialschichten, während in den vorherrschenden mittlcren und höheren 
Sozialschichten bcreits viclfach die Umgangssprache und gelegentlich auch schon 
die Standardsprache zur Alltagssprache aufgestiegen ist. Abcr schon mit guten 
Freunden, im kleinen Geschäft des Greil3lers oder Bäckers und bcim Friseur, wo 
man mehr oder minder bekannt ist, sowie mit dem Kollcgen am Arbeitsplatz 
verkehrt man bereits mehr in der Umgangs- oder schon in der Standardsprache 
als im Dialekt, während in der Dorfgemcinschaft auch hier noch der Dialekt das 
vorwiegende sprachliche Kommunikationsmittcl blcibt. Dies gilt auf dem Land 
auch für die im Dorf befindliche BankfiliaIe, die meist Einheimische beschäftigt, 
und den ebcnfalls meist vom Ort stammenden Meister im kleinen gewerblichen 
oder industriellen Betrieb sowie die vielfach aus glcichem Milieu wie man selbst 
stammenden entfemten Bekannten, denen man sich allerdings aus Achtung auch 
sprachlich anpassen kann. Dagcgen kauft man Gewand heute viclfach nicht mehr 
im Dorf, sondem in der nächstgelegenen Stadt, so daB man deshalb auffällig stark 
vom Dialekt zur Umgangs- oder Standardsprache wechselt. In der GroBstadt 
hingegen legen sowohl Banken als auch Kleidergeschäfte groBen Wert auf die 
zuvorkommende Bedienung der Kundschaft und wird auch auf gepflegten Sprach
gebrauch der Angestellten aud Verkäufer geachtct, wie umgekehrt vicle Kunden 
in Banken, weil diese Einblick in das Vermögen habcn, standesgemäB erscheinen 
bzw. vor allem die Frauen in Klcidergeschäften angemessen eingeschätzt und 
bedient werden wolIen und deshalb ihrerseits die diesbezüglich als angemessen 
geItenden gehobeneren Sprachformen bcvorzugen. In der Stadt mit ihren ano
nymeren pcrsonalen Verhältnissen stehen einem auch entfemte Bekannte rclativ 
fem, so daB man ihnen bcsser in einer gehobcnercn Sprachform entgegentritt. Die 
auffallenden Unterschicde im Gespräch mit dem Arzt erklären sich daraus, daB 
der ArLt Akademiker ist und deshalb bercits im allgemcinen Umgangssprache 
spricht, was in der Stadt auch als die beim Arztbesuch angemessene Sprachlage 
erscheint, währcnd der Arzt auf dem Land häufig durch Dialektgebrauch seinen 
Patienten entgegenzukommen und damit das Vertrauen der Patienten zu fördem 
sucht. Der Lehrer gilt da wie dort als der Vertreter der Sprachnorrn. Während er 
aber in der Stadt für Eltem diese Autorität bleibt und als Person gänzlich in den 
Hintergrund tritt, so daB man ihm auch zum Ausdruck des den Schüler fördemden, 
gepflegten EItemhauses mit möglichst gepflegter Sprache entgegentritt bzw. sich 
dem vom Lehrer vorgegebcnen Sprachgebrauch anpaBt, was natürlich auch auf 
dem Land der Fall ist, gehört der Lehrer dort vielfach zur Dorfgemeinschaft, auch 
wenn cr wie der Arzt ein Zugezogener ist, so daB man ihm trotz des entgegenge-
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brachten Respekts durchaus auch mit Dialekt entgegentreten kann. Wenn man 
sich dem Fremden gegenüber sprachlich ähnlich verhält, dann vor allem weil 
man davon ausgeht, daB er den Dialekt nicht bcherrscht. Freilich darf man bei 
dem in der Stadt einerseits und auf dem Land andcrerseits jeweils fast gleich 
hohen, doch insgesamt geringen Dialektgebrauch gegenüber dem Lehrer, dem 
Fremden und den Beamten in städtischen Ämtem auch nicht übersehen, daB es da 
wie dort Leute, vor allem solche mit geringer Schulbildung und niedriger sozialer 
Stellung gibt, für die der Dialekt nach wie vor die einzige natürliche sprachliche 
Ausdrucksmögligkeit bildet und die sich mit den höheren Sprachschichten schwer 
tun. Während sie früher eher geschwiegen und den ihnen unbcquemen Umgang 
gemieden haben, werden heute solche Vorbehalte fallen gelassen, und man spricht, 
wie man es eben gewohnt ist und kann. Überhaupt bringt man solchen sprachlichen 
Abweichungen vom Durchschnittsverhaltcn hcute wesentlich mehr ToJeranz 
entgegen als früher. So kann man z.B. heute als Hochschullehrer oft erleben, daB 
Studenten in Übungen statt der usuellen Standard- oder gehobenen Umgangs
sprache in Dialekt verfallen oder diesen auch im allerdings intimeren Rahmen der 
Sprechstunde verwenden. 

Das unterschiedliche alltägliche und situative Sprachverhalten zeigt sowohl 
deutlich, daB in Österreich vor allem die Angehörigen der minleren und höheren 
Sozialschichten mehrere Sprachschichten beherrschen und gebrauchen, als auch, 
daB die einzelnen Sprachschichten in der Gesellschaft übcr ein unterschiedliches 
sprachsoziologisches Prestige verfügen. Danach nimmt in Österreich der sprach
soziologische Rang vom Dialekt über die Umgangssprache zur Standardsprache 
zu bzw. umgekehrt ab. Eine solche grundsätzliche Bewertung ist aber insofem 
relativ, als der sprachsoziologische Wert einer Sprachschicht nicht absolut ist, 
sondem aus der Kombination der jeweiligen sozialen und situativen Faktoren 
resultiert. So finden es, wie unser Sprachzensus cbenfalls klar ergibt, ein- und 
dieselben Personen für günstig und angemessen, etwa daheim in der Familie oder 
beim GreiBler und Bäcker Dialekt zu reden, aber in der Bank oder beim Arzt
besuch Umgangssprache und auf dem städtischen Amt und mit dem Lehrer 
Standardsprache. Hingegen wären für sie vertauschte Gebrauchsweisen wie etwa 
Standardsprache in der Familie und Dialekt auf dem städtischen Amt unangebracht. 

Trotz dieses im Durchschnitt verschiedenen Gebrauches der Sprachschichten 
darf dieser jedoch nicht als Codeswitching verstanden werden, denn vor allem die 
Umgangssprache ist gegenüber dem Dialekt offen, indem nämlich einzelne 
"primäre" Dialektismen einflieBen können, wie auch die Standardsprache in 
Artikulation und Intonation die regionalen "sekundären" Dialektmerkmale bci
behält und damit keineswegs das Siebsche Normgepräge aufweist. 
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3 Zu den für die einzelnen Sprachschichten charakteristischen Variablen 

Nach der Behandlung des Gebrauches der unterschiedlichen Sprachschichten 
stellt sich nun die Frage nach ihrer Struktur und da insbesondere nach den für sie 
charakteristischen Variablen. 

Hier ist vorauszuschicken, daB der gröBte Teil Österreichs von Tirol im Wes
ten bis Niederösterreich und bis zum Burgenland im Osten dialektal zum Bairischen 
gehört, während sich das westlichste österreichische Bundesland Vorarlberg zum 
Alcmannischen als dem zweiten groBcn oberdeutschen Dialektverband stellt. 
Auf Grund seiner GröBe läBt sich der bairische Dialektraum Österreichs nicht nur 
in die Süd-Nord gelagerten Zonen Südbairisch, Südmittelbairisch und Mittel
bairisch gliedem, sondem diesc bestehen ihrerseits wieder aus gröBeren und 
kleineren Dialektlandschaften, deren Entstehung auf historische Territorial- und 
Verkehrsräume zurückgeht. 9 Während die Dialektgeographie gut erforscht ist, 
fchlt cs, wie vielfach im deutschen Sprachraum, auch in Österreich an Unter
suchungen der Verkehrsdialekte und vor allem der Umgangssprachen. lO Ihre 
Verbreitungsräume dccken sich nicht mit den basisdialektalen Räumen, sondem 
korrespondieren im groBen und ganzen vielmehr mit den heutigen Bundesländem, 
weil deren Hauptstädte die Ausgangszentren der Umgangssprachen bilden. Obwohl 
am Ostrand Österreichs gelegen, ist jedoch die Bundeshauptstad Wien der eigent
liche kulturelle und auch sprachlich vorbildliche Mittelpunkt für das gesamte 
Land.ll Die schon seit Jahrhunderten wirksame sprachliche Strahlkraft Wiens 
erfaBt unmittelbar das umgebende Niederösterrcich und nördliche Burgenland 
und wirkt im Donauraum über Linz auf Obcrösterreich, besonders dessen Osten, 
und im Alpenraum übcr Graz auf die Steicrmark ein und erstreckt sich im Süden 
bis Kämten und reicht im Westen bis Salzburg. Gegenüber dieser Osthälfte bildet 
Tirol mit zum Teil auch schon dem westlichen Salzburg und Oberkämten die 
Westhälfte, indem dort östliche Neuerungen nur langsam oder gar nicht FuB 
fassen, während Vorarlberg ohnehin vielfach eigene Wege geht. Dies schlägt sich 
auch im "österreichischen Deutsch" als der österreichischen Varietät der deutschen 
Schrift- und Standardsprache nicder mit Eigenheiten auf allen sprachlichen Ebenen, 
besonders aber auf der lexikalischen.12 Während hier der Verwaltungswortschatz 
in ganz Österreich gilt, zeigt der Verkehrswortschatz oftmals eine Ost-West
Teilung13 und gibt es auch regionale Bezeichnungen, besonders in Vorarlberg. 
Trotz der Bedeutung Wiens ist es aber nicht richtig, die Wiener Sprechweise, wie 
cs vor allem auBerhalb Österreichs vielfach geschieht, als "österreichisch" 
schlechthin anzusehen. Allerdings muB man zugestehen, daB hinsichtlich der 
Bevölkerung bei insgesamt 7,5 Millionen Einwohnem Österreichs, Wien 1,5 
Millionen zählt und die Ostregion mit Wien und dem von ihm stark beeinfluBten 
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umgebenden Niederösterrcich über insgesamt fast 3 Millionen Einwohner und 
damit fast über die Hälfte der österreichischen Gesamtbevölkerung verfügt, so 
daB durchschnittIich jeder zweite Österreicher ein Wiener oder Niederosterreicher 
ist. Dies legt es wie schon bei deroben gegebenen Beschreibung der Sprachschich
ten anhand eines Beispielsatzes auch hier nahe, anhand einer Beispielauswahl aus 
Ostösterreich zu zei gen, wie die variablen Sprachformen durchschnittIich gebraucht 
werden. Dabei unterscheiden wir auch hier im Dialektbereich zwischen Basisdia
lekt (BD) und Verkehrsdialekt (VD), wobei die basisdialektalen Beispiele wieder 
aus dem nördlichen Niederösterreich stammen und die verkehrsdialektalen zugleich 
dem Wiener Stadtdialekt entsprechen und auch die Umgangssprache (US) und 
die Standardsprache (ST) in Stadt und Land in gleicher Weise geiten (vgl. Tabel
len 2 bis 5).14 Im einzelnen sind folgende Erläuterungen zu geben. 

Im Hauptsilbenvokalismus (vgl. Tabelle 2) wird die durchgängige dialektale 
Umlautentrundung in der US und ST als "primäres" Dialektrnerkmal streng ge
mieden. Dabei brauchen aber nicht neue Laute gebildet werden, sondem es erfolgt 
lediglich eine Umschichtung, indem die durch die Liquidenvokalisierung von 
präkonsonantischem und auslautendem 1 nach palatalen Monophthongen und 
Diphthongen geItenden gerundeten Laute aufgegriffen werden, während die 
Liquidenvokalisierung selbst weitestgehend rückgängig gemacht wird. Während 
im BD die Entsprechungen von mhd. ê - ó und mhd. Dehnungs-ë - ö qualitativ 
geschieden sind, hat der VD bcreits den offenen Laut für mhd. ó durch den 
geschlossenen ersetzt und wird in der US auch die Unterscheidung der palatalen 
Vokale fallen gel assen. Der dialektale a-Laut für mhd. re und ä wird in der US 
und SS durch geschlossenes re:] bzw. offenes [E] ersetzt. Lediglich in der 
Lesesprache und bei rhetorisch geschulten Sprechem tritt teilweise auch langes 
offenes [E:] aufY Während im ländlichen BD für kurz gebliebenes mhd. estets 
geschlossenes re] gilt, beschränkt sich offenes [E] für kurz gebliebenes mhd. ë auf 
weinige Beispieie. Im Wiener Stadtdialekt ist diese Unterscheidung nicht mehr 
üblich, sondem triu in beiden Fällen leicht offenes [E] ein, was bei der jüngeren 
Landbevölkerung teilweise ebenfalls zu beobachten ist. In der US und ST ha ben 
sich bei der mittIeren und jüngeren Generation heute weitgehend auch für kurz 
gebliebenes mhd. 0 die offenen Aussprachen durchgesetzt, während am Jahr
hundertanfang noch geschlossene Aussprachen wie im Dialekt üblich waren. 16 

Für mhd. kurzes, gedehntes und langes a, ä, a geiten dialektal in gleicher Weise 
offenes [:J, :J:]. die teilweise auch noch in der US verwend et werden, so sie aber 
bercits durch [a, a:] ersetzt werden. Die fallenden Diphthonge für mhd. ie - uo 
werden in der US weitestgehcnd durch die Monophthonge ersetzt. Während im 
BD für nicht umgelautetes, dem Oberdeutschen eigenes mhd. iu veraltend noch 
der steigende Diphthong [oi] begegnet, ist dieser im VD bereits gänzlich durch 
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die EnL~prechung von mhd. ie beseitigl. Wie präkonsonanlisches und auslaulen
des I verhäll sich auch der Liquid r. Während cr im BD nach [a:] und in einem 
Teil der BeispieIe auch nach anderen Yokalcn besonders vor rn schwand, wird er 
sonst zu [~] vokalisiert, so daB fallende Diphlhonge enlslehen, die bis in die ST 
gellen. Dabei werden aber im Dialekt qualilaliv von der SchrifL~prache abweichen
de ersle Komponenten bereils in der US durch den schriftsprachJichen Vokal 
ersclzt. Die sleigenden Diphlhonge für mhd. i - û verfügen bereits im BD übcr 
assimilierte Komponenten und werden im Sladldialekt vor allem von den 
Angehörigen der niederen und der neuen millleren und höheren Sozialschichten 
zu überoffenem [re:] - [0: I monophthongiert, während man in den lraditionellen 
gul bürgerlichen Kreisen die diphthongischen Aussprachen beibchält, worübcr 
noch Genaueres zu sagen sein wird . Derdialektale Diphthong bzw. Monophthong 
für mhd . ei - ou wird in der US zugunsten der EnL~prechungen für mhd . i - û 
beseitigl. Während im BD und VD vor primärem mhd . Nasal der vorangehende 
Monophthong oder Diphthong nasaliert wird und auslaulendes n in der Nasalierung 
aufgegangen ist, schwindel im Stadtdialckt der niederen und neuen mittleren und 
höheren Sozialschichten die Nasalierung ohne Restituierung des auslautenden n. 
Erst die US stellt das auslautende n wieder her, doch wird teilweise das offene 
IJ: I für mhd. 0 beibehaIten. das besonders in den Suffixen -ion , -on (zB. Nation, 
Saison) auffallt. Hingegen wird der ohnehin scllene nasalierte Diphlhong [èl1] 
Slels nach schriftsprachlichem Vorbild ersetzt. 

Es mag bereits aufgefallen sein. daB in [zofm , khofm I kein langer, sondem 
ein kurl.er Monophthong. in Igi:snl aber ein langer angegeben wurde. Dazu ist zu 
bemerken. daB das Mittelbairische eine Korrelation von Langvokal + Leniskonso
nanz + schwach geschnittem Akzent und Kurzvokal + Fortiskonsonanz + stark 
geschnittenem Akzent auf Grund der ahd./mhd . Yokal- und Konsonantenver
hältnisse aufweist. 17 Sie bildet ein "sekundäres" Dialektmerkmal und bleibt über 
die US bis die ST als sprachkonstitulives Element erhallen, indem die Silben
grenze vor allem bei Frikativen in diesen liegt. also lzoof-fp.. zof-fm]. wobci die 
Vokale. insbesondere die Hochzungenvokale i - u, nur zum Teil bis zur Halblänge 
gclängt werden. So kann man z.B . in den vom Tonband ertönenden standardsprach
lichen Slationsansagen in der Wiener StraBen- un_d U-Bahn durchwegs [3drassd] 
mit scharf geschnittenem Akzent und Kürl.e bis Halblänge hören. Diesc Korrelation 
bestimml auch die Konsonantenverhältnisse der US und ST. indem in Übcrein
stimmung mit der Schriftsprache zwar nach Vokalkürl.e stets Fortiskonsonanz 
gilt. im Auslaut nach Vokallänge aber gegen die Schriftsprache Leniskonsonanz 
au ft ri tt. Die im Inlaut von der Schriftsprache geforderte Verbindung von Vokal
länge + Fortiskonsonanz wird in der US und ST wie gesagl zwar erstrebt. aber nur 
bei Plosivfortes wirklich erreichl. Dabei ist der Intensitätsgrad der Fortes im 
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Vergleich zu Norddeutschland ein geringer und fehlt mit Ausnahrne von aus
lautendem k jegliche Aspiration. Als "sekundäres" Dialektmerkmal unterbleibt 
im Anlaut auch die Unterscheidung von schriftsprachlichem dit und blp und vor 
Konsonant auch von glk, wobei der Intensitätsgrad der Plosive im Verhältnis zu 
den inlautenden Lenes und Fortes als stimmlose Halbfortis einzustufen ist. 
Lediglich anlautendes prävokalisches g und k werden als [g] und aspiriertes [kh] 
deutlich unterschieden. BloB in der ST wird teilweise, hauptsächlich von Gebildeten 
der höheren Sozialschichten, versucht, nach schriftsprachlichem Vorbild 
Fortiskonsonanten zu sprechen. Insgesamt sind die Lenesplosive und -frikative 
mit Ausnahme von i und w in allen Positionen stimmlos. 

Die Flexionsmorphologie (TabelIe 4) ist durch den dialcktalen Wegfall der-e 
gekennzeichnet. Beim Substantiv fehlt cs sowohl im Singular als auch im Plural, 
wobei seine verbindliche schriftsprachJiche Einführung in Österreich erst in der 
zweiten Hälfte des 18. Jahrhunderts l8 heute noch insofem nachwirkt, als es 
weitestgehend auch in der US unterblcibt. Nur in der Adjektivnexion steht auch 
schon dialektal weitestgehend das -e, z.B . da guade Man, d(e) guade Frau, S 

guade Kind, wo es nur in Mengenadjektiven wie viel, wenig bis in die US fehlt. 
Bei den Feminina ist das -en der mhd . schwachen Deklination dialektal groBteils 
auf den Nominativ Singular ausgedehnt worden und verbleibt vielfach auch noch 
in der US. Die genannten Beispiele zeigen auBerdem die dialektalc Abschwächung 
des bestimmten Artikels, wobci die je nach Abschwächungsgrad mit oder ohne 
Vokal auftritt. Dem Substantiv seien als syntaktische Erscheinungen angeschlossen 
der Gebrauch des Akkusativs stalt des Dativs im Plural in Verbindung mit der 
Präposition mie bis in die US sowie der Gebrauch von dialektal kontrahiertem 
' auf dem' zu am, das mit schriftsprachlichem 'am' zusammenfällt und vorüber
gehend vom "Österreichischen Wörterbuch" auch als schriftsprachlich akzeptiert 
wurde. 19 Beim Verbum geiten mit Ausnahme nach Nasalen gröBtenteils an den 
vorangehenden Konsonanten assimilierte Nasale. Nur im BD tri tt nach den labialen 
und velaren Frikativen fund eh, dem Plosiv k und den Nasalen m, n, ng rein 
vokalisches -a und im VD nach Nasalen teilweise auch -an auf, phonetische 
Erscheinungen, die auch für -en in der Substantivnexion verbindlich sind. In der 
Konjugation des Präsens Indikativ fehlt in der 1. Person Singular bis in die US 
wieder das -eo AuBerdem hält sich bei slarken Verbcn in der I . Person das 
umgelautete dialektale -i- und in der 2. Person das nicht umgelautete -a- teilweise 
bis in die US. Ebenso kommen in der 1. Person Singular und Plural die 
abgeschwächten Personalpronomina i und mir (mit m!) vielfach bis in die US vor. 
In der 2. Person Plural wei st der BD nicht nur das auf den ahd. Dual zurückgehende 
Personalpronomen efl auf, sondem dieses wird zusätzlich zum neuen Morphem -
ts suffigiert. Während die Suffigierung selbst noch in der US unumstöBlich fest 
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ist, wird das Pronomen bcreits im VD teilweisc durch ihr ersetzt. Wie der Indikativ 
verhält sich auch der Imperativ der 2. Person Plural. Während cs in der gesproch
enen Sprache mit Ausnahme von 'war' kein Imperfekt gibt, spielt das Partizipium 
11 im Perfekt eine groBe Rolle. Sein Präfix ge- fehlt vor Plosiven bis in die US und 
tritt vor Frikativen, Nasalen und Liquiden als g- bis in die US auf, wo bei sich 
beim starken Verbum das Morphem -en wie im Infinitiv verhält. Zugleich zeigt 
getrunken, daB die dialektalc Schwächung von inlautendem -nk- zu -ng- auf den 
BD beschränkt bleibt. SchlieBlich tritt in den wenigen Partizipien mil schrift
sprachlichem Rückumlaut dicser erst in der ST ein, während 'gedacht' als dacht 
bercits in der US üblich ist. 

Bezüglich der Variabilität der Lexik (vgl. Tabellc 5) gilt zwar allgemein die 
Ansicht, daB sich je des Wort selbständig verhalte, doch lassen sich auch hier 
durchschnittliche Verhaltensmuster und zwar 4 Typen beobachten. Geht man 
vom BD aus, so gibt cs eine Reihe von Ausdrücken, die nur diesem eigen sind, 
während bereits im VD das allgemeine schri ftsprachliche Wort gilt, wie im Falie 
von fechsenJernten, fertl voriges Jahr, nächtenlgestern, heintlheute, Pfinztagl 
Donnerstag. Dieser Typus 1 enthält Bezeichnungen, die nicht nur der Schrift
sprache fehlcn, sondem schon seit mindestens dem 18. Jh. auf die ländlich
b:iuerlichen Dialckte bcschränkt sind und heute unter dem EinfluB des stadt
abhängigen VD gänzlich abkommen. Der Typus 2 enthält ebenfa1ls schrift
sprachefeme Ausdrücke wie auf die Nacht, die aber auch noch städtisch
verkehrsdialektal gebraucht und deshalb erst in der US fallen gel assen werden. 
Varianten dieses Typus bilden GeifJIZiege, siedenlkochen und heimlnach Hause. 
Zwar gelten diese Wörter des Dialckts bei teilweisen Lautunterschieden zwischen 
BD und VD auch schriftsprachlich, da aber die zu Beginn des 19. Jhs. nach 
Adelung empfohlenen schriftsprachlichen Ausdrücke nicht die oberdeutschen, 
sondem die mittel- und norddeutschen waren, konnten sich jene auf Grund ihres 
ihnen deshalb zugemessenen sprachsoziologischen Mehrwerts gegen die 
heimischen Bezeichnungen bereits in der US durchsetzen. Gelcgentlich kann es 
dabei, wie im Falie des dialektalen ortsbezogenen zu Haus anstelle des rich
tungsbezogenen nach Haus(e) zu einer noch dialcktnäheren Form in der US 
kommen. Den Typus 3 repräsentieren brockenlpflücken für "Obst vom Baum 
abnehmen", GrifJ ('Gerisse ')/Nachfrage, wurschtlegal für "glcichgültig", wo das 
Dialektwort zwar bis in die US verwendet wird, aber doch nicht den Sprung in die 
Schri ft- und Standardsprache geschafft hat.20 Gelingt dies, wie im Falie von 
Kirtag für das "Kirchweihfest", so entstehen als Typus 4 die Austriazismen, jene 
Bezeichnungen des "Österreichischen Deutsch", die entweder aus dem Dialekt 
stammen wie auch K ren' Meerrettich " Paradeiser 'Tomate', Erdapfel 'Kartof
fel' , oder die als Verkehrs- und VelWaltungsausdrücke von der Hauptstadt Wien 
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ihren Ausgang genommen haben, wie z.B. Rauchfang 'Kamin', Tischler 
'Schreiner' (in Bayem), Erlagschein 'Zahlkarte', Matura 'Abitur' .21 

Die Beispielauswahl zeigl deutlich, daB in Ostösterreich die Standardsprache 
zw ar weitgehend von der Schriftsprache abhängig ist, aber auch zahlreiche "sekun
däre" Dialekteigenschaften bewahrt. Dies gilt besonders für die phonetisch-phono
logische Ebene. Hier trelen auch merkbare Stilunlerschiede und dies vor allem in 
der GroBstadt Wien auf. So hat sich in gehobenen, lraditionellen, gut bürgerlichen 
Krcisen bezüglich Intonation und Artikulationjenes gemütliche, feine Wienerisch 
gehalten, wie es bcsonders in DeutschJand sehr geschätzt wird und z.B. auch in 
Tondokumenten von Nestroy- und Raimund-Aufführungen des Wiener Burg
theaters der Jahre urn 1950/60 mit Wiener Schauspielem wie loge Konradi, Alma 
Seidler, Josef Meinrad, Richard Eybner und Hermann Thimig fcstgehalten ist 
und wie cs auch die Umgangs- und Standardsprache dicser Kreise bcstimmt. 
Dagegen cntwickclle sich bcreils in der zweilen Hälfte des 19. Jhs. in der sozialen 
Unterschicht bcsonders durch den EinfluB der damaIs als Industriearbeiter zuge
zogenen und integrierten Tschechen eine gepreBte Artikulation mil der Monoph
thongierung von ei - au, dem velarisierten anJaulenden l und eine melodiearme 
InlonalionY Durch die sozialen Aufsliegsmöglichkeilen auf Grund des freien 
Schul- und Hochschulzutritts, des sich daraus ergebenden Zugangs zu höheren 
Berufen und infolgedessen den höheren Einkünften bil delen sich besonders seit 
dem Zweiten Weltkrieg neue mittlcre bis höhere Sozialschichten. Ihrem sozialen 
Aufstieg folgte aber vielfach kein sprachlicher, so daB die aus dem sozial niedrigen 
ElLemhaus mitgebrachlen unterschichtigen konstiluliven Sprecheigenschaften der 
Artikulation und Intonation nun fortbcslchen und heute in groBem Umfang nicht 
nur den Stadtdialekt -leider in unangemessener Weise auch die heutigen Wiener 
Komödien-Aufführungen des Burgtheaters - prägen, sondcm auch die Urn gangs
und Slandardsprache bcstimmen. Dies führt dazu, daB einerseits in den gepfleglen, 
gUL bürgerlichen Wiener Kreisen solche Sprechweisen, wie sie vor allem durch 
aus niedrigen Sozialschichlen slammende Poliliker übcr Femsehen und Rundfunk 
weithin bekannt werden, auf Ablehnung stoBen, und daB andererseits das 
Wienerisçhe in weilen Teilen Österreichs vielfach unbeliebt iSt.23 Wenn trotzdem 
die Wiener Sprachverhällnisse ganz ÖSlerreich bceinflussen, so erklärt sich dieses 
Paradoxon dadurch, daB Österreich bloB in Wien seinen kulturellen Mittelpunkt 
und damit sein Vorbild hal. DaB abcr die in Ostösterreich heute anzutreffende 
Form der Standardsprache trotz der hauptsächlich mitteldeutschen Grundlegung 
der deutschen SchrifL'iprache eine typische regionale Prä!:,rung aufweist, vcrdankt 
sic der lebendigen Interaktion der Sprachschichten auf allen sprachlichen Ebenen. 
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FuBnoten 

Beschreibungen der Sprachverhältnisse in Osterreich gebcn bcsonders Reiffenstein 1983 und 
Wiesinger 1983, 1985, 1988, 1990. 

Vgl. Wiesinger 1980, 1983. 

3 Die phonetische Transkription hier und im folgenden nach den Regeln der IPA, doch mit 
folgenden Modifizierungen: [b, d, g, v, z, 3, xl sind slimmlose Lenes, [p, l., k, f, s, J, xl stimmlose 
Fortes; ra: -<Jo: - ol sind überoffenes e - Ö - 0; [;,J und [PoJ bezeichnen den unbetonlen e- bzw. a -Laul. 

V gl. Reiffenstein 1976. 

V gl. Bichel 1973. 
V gl. Wiesinger 1988a. 
Rein 1977, S. 217. 

• Im einzelnen zei gen zwar die von meiner Schü1erin Patocka 1986 ausgewerleten Umfrageer
gebnisse geringe Unlerschiede zwischen Kleinslädten und Dörfern, doch I.eichnet sich ein so 
deutlicher Absland zu den Miuc\- und GroBstädten ab, daB Dörfer, Märkte und Kleinslädle als 
Repräsentanten der "Land"-V erhältnisse wsammengef aBt werden können . 

Eine Übersichl bielet Wiesinger 1990a. 

la Einen Überblick über die vorliegenden Forschungen ermöglichen Wiesinger/Raffin 1982, S. 
105-155, und die diesbczüglichen Karten sowie die Fortsetwng Wiesinger 1987, S. 40-63. 

11 Dies betonte berei15 nachdTÜcklich Kranzmayer 1968 . 
12 V gl. Das österreichische Deutsch 1988. 

13 Vgl. besonders Forer/Moser 1988. 

14 Vorweg sei bemerkt, daB hier die durchschniulichen Lautverhällnisse der Standardsprache 
beschrieben werden und nicht wie bei Lipold 1988 die gemälligte Hochlautung nach Siebs 1969. 
IS Vgl. Palocka 1988. 
16 V gl. Luick 1923, S. 75f. 

17 Zu den synchronen Erscheinungsformen llnd ihren diacllfllnen VorallSSell.Ungen vgl. Wiesinger 
1983a, S. 1094ff. 

IS Vgl. Wiesinger 1983b, S. 237ff. 

19 Glallbte das OSlerreichische WÖTlerbllch 1979 (35 . Alltl.), S. 103, am für 'auf dem ' 
schriftsprachlich ansehen zu dürfcn, so wird cs scit der 36. Allfl . 19H5, S. 113, wieder als umgangs
sprachlich eingestufl. 

20 Vgl. Wiesinger 1980a, S. 377, 379, 390. 

21 Vgl. Ebner 1980 und 1988. 

22 V gl. Wiesinger 1990a, S. 465ff. 

23 Dies zeichnet sich sehr delltlich ab in den Refragllngsergebnissen meiner Schülerin SaLZke 1986 
für Wien sowie im allgemeinen Sprachzenslls. 
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TabelJe 1: Der situative Sprachgebrauch nach Selbsteinschätzung in Prozenten 

Gesamtwertc "Stadt" "Land' 
Situation, 
Gesprächspartner o US ST A o US ST A o US ST A 

Familie 60 35 5 - 46 47 7 - 90 10 - -

Gute Freunde 53 42 3 2 37 57 5 1 81 14 - 5 

GrciBIer, Bäcker 43 51 6 - 33 58 9 - 74 22 4 -

Kollegen am Arbeitsplatz 39 48 10 3 29 58 10 3 77 21 2 -

Friseur 33 53 14 - 25 59 16 - 72 24 4 -

Entfemte Bekannte 27 46 21 6 15 49 34 2 45 32 12 11 

Bank 23 44 33 - 12 51 37 - 56 32 12 -
r-

Klcidcrgeschäft 18 55 27 - 15 56 29 - 36 46 18 -

Arzt 19 45 36 - 10 45 45 - 44 45 11 -
f---. 

Vorgcsctztcr am Arbeitsplatz 15 42 43 - 11 37 52 - 51 33 16 -

Frcmdc 12 42 39 7 6 46 45 3 24 35 31 10 

Lchrer 10 40 45 5 5 35 55 5 25 35 32 8 

I--Amt in der Stadt 9 42 49 - 8 39 53 - 25 45 30 -

304 Peter Wiesinger 



Tabclle 2: Variable im Hauptsilbenvokalismus 

,--

Schriftsprache BD VD US ST 

HüllC, Böcke, hitn, bek, hiln, bek, hyln, bek, hyl~, b~k~, 

Häuser haezt? haezn!hre:zt? h~zt?!hIE:zt? h~zu!h(E :zu 

Schuld, Ho/z, 3wd, ho/dz, 3wd, ho/dz, 3u/d, ho/dz, 3u/d, ho/dz, 
Wa/d w:J/d w:J/d w:J/d/wald wald 
wild, Fe/d, wy:d, vre:d , wy:d, vre:d, wild, ve/d, wild, veld, 
Zeile dzoren dzoren/dzlE:n dzaelnjdz:v:ln dzae/~/dz:v:l~ 

Sec, Esel ze: , e:zl ze:, e:zl ze :, e :zl ze:, e :zl 
rol, Hose r:J:d, ho :zn ro :d, ho :zn ro:d, ho :zn ro:d, ho :z~ 

r- - ---- --
Käse kha:z kha:z khe.-z khe:z(~) 

--
drechseln draksln draksln drEksin drEksin 

wecken wekt? wela]/wEkIJ wEkIJ wEkIJ 
lecken IEkn lekI] lekI] IEkIJ 
~ - - - - -

Gassc g:Jsn g:Jsn g:Jsn/gasn gas~ 

blasen bl:J:zn bl:J:zn bb:zn/bla:zn bla:zn 
-

Lied, gul liro, gUid liro, guro li :d, gu:d li:d, gu:d 
- ---
gie13en go/sn/gi /?Sn gi/?Sn gi :sn gi:sn 
--- .-

Kerze khimsn khimsn/khemsn khel1lsn khel1lsn 

Hom h:J:n!h:Jrm!hurm hurm h:Jrm brm 

weil waed waed/w:v:d waed/w:v:d waed/w:v:d 
breil br:Jnd bra:d braed/br:v:d braed/brre:d 
- -- --"._-j------ --- t- - - - ----

saufen zoofn zoofm/zvfm zoofm/zofm zoofm/zofm 
kaufen khafn khoof m/khof m khoofm/khofm khoofm/khofm 

Mann m5: m5:/m:J: m:J:/man man 
mahnen m5:nn m5:nn/m:J:nnn m:J:n::m/ma:n;)n ma:n~n 

wolmen w5:nn w5:nn/w:J:nnn w:J:n;)n/wo :n~m wo:n;)n 
Wein wäè wäë/wa::/w:v: waen/w:v:n waen/w:v:n 
ihm - - ëmn/EI?m i:m i:m emn 
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TabcJlc 3: Variabie im Konsonantismus 

Schriftsprache BD VD US ST 

backen,packen b;:'X-e,b;:,k-e b;'XI],b;:,kI] b;:,kI]/bakI] bakt], b/pakt] 

du, tu du:, du-e du:, du-e du: du:, d/tu: 

glaubcn, klaubcn g/oobrn g/o% :brn g/o%:brn glo%:brn 

Feder, Wetter ve:d-e, we:du ve:d-e, we:du ve:dn, wem ve:dn, wem 
-

reden, re:n, re:n/re:dn, re:dn, re:dn, 
jäten je:dn je:dn je:m je:m 

sagen z;:,:I]/z;:, :gt) z;,:gI] z;:,:/a:gI] za:gI] 
Haken h;:, : I]/h;:,: gIJ h;:,:gI] h;:, :/a:kI] ha:kI] 
hacken h;,tt h;:,kI] h;:,/akI] hakt] 
Buekel bu:gl bu:gl bukl bukl 

Bad, b;:, :d, b;:,:d. b;:,:/a:d. ba:d. 
Rat r;:, :d r;, :d r;:, :/a:d ra:d 

Tag, Sack d;:, :/d;:,:x, z;:, :g d;:, :g, z;:,:g d;:, :/a:g , z'J/akh dlta:g, zakh 

Durst dun/t dun/t dun/t/dunst dunst 
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Tabclle 4: Variabie in der Flexionsmorphologie 

-

Schriftsprache BD VD US ST 

das Auge s Aug s Aug das Aug das Auge 
die Sonne d(e) Sunn d(e) Sunn die Sonn die Sonne 
die Gäsle d(e) Gäst d(e) Gäst die Gäst die Gäsle 

die Kirche d(e) Kira d(e) Kirchn die Kirchn die Kirche 

vicle Leute vü Leid vü Leid viel Leud viele Leute 

mit den Kindern mit d(e) Kinder mit d(e) Kinder mit die Kinder mit den Kindern 

aufdem Land am LAnd am LAnd am LWand am/aufdemLand 

hoffen. machen. hoffa. mächa. hoffm. mächn. hoffm. mWachn. hoffm. machn. 
rennen renna renna/rennan rennen rennen 

f----

ich sitze i sitz i sitz i/ich sitz ich sitze 
ich gebe i gib i gib ilich gib/geb ich gebe 
du fährst du fdhrst du fdhrst du fd/ahrst du fährst 
wir sitzen mir sitzn mir sitzn mir/wir sitzn wir sitzn 
ihr sitzl ej3 sitzlS ej3/ihr sitZIS ihr sitzlS ihr sitzl 
gehl! (Imp.) gehls gehls gehls gehl 

---- ---
getrunken drunga drunkn drunkn gedrunkn 
gemacht gmächt gmächt gmWacht gemacht 

verbrannt verbrennt verbrennt verbrennt verbrannt 
--

gedachl denkl denkl dd/achl gedacht 
-
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Tabcllc 5: Variabie in der Lexik 

Schriftsprache BD VD US ST 

emtcn fechsn emtn emtn emtn 

am Abcnd af d NAcht auf d NAcht am À/Amd amAmd 

Zicgc GoaB GaB Ziegn Ziege 

(cs) sicdet soit/siat siat kocht kocht 

nach Hause hoam ham z Haus nach Haus(e) 

pnücken brocka brockn brockn pnückn 

"Kirchwcihfest" KiridA Kirta Kirtà/ag Kirtag 
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Walter Haas 

Mundart und Standardsprache 
in der deutschen Schweiz* 

Zusammenfassung 

Die Sprachsituation der deutschen Schweiz scheint insofem auffällig, als hier in 
allen gesprochenen Domänen von allen Angehörigen aller Schichten Dialekt 
gesprochen wird, während der Standardsprache alle schriftlichen Domänen 
überlassen blei ben. Der Artikel gibt eine Skizze der Ueberschneidungsgebiete 
der Varietäten und der Geschichte dieser archaischen Situation, die der national
symbolischen Funktionalisierung des Dialektgebrauchs verdankt werden dürfte, 
die aber vor dem Hintergrund weltweiter Entwicklungen der jüngsten Zeit wieder 
an Aktualität gewinnen könnte. Anhand ei nes Beispiels werden die Weiterexistenz 
sprachgeographischer Strukturen und die Entlehnungsprozesse im Wortschatz 
illustriert. Es wird postuliert, dass eine solche Sprachsituation Normentoleranz 
fördem und den Mythos von der absoluten Notwendigkeit sprachlicher Invarianz 
relativieren könne. 

*** 

"De Switzersche Landtaal is zeer hard en onangenaam, werdende in 't diepste 
van de Keel gevormd en met en soort van gorgeling uitgesproken. Het is een 
allergrofst Hoogduitsch, noog ruwer dan dat der TyrolIers en Oostenrykschen. "I 

Diese wenig schmeichelhafte Charakterisierung des schweizerischen Deutsch 
stammt von einem Niederländer, der kurz vor 1760 die Schweiz bereist hal. 
Seinen Namen hat er uns vorenthalten - wohl kaum aus Furcht vor eidgenössischem 
Zom, denn seine Auslassungen entsprachen schon damals einem Topos, und er 
war nicht einmal der erste Niederländer, der sich so unfreundlich über unsere 
Sprache ausliess: Bereits 1609 hatte der allerdings etwas anrüchige Daniel Eremita 
gefunden, die Schweizer sprächen das Deutsche "avec grossiéreté et sans 
élégance'? 
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Nun schmerzen uns aber solche Urteile ausgercchnet von Niederländem besonders. 
scheint uns doch deren Sprache der unsem kongenial wie keine andere - gerade 
was das Gurgeln angeht. Als traurige Missverständnisse empfinden wir deshalb 
solche Urteile. und sie werden nicht weniger traurig dadurch. dass die Schweizer 
sich mit einer Reihe von Missverständnissen über das Niederländische gerächt 
haben. 

Vor über zweihundert Jahren setzte Johann Jakob Bodmer den Irrglauben in die 
Welt. die Holländer hätten sich aus Freiheitsdurst von der deutschen Sprache 
losgesagt und ihren Dialekt zur Standardsprache erhoben.3 Er wollte damit den 
Schweizem zu bedenken geben, ob es nicht auch für sic attraktiv sein könnte. 
über eine eigene Standardsprache zu verfügen. Seine Landslcute sind ihm hierin 
nicht gefolgt. aber noch heute kann man bei uns lesen, in den Niederlanden sei 
Mundart die "Landessprache". "Mundart in Wort und Schrift".4 

Missverständnisse - und jetzt darf ich den Spiess wieder umdrehen - halten sich 
aber seit vielen Jahrzehnten auch über die Sprachsituation der deutschen Schweiz. 
In der "Anlage I" zum Einladungsschreiben zu diesem Kolloquium war zu lesen: 
"Für den deutschsprachigen Teil der Schweiz gibt es eine Interaktion von Hoch
deutsch und Schweizerdeutsch, daneben von Schweizerdeul<;ch und schweizer
deul<;chen Dialekten zu verzeichnen." Dies ist nun das Gegenstück zum Schweizer 
Missverständnis über das Niederländische: SO. wie wir nicht begreifen wollen, 
dass eine Sprache. die dem Dcutschen so ähnlich klingt, kein Dialekt des Deutschen 
sein soll, genau so werden Aussenstehende wohl nie begreifen. dass eine souveräne 
Industrienation nicht einmal in Ansätzen Bodmers Vorschlag zur eigenen höheren 
Sprachform gefolgt sein soli; selbst Linguisten können nicht glauben. dass die 
Schweizer sich tatsächlich mit ihren lokalen Dialekten begnügen. und versuchen 
dem deposscdierten Volk seit Jahrzehnten. das "Schwizerdütsch" als erdichteten 
KuIturdialekt aufzudrängen. Vnd seit ebensolanger Zeit kämpfen wir gegen dieses 
pcrennierende Phantom - anscheinend mit wenig Aussicht auf Erfolg.5 

Gerade deswegen habe ich mit Freude und dem pädagogischen Furor. den man 
uns nachzusagen pflegt. die Einladung angenommen. vor diesem iIIustren Publikum 
die Sprachsituation der deuL<;chen Schweiz einmal mehf6 darzustellen. Im ersten 
Teil meiner Ausführungen werde ich die Verteilung der beiden Varietäten auf 
verschiedene Domänen schildem. Ich werde dann zweitens einige Hinweise auf 
die Geschichte dieser Situation geben und abschliessend das gegenseitige 
linguistische Verhältnis der beiden Varietäten skizzieren. 
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Der Gebrauch von Mundart und Standardsprache7 

Von den vier Sprachregionen der Schweiz ist die deutschsprachige nach Aäche 
und Bevölkerung die grosste: 73% der Staatsbürger sprechen deutsch, auf die 
Wohnbevölkerung berechnet sind es noch 65% (Zahlen von 1980). 

Die Schweiz ist eine Industrienation mit stark entwickeltem Dienstleistungssektor. 
Die Industrie beschäftigt heute knapp 39% der aktiven Bevölkerung, der 
Dienstleistungssektor bereits 55%. In der Landwirtschaft arbeiten noch knapp 
6% der Erwerbstätigen; schon 1870 waren es nicht mehr als 40%. Der geringe 
Anteil der Landwirtschaft erstaunt bei einem Land, das aufgrund populärer 
Exportprodukte wie Käse und Schokolade, aufgrund der touristischen Werbung 
mit der freien Natur und auch aufgrund eines starken Strangs in seiner schönen 
Literatur in den Ruf ei nes Bauernlandes par excellence geraten ist, diesen Ruf 
voll akzeptiert und nicht zuletzt durch die offiziöse Folklore aktiv gepflegt hat. 

Entç;prechend abweichend von gängigen Clichés ist die SoziaJstruktur des Landes. 
Von allen Nationen Europas weist die Schweiz, proportionaJ zur einheimischen 
Bevölkerung, den grössten Ausländeranteil auf. Die Gesellschaft zeigt alle Aspekte 
der sogenannten Modemisierung: Verstädterung, hohe soziaJe und geographische 
Mobilität, hohes Ausbildungsniveau, Vervielfältigung und Intemationalisierung 
der Lebensstile.8 

Mit all dem in krassem Widerspruch scheint nun die Sprachsituation der deutschen 
Schweiz zu stehen. Das Ungewohnte, Unpassende lässt sich in zwei Merksätze 
fassen: 

1. In der deutschen Schweiz hat kei ne gesellschaftliche Gruppe die Standard
sprache zu ihrer gesprochenen Alltagssprache gewählt. 

2. In der deutschen Schwciz hat sich keine "Zwischenvarietät", keine inter
language, zwischen Mundarten und Standard herausgebildet, die a) ein 
Mindestmass von wenigstens lokaler Systematizität und b) ein Mindestmass 
von wenigstens gruppenspeziftscher Akzeptabilität aufweisen würde. Der 
Terminus "Schweizerdeutsch" ist nur ein bequemer Sammelbegriff für die 
Menge der in diesem Landesteil gesprochenen LokaJmundarten. 

Die beiden Merksätze fassen die heutige Sprachsituation aJs Ergebnis eines 
geschichtlichen Prozesses auf, genauer, als Ergebnis hier nicht eingetretener Pro-
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zesse. Diese "historisierende" und negative Fonnulierung hat verschiedene Vor
teile. Sie zeigt auf einen Blick die Unterschiede zu andern Sprachsituationen auf, 
in denen die Entwicklung anders verlaufen ist; sic interpretiert die hierzulande 
bestehende Situation als archaisch, d.h. als gekennzeichnet durch das Ausbleiben 
eigentlich zu erwartender Prozesse; sic weist darauf hin, dass aktuelle Sprach
situationen immer Produkte einer historischen Entwicklung sind, und sie macht 
dadurch deutlich, dass aus der Synchronie abstrahierte soziolinguistische "Gesetze" 
allein eine Sprachsituation nicht erklären können. 

Der lctzte Punkt liegt mir besonders am Henen. Er lässt sich an einem Ausspruch 
des niederländischen DialektoIogen Klaas Heeroma i\lustrieren: "Eine Mundart," 
sagt Heeroma, "ist ihrem Wesen nach ein Kommunikationsmittel im eigenen, 
örtlich begrenzten Kreise. Sie richtet sich nicht an den Aussenstehenden. Sie hat 
keinen Status und kein durch einen Mythos genährtes Selbstbewusstsein" (Heer
oma 1969: 21). All dies mag rur bcstimmte Mundarten in einer bestimmten 
Gesellschaft zu einer bestimmten Zeit geIten, und es gilt offenbar in den modernen 
Niederlanden, wie wir im Aufsatz von Frau Daan übcr die Funktionen der Mund
arten9 nachlesen können - abcr es gilt nicht für die Mundart "an sich" , es gilt 
bcispielsweise nicht für die schweizerdeutschen Mundarten. 

Das Ausbleiben der beiden genannten Prozesse hat in der deutschen Schweiz zu 
einer soziolinguistischen Situation geführt, die Gottfried Kolde als "mediale 
Diglossie" bczeichnet hat (1981: 65ff.). 

Die mediale Diglossie ist dadurch gekennzeichnet, dass die Wahl der beiden 
Varietäten "Mundart" und "Standardsprache" vom Medium der Äusserung ab
hängt: Gesprochen wird grundsätzlich in Mundart, geschrieben wird grundsätzlich 
in Standardsprache. 

Natürlich gibt es von dieser grundsätzlichen Regelung der Varietätenwahl eine 
Reihe von Ausnahmen. Aber das für Aussenstehende Allererstaunlichste an der 
Deutschschweizer Sprachsituation ist zweifellos die völlige Nonnalität und 
Allgegenwart der Mundart in sämtlichen spontanen mündlichen Situationen.lO 

Mundart sprcche ich also selbstverständlich mit meiner Frau und mit meinen 
Kindern, abcr auch mit meinen Kollegen und Studenten und sowohl mit meinem 
Arzt wie mit meinem Schuhmacher. Ich spreche Mundart in allen Geschäften, 
Banken, Ämtem und Restaurants, auch wenn sich der Kellner durch seine 
Hautfarbe als nicht unbcdingt einheimisch zu erkennen gibt. Eines der wichtigsten 
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Indizien für die privilegierte Stellung der Mundart ist wohl, dass Gesprächs
eröffnungen auch mit Unbekannten immer in Mundart erfolgen. 

Vor diesem gene rellen Hintergrund sind nun die Abweichungen interessant, jene 
Situationen also, in denen zumindest prinzipiell eine gewisse Wahlmöglichkeit 
zwischen den Varietäten besteht. 

Im Bereich des Gesprochenen existieren mehr oder weniger feste Domänen der 
Standardsprache. Den stärksten Rückhalt hat die gesprochene Standardsprache in 
der Schule. Sie ist nicht nur die Institution, die für die fonnale Sprachbildung 
zuständig ist, sondern auch für eine Mehrheit der Deutschschweizer der einzige 
Ort, der das aktive Sprechen der Standardsprache erfordert und zulässt. Unterrichts
sprache ist, abgesehen von "praktischen" Fächern wie Turnen oder Handarbeit, 
offiziell das Hochdeutsche (ich muss also meine Aussage von eben präzisieren: 
Wie alle Lehrer spreche ich während der "Veranstaltung" hochdeutsch, Mundart 
erst nach dem Klingelzeichen!). In den ersten Schuljahren ist die Mundart als 
Unterrichtssprache noch teilweise zugelassen, später spielt sie im Unterrichts
geschehen immer wieder eine Rolle, als Sprache des Kommentars, der Emotio
nalität usw.ll 

Im Radio ist rund die Hälfte des deutsch Gesprochenen in Mundart, wenn man 
den Durchschnitt allerdrei Programme des Staatsradios heranzieht; im Fernsehen 
steigt der Anteil des Standards gegen 70%. Die Gestaltung der Sendungen hat 
den stärksten Einfluss auf die Varietätenwahl: Es scheint selbstverständlich, dass 
die als Magazin gestalteten U-Musik-Sendungen des drillen Programms wie die 
vergleichbaren Privatsender fast durchweg in Mundart moderiert werden. Dage
gen gibt es wenige Textsorten, die ausschliesslich Domäne der einen der beiden 
Varietäten wären. So sind beispielsweise die Hauptnachrichten der beiden Medien 
in Standardsprache, die Regionalnachrichten in Mundart; die im Radio auf die 
Nachrichten folgenden Kommentare und Reportagen sind am Mittag in Mundart, 
am Abend in Standard; Fussballreportagen sind in Standard und die meistgesehene 
Sendung des Fernsehens über kulturelle Aktualitäten von nationaler Bedeutung 
in Mundart. Manches bleibt hier dem einzelnen Redaktor überlassen, und diese 
Freiheit der Varietätenwahl ist innerhalb der Diglossie eher ungewöhnlich. 12 

In den Gottesdiensten der Landeskirchen wird noch immer mehrheitIich, aber 
kaum irgendwo ausschliesslich Standardsprache verwendet. 13 
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Im eidgenössischen Par/ament wird nur Standardsprache und Französisch gespro
chen. In den Kantonsparlamenten gibt es verschiedene Lösungen. Während z.B. 
in Bern nur in Dialekt und Französisch (mit SimuItanübersetzung) verhandelt 
wird, gebcn andere Kantonsparlamente dem Standard den VorLug. 

Vorträge werden meist in Standardsprache gehalten, Reden sind in beiden 
Varietäten möglich; Reden in Mundart nehmen zu. Die automatischen Auskunfts
dienste des Telefons bedienen sich natürlich der Standardsprache, ebcnso manche 
Ankündigungen und Aufforderungen, die über LauL~precher an ein anonymes 
Publikum gerichtet werden. 

Last but not least wird Standardsprache auch spontan bei vielen Gelcgenheiten 
gesprochen, wenn Anderssprachige dabei sind. 

Innerhalb des Gesprochenen hat also die Standardsprache ihre verhäItnismässig 
festen Domänen, in denen sic gefordert und erwartet wird. Dies gilt umgekehrt 
für die Mundart im Bereich des Geschriebenen nicht. Wer für schriftliche 
Äusserungen die Mundart wähIt, nimmt damit fast ausnahmslos einen metaphorica/ 
!lwitch vor: Der Wechsel soli besondere Werte aktualisieren, die mit der unnormier
ten Varietät traditionell vcrbunden werden: Nähe, Spontaneität, Informalität usw. 

Wenn in der deutschen Schwciz die Unterscheidung zwischen einer high variety 
und einer /ow variety noch zutrifft, dann am ehesten inncrha/h des Geschriebenen: 
Abgesehen von literarischen Ausnahmen beschränkt sich der Gebrauch geschriebe
ner Mundart auf informelIe, familiäre, pcrsönliche Schreibanlässe. Innerhalb des 
Geschriebcnen wird die Standardsprache von den meisten Sprechem als die 
"höhere" Sprache mit allen Implikationen des Begriffs anerkannt. 

Tradition und damit auch eine gewisse Einbindung in ästhetische Konventionen 
hat die Mundart/itcratur. Die Quantität der schwcizerdeuL<;ch publizierten Werke 
ist verhäItnismässig gross; 14 die Qualität übcrsteigt nur in Einzelfällen das auch in 
andem Dialektgebieten übliche Niveau . Es ist aufgrund der medialen Diglossie 
einlcuchtend, dass in Sparten, die zur Aufführung oder zur audiovisuellen Ver
marktung bestimmt sind, die Mundart eine wichtige Rolle spielt. Einen Sonderfall 
stellen die Texte der einheimischen Popmusik dar. Die Standardsprache spielt 
hier keine Rolle mehr; die meisten Bands singen engliseh, die erfolgreichsten 
Mundal1. 
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Nach wie vor aber ist die Schweizer Literatur deutscher Sprache eine Literatur in 
Standardsprache, und erstaunlicher als die grosse Zahl unserer Mundartschriftsteller 
ist die grosse Zahl von Schweizer Autoren, die sich im Rahmen der internationalen 
deutschen Literatur einen Namen machen konnten. 

Bei den nichtliterarischen, veröffentlichten Texten spielt geschriebene Mundart 
eine gewisse Rolle in der Werbung, in persönlichen Annoncen in Tageszeitungen, 
in familiären Drucksachen wie Geburtsanzeigen und auch in Graffitis. 

Für die private Schriftkommunikation wählcn besonders jüngere Menschen nicht 
selten die Mundart. 

Doch wie gesagt: Es geht hier urn Randbereiche. Die überwältigende Masse des 
in der deutschen Schweiz privat oder öffentlich Geschriebenen ist in der Standard
sprache verfasst. Verbindliche Regeln für die Verschriftlichung der Mundarten 
existieren nicht, in der Schule lernt man ausschliesslich die Standardsprache 
schreiben und lesen; deshalb fälIt gerade Menschen mit gcringerer Schulbildung 
das Schreiben und Lesen in Standardsprache leichter. 

2 Zur Geschichte der Deutschschweizer Sprachsituation 

Jener anonyme Niederländcr, dcn ich zu Bcginn zitiert habe, nannte das Deutsch 
der Schweizer hässlich. Aber natürlich stiess er sich, wie andere seiner 
Zeitgenossen, im Grundc nicht an cincr ästhctischen, sondem an einer 
soziokulturellen Ungchörigkeit: "Was soll man von der Geisteskultur eines Volkes 
halten, das seine Sprache in cincm so vcrnachlässigtcn Zustande läst?" rief 1795 
ein anonymer Deutscher aus, und er fuhr fort: "Ein kleines Völklein [ ... ], das die 
deutsche Sprache als seine Muttcrsprachc anerkennt [ ... ] und doch, in einem so 
aufgeklärten Zeitaltcr, mit Lcib und Scclc an cincm so abschculichen, ekelhaften 
Barbarisrnus kleben kann: fürwahr! cin solches VölkJcin ist für den Philosophen 
eine sonderbare, rätselhafte Erschcinung. "15 

Es lohnt sich, der Verwunderung unscrcs Rciscnden ein wenig nachzugehen. 
Dass in der Schweiz Mundartcn gesprochcn wurden, das konnte ihm unmöglich 
rätselhaft vorkommcn - die Existenz von Mundarten war einem Menschen der 
damaligen Zeit aus der eigencn Hcimat bckannt, cr mochte stammen, woher er 
wollte. Überall sprachen damals jene Mcnschen Dialekt, "deren Gemüt mit nichts 
anderes als Gedanken ihrer N ahrung eingenommen, die sich niemals höher 
schwingen," wie der grosse Leibniz dic "gcmeinen Leute" charakterisiert hat. 16 
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Ebensowenig fremd wareinem damaligen DcuL'ichen die Vorliebe dervornehmen 
Kreise für das Französische, auch das war bei ihm zu Hause nicht viel anders. 

Nicht das wohlvertraute Sprachverhalten dieser beiden altständischen Klassen 
irritierte somit den Reisenden; ihm gab vielmehr zu denken, dass das fortschrittliche 
Bürgertum in diesem Lande keine Anstalten machte, die Mundart zugunsten der 
kultivierten Hochsprache aufzugeben. Denn wie der Adel durch die Vorliebe für 
das Französische, die geringen Leute durch ihre Beschränkung auf die Mundart 
gekennzeichnet waren, genau so war die bürgerliche Kultur Deutschlands eben 
durch die Hochsprache geprägt; 17 ihre Beherrschung gehörte dort zu den 
Voraussetzungen, ohne die sich kein Individuum als "gesittetes" Mitglied der 
bürgerlichen Klasse qualifizieren konntc . 

In der deutschen Schweiz aber verblieb das Bürgertum bei den ältern Sprach
gewohnheiten. Die Historiker nehmen an, in Dcutschland habe sich die Hoch
sprache durchgesetzt als "dem Bürgertum gemeinsames, überregionales Medium 
der Verkehrs- und Bezichungsbildung"; glcichzeitig habe sic "die Grenzen natio
naler Kultur und Gcsellschaft" markiert (Ruppcrt 1984: 191). Nun war zweifellos 
auch das Dcutschschweizer Bürgertum in diese überregionalc, ja internationale 
"Öffentlichkeit" einbezogen, man denke nur an die literarische Bedeutung Hallers, 
Bodmers, Breitingers und Gessners. Dagcgen scheint ebcn jene zwei te Funktion 
der Hochsprache, "die Grenze der Nation" zu markieren, für das Schweizer 
Bürgertum unannehmbar gewesen zu sein. Auch es verstand sich vermutlich als 
Repräsentant der Nation, aber einer dezidiert schweizerischen Nation. Nur in 
ihrer sozusagen "praktischen" Funktion als übcrregionalcs Medium des Verkehrs 
und der Kultur wurde die Hochsprache akzeptiert, nicht aber in ihrer 
"ideologischen" nationalsprachlichen Funktion. Gerade in der Weigerung, die 
Hochsprache als Alltagssprache zu übcrnehmen, im Festhalten an der Mundart 
"mit Lcib und Secle", bot sich dem Schweizer die Möglichkeit nationaler 
Abgrenzung. Mundartgebrauch wurde Nationalsymbol. 18 

Zu diesem sprachlichen Abgrenzungsbedürfnis nach aussen mögen gesellschafts
interne Gründe getreten sein. Schon 1791 führte ein reisender Däne die Sprach
situation der Schweiz auf ihre demokratische Organisation zurück. 19 Dies war 
gewiss sehr freundlich von ihm, aber die Alte Eidgenossenschaft war, auch wenn 
sie keine Fürsten kannte, durchaus kein Hort der Volksrechte. Bcdeutungsvoller 
für das sprachliche Verhalten des Bürgertums waren wohl die Kleinheit, die 
überschaubarkeit der Verhältnisse und die enL'iprechend starke soziale KontrolIe 
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in den 13 selbständigen eidgenössischen Staatswesen. Hier ham jedoch noch 
sehr vieles mentalitätsgeschichtlicher Erforschung. 

Eines allerdings steht fest: Die ständische Gesellschaft des 18. Jahrhunderts hätte 
noch am ehesten natürliche Voraussetzungen zur Bildung einer monolingual 
hochsprachlichen Gruppe geboten; nachdem dieser Moment verpasst war, bot die 
gesellschaftliche Entwicklung des nun wirklich demokratisch gewordenen und 
nach wie vor sehr überschaubaren Staatswesens kaum mehr eine hannlose 
Möglichkeit zu so offensichtlicher Absetzung einer Gruppe des Volkes von den 
andem. 

Aber auch das schweizerische Bildungsbürgertum verspürte das Bedürfnis nach 
sprachkuItureller Unterscheidung von guter und schlechter Sprache. Da die "gute 
Sprache" aufgrund der sozialpsychologischen und nationalpolitischen Umstände 
nicht einfach mit der Standardsprache gleichgesetzt werden konnte, entstand seit 
den dreissiger Jahren des 19. Jahrhunderts und zweifellos im Zusammenhang mit 
der Entwicklung der wissenschaftlichen Dialektologie die "Doktrin der zwei Rein
heiten", wie ich sie zu nennen pflege; sic besagt, dass der gebildete Mensch 
Mundart und Schriftsprache gleicherweise "rein" zu beherrschen habe. Als 
schlimmste sprachkuJturelle Verirrung gilt seither die Vermischung der Varietäten 
- gen au jene interlanguage also, die anderswo als Sprachsystern rnittlerer 
Fonnalität höheres Prestige als die Mundarten geniessl. 20 

Seit rnehr als hundert Jahren vertreten alle narnhaften Sprachpädagogen die 
"Doktrin der zwei Reinheiten". Sie kann heute als kaum mehr reflektierte 
Grundmaxime unserer Sprachkultur geiten. Natürlich beeinflusst sie den wirklichen 
Sprachgebrauch vor allem in formelleren Sprechsituationen - eben dort, wo ein 
Bedürfnis nach "gepflegter", d.h. höherwertiger Sprache besteht: in der Öffent
lichkeit, in den Medien usf. Am frühesten und am striktesten hat die Mundart
literatur die Reinheitsmaxime befolgl. Hier lässt sich gut beobachten, wie die 
Sprachgestaltung sich irn Laufe der Jahre auf die "reine Mundart" hin verändert 
hal. 

Dass aber auch die naiven Sprecher urn die Reinheitsmaxime wissen, das erfährt 
der Dialektologe immer dann, wenn ihm auf der Suche nach Gewährsleuten 
regelmässig gestanden wird, man "könne leider keine richtige Mundart mehr". 
Obwohl solche Selbsteinschätzungen den Konflikt zwischen sprachlicher Realität 
und sprachkuIturellern Ideal bedauemd betonen, beweisen die Sprecher eben 
damit, dass sie das Ideal akzeptiert haben. Auswirkungen der Reinheitsmaxime 
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auch auf den alltäglichen Sprachgebrauch sind somit durchaus zu elWarten. DalÜber 
wird noch zu berichten sein. 

Vor diesen Voraussctzungen sind auch die jüngsten Entwicklungen der deutsch
schweizerischen Sprachsituation zu beurtcilen. Die "mediale" Varietätenverteilung 
schei nt sich erst in den letzten 25 Jahren in der heutigen Schärfe herausgebildet 
zu haben.21 Diesc Entwicklung darf aber nicht als isolierte schweizcrische Kuriosität 
gesehen werden. Vielmehr widerspiegclt sie die moderne weltweite Tendenz zu 
weniger formalen Registem, zur Bevorzugung mündlicher StiIe, viellcicht auch 
einen gewissen Bedeutungsverlust der schriftlichen Kommunikation für weite 
Kreise der Bevölkerung. Dass diese Tendenz in der deutschen Schweiz die 
Mundarten verstärken mussle, ist eine Konsequenz der soziolinguistischen und 
sprachkulturcllen Entwicklung. die ich geschildert habc.22 

3 Sprachgebrauch und Sprachsystem 

Nachdem ich nun lange genug über die schweizerdeulschen Mundarten gespro
chen habe, möchte ich diese Idiome endlich sclber zu Wort kommen lassen. Was 
Sic hören werden, habe ich an einem zufälligen Tag urn die Mittagszeil vom 
Radio überspielt. 23 

SI: Wèn aber dää. wo liber umwäulverträäglechi Enlwlcklig rèdt, 
Wenn aher der, der üher umwe/tverträgliche Entwick/ung s(1richt , 

èine vo de mächLlgschle Ungemämer vo üsem Land lsch, nämJcch 
einer der mächtigsten Unternehmer unseres Landes ist , näm/ich 

de Schtèfan Schmldhèini, SChllchwàrt Grooss-Akzionäär 
Stefan Schmidheiny, Stichwort Grossaktionär 

beziejigswiis Verwauligsraatsmltgleed, bczicjigswiis Bsltzer 
heziehungsweise Verwa/tungsratsmiglied, heziehungsweise Besi/zer 

5 vo BBC-ABB, Uurekonzääm SMH, Schwizerischi Bankgsèuschaft, 
von BBC-ABB, Uhrenkonzern SM/I, Schweizerischer Bankgesel/schaft, 

Landis und Giir. Wlld-Läitz. beziejigswiis Läika-Konzääm, und 
Landis & Gyr , Wild-Lei/z , heziehungsweise Leika-Konzern, und 

viune wiitere Handels- und Immàbilie-Flrme - wèn auso de 
vie/er wei/erer /landels- und Immobilien-Firmen - wenn a/so 
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Schtèfan Schmldhèini slch dadezue usseret, dèè hèt daas sàfort 
Stefan Schmidheiny sich dazu äussert, dann hat das sofort 

mèè Ufmèrksamkèit. SchJiessIlch sI gen ou Ungemämer nume 
mehr Aufmerksamkeit. Schliesslich seien auch Unternehmer nur 

10 MÖnsche, sèid de Schtèfan Schmidhèini, und am Umwäut-Sèminaar 
Menschen, sagt Stefan Schmidheiny, und am Umwelt-Seminar 

nüünzähundertnüünzg vo dr ETH ZOri hèt er Ober Umwäut und 
1990 der ET/J Zürich hat er über Umwelt und 

drltti Wäut und Fortschrltt grèdt. Loset e Biitraag 
dritte Welt und Fortschritt gesprochen. I-/ören Sie einen Beitrag 

vom Markus Schäärli. 
von Markus Schärli . 

S2: S Umwält-Konzèpt, wo fur de Schtèfan Schmldhäini wäägwiisend 
Das Umwelt-Konzept , dasfür Stefan Schmidheiny wegweisend 

15 isch, gMd devM uus, dass d FrMg vom wältwiite Umwält-SchUtz 
ist, geht davon aus, dass die Frage des weltweiten Umwelt-Schutzes 

nid cha trènnt wäärde vo de FrMg vo de Entwicklig i de 
nicht getrennt werden kann von der Frage der Entwicklung in der 

Drllle Wält. 
Dritten Welt. 

S3: Mier dö(r)fet Uf käin Fal1 ÜÜS, wo s vil bèsser goot as de 
Wir dürfen auf keinen Fall uns, denen es viel besser geht als den 

Mènsche i de dr'ille Wèlt - n(u)n äifach pOschtuliere, mer dö(r)fet 
Menschen in der dritten Welt - nun einfach postulieren, wir dürfen 

20 nüme wiilerwaxe und dèn dÖ(r)fel die au nööd. 
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nicht mehr weiterwachsen, und dann dürfenjene auch nicht. 

S2: [ ... l Das lsch, schJussäntlech, en klaari Absaag a jeglechi Gränze 
Das ist, schlussendlich, eine klare Absage an jegliche Grenze 

vo Wachstum. 
des Wachstums . 

S3: I glaube, das Konzèpt dörf lètschtlcch käi Grènze haa 
/ch glaube , dieses Konzept darf letztlich keine Grenze ha ben 
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vo Waxtum, wil s jo es Konzèpt isch, wo je lènger je mee 
des Wachstums, weil es ja ein Konzept ist, das je länger je mehr 

25 uf e Richtig vom qualitatiive Waxtum mues uselauffe. 
auf eine Richtung des qualitativen Wachstums hinauslaufen muss. 

Es isch klaar, dass so öppis nöd chaa übcr Nacht Mer au nöd 
Es ist klar, dass so etwas nicht kann über Nacht oder auch nicht 

innerhalb vo füüf Mer zèe Joor passiere, das lsch e 
innerhalb vonfünf oder zehn Jahren geschehen, das ist ein 

Prozèss, wo üsi ganz Zifilisazioon vo de Wèlt wird i de nègschte 
Prozess, der unsere ganze Zivilisation der Welt wird in den nächsten 

hundert Joor grundlègend yerèndere. 
hundert Jahren grundlegend verändern. 

Zunächst einmal iIIustriert die Aufnahme meine Ausführungen zum Sprach
gebrauch: In den Medicn der deutschen Schweiz transportiert die Mundart nicht 
nur folkloristische Inhalle. Mil Or. Schmidheiny2A slehl uns übcrdies einer der 
mächtigsten, weil reichsten Schweizer als Sprecher zur Verfügung: "In einer 
Bank, in den Chefetagen grosser Firmen" ist die Mundart hierzulande also durchaus 
nicht "undenkbar" wie anderswo im deuL<;chen Sprachraum.25 

Ich halte mil dieser Zufallsaufnahme abcr auch insofem Glück, als die Sprecher 
eine schöne dialektgeographische Spannweite repräscntieren. Ich willihnen dies 
anhand einiger lauüicher Phänomene vorführen. 

Natürlich lassen alle drei Sprecher jene Merkmale hören, die für sämüiche 
schweizerdeutschen Mundarten geiten, ich nenne nur die undiphthongierten 
Langvokale, die seit vielen hundert Jahren als Schibboleth des Schweizerdeutschen 
dienen : 

wilter (S3 Zeile 20) 
UJlS (S2 Zeile 15) 
niiiin (S 1 Zeile 11) 

Uns interessieren nun abcr die inner-schweizerischen Differenzierungen. 

Abbildung 1 soli eine aufs Äussersle schematisierte Sprachkarte der Deutsch
schweiz darSlellen. Schauen wir uns zuerst die durchgehend unterstrichenen 
Formen an. Wenn SI z.B. in Verwautigsraat (Zeile 4) ein langes aa spricht, dann 
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stimmt er hier zw ar mit dem StandarddeuL<;chen überein, innerhalb des Schweizer
deutschen dagegen gibt er sich als Sprechereiner archaischeren, südlichen Mundart 
zu erkennen; bei S2 und S3 erscheint der entsprechende etymologische Laut als 
langes 00, die beiden sprechen mit ihren FrQf2g (15) 'Frage' und J!Mr (29) 'Jahr' 
eine nördliche Mundart. Die durchgehende Isoglosse stellt dicsen sprachgeo
graphischen Gegensatz dar. 

Ich wende mich nun den gestriche/t unterstrichenen Formen zu. SI und S2 haben 
in dem Wort, das standarddeutsch Welt entspricht, ein überoffenes ä : Willt (12, 
17), S3 dagegen ein è (19). S3 gehört damit zum Osten, in ein DiaJcktgebiet, in 
dem der auffällige ä- Laut überhaupt fehlt. Zusammen mit den geschlossenen 
Qualitäten der Hochzungenvokale /i ü ui gibt dies den Mundarten der Ostschweiz 
(rechts der gestrichelten Isoglosse) ein charakteristisches Gepräge. 

Nun zu den punktiert unterstrichenen Formen. SI und S2 unterscheiden sich in 
der Aussprache des Namens des Interviewten: Bei SI hei sst cr Schmidhèini (3), 
bei S2 Schmidhäini (14). SI wird durch seine Diphthongrealisierung in den Wes
ten verwiesen, hier durch die punkticrte Isoglosse abgegrenzt. 

SI und S3 zei gen auch je ein klcinräumiges Merkmal (strichpunktiert unter
strichen). Die Velarisierung von nd in unger (2) 'unter' ist nur in einem einge
schränkten Gebiet des Westens üblich; und wenn S3 waxe (20) stalt wach-se 
ausspricht, dann verrät dies seine Herkunft in Kombination mit den bereits er
wähnten Merkmalen seiner Sprache auf wenige Quadratkilometer genau .26 

Mit Hilfe von drei, vier Merkmalen lassen sich somit die drei Sprecher zumindest 
grösseren Räumen zuweisen; bei S3 ist die Lokalisierung dank der Lautung [ks] 
im mehrfach belegten Morphem wax- besonders genau möglich. 

Ich habe Ihnen diese sprachgeographische Übung aus zwei Gründen zugemutet. 
Zu Beginn polemisierte ich gegen jene Fremden, die einfach nicht akzeptieren 
wollen, dass wir selbst dann Dialekt sprechen, wenn wir an der Zürcher Bahn
hofstrasse unsere Millionenguthaben inspizieren. Die Analyse des Bcispiels zeigt, 
dass Deutschschweizer verschiedener geographischer Hcrkunft und selbst solche, 
die tatsächlich über Millionenguthaben verfügcn, sich wirklich in ihrcr lokalen 
Mundart untcrhalten und nicht in ciner alcmannischcn Koiné. 

Die Übung richtete sich aber auch gegen ein inländisches Vorurteil, wonach die 
Mundarten heute zu cincm undeftnicrbarcn Mischmasch ohnc jedcn lokalen 

Mundart und Standard~prachc 325 

http://Wa.lt


Charakter verkommen seien. Zumindest auf der lautlichen Ebene stimmt diese 
sprachpessimistische Behauptung noch nicht. 

Wenn wir uns dagegen dem Wortschatz unseres BeispieItextes zuwenden, dann 
erscheinenjene pessimistischen Diagnosen begründeter. Es kannja nicht übersehen 
werden, dass dem Text etwas mangelt, was Mundartfreunden und Mundartfor
schern gleichermassen am Herzen liegt: Es fehlen ihm die regionalspezifischen 
Ausdrücke, die Idiotismen, welche die Bände der grossen Mundartwörterbücher 
füllen. Keines der zahlreichen Wörter zur Bezeichnung des 'Rückentraggefässes 
für die Milch' taucht hier auf, und es fehlen die farbigen Ausdrücke für den 
'Abfall beim Kartoffelschälen'. Das Problem liegt offenbar darin begründet, dass 
sich Fragen der Entwicklungspolitik weder mit Hilfe des Rückentraggefässes für 
die Milch noch mit dem Abfall beim Kartoffelschälen lösen lassen. Anders gesagt: 
Eine Sprachgemeinschaft muss ihre Sprache neuen Kommunikationsbedürfnissen 
anpassen oder sie muss sie zugunsten einer besser ausgestatteten Sprache aufgeben. 
Die Deutschschweizer haben sich für den ersten Weg entschieden und ihren 
Mundarten eine enorme Menge von Neologismen einverleibt;27 dies scheint mir 
grundsätzlich kein Anlass zu Sprachpessimismus zu sein, denn nur so können die 
Mundarten die zahlreichen Funktionen erfüllen, die ihnen hierzulande aufgebürdet 
werden. Davon aber hängt ihr Überleben ab. 

Entlehnungen aus der Standardsprache bieten meist geringe Probleme. Das Stan
darddeutsche wie die Mundarten bilden neue Wörter in den allermeisten Fällen 
durch Komposition. Wenn die Bestandteile einer standarddeutschen Komposition 
auch in den Mundarten vorhanden sind, findet die Neuerung fast ungehindert und 
unbemerkt Eingang: 

umweltverträglich 
Verwaltungsratsmitglied 
weltweit 

umwäutverträäglech 
Verwautigsraatsmitgleed 
wältwiit 

(1) 
(4) 

(15) 

Aber auch Wörter, die es in der Mundart überhaupt nicht gegeben hat, werden 
problemlos über phonetische TransferregeIn eingepasst.28 

beziehung swe ise beziejigswiis (4) 
Aktionär 'Akzionäär - [h] - (3) 
Konzern Kon'zäärn [h] - (5) 
Konzept Kon'zèpt [h] - (14) 
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Wic meist bei Frcmdwörtern gilt auch hier, dass Übcrnahmen aus dem Standard
deutschen von manchcn Sprcchern vor allem dann als störcnd empfunden wer
den, wenn sic ein bereits existiercndes mundartliches Wort konkurrenziercn. Solche 
Übemahmen können kcine denotative Notwendigkeit geitend machen, und 
Entlchnungen gegenübcr, die bloss konnotativ begrundet sind, verhält sich die 
Sprachgemeinschaft intoleranter. Von den Wörtern unseres Textes würde ich 
beispielsweise, wenn ich bewusst spreche, das Verb sich üssere (8) kaum ver
wenden, und ich würde ganz sichcr nichtjeglechi (21) oder innerhalb (27) sagen. 

Die zahlreichen Wortentlehnungen aus der Standardsprache sind in erster Linie 
verantwortlich dafür, dass sich der sprachliche Abstand zur Standardsprache 
tatsächlich veningert; glcichzeitig nähern sich die Mundarten aneinander an, da 
sic ihre Neuerungen alle aus der glcichen Quelle beziehen. Parallel dazu 
verschwinden ganze Wortstände des traditionellen, kleinräumigen Wortschatzes, 
da sic Lebensbcrcichen angehören, die an Bedeutung vcrlieren. Wir haben es hier 
mit einem Internationalisierungsphänomen zu tun, das alle Sprachen in ähnlicher 
Weise betrifft. 

Aber auch Wortschatzausglcich innerhalb der schweizerdeutschen Mundarten 
findet statt, und hier geht cs dann erwartungsgemäss meist urn die Eliminierung 
kleinräumiger Heteronyme. Die in Fett gebratenen Kartoffcln heissen sogar auf 
Amsterdamer Plakatwänden Rösti - kcin Wunder, dass das ehemals zürichdeutsche 
Wort auch in der Schweiz die zahlreichen lokalen Ausdrücke verdrängt; ähnlich 
steht cs mit dem Gruss GrÜezi. den ich immer noch nicht in den Mund nehme, 
woW wissend, dass ich auf verlorenem Posten für mein guet Taag kämpfe. Die 
beiden Beispiele zeigen, dass die interdialektalen Ausglcichsprozesse nicht auto
matisch zu grösserer Standardnähe führen - doch gilt natürlich auch hier, dass ein 
standardnäheres Heteronym höhere Durchsetzungschancen hal. 

Während also die Lautung nach wie vor eher dezentralisiert bleibt, machen sich 
die nivellierenden Kräfte im Wortschatz stark geitend . Formenlchre und Syntax, 
die klassischen Abteilungen der "Grammatik", nehmen eine Zwischenstellung 
ein. Es scheint so zu sein, dass die "Grammatik" gegen standardsprachliche 
Einf1üsse recht resistent ist: Zusammen mit der Lautung ist sie für die Sprecher 
offenbar Garant der sprachlichen Identität einer Äusserung; der Brauch der 
Linguisten, gemischte Äusserungen jener Sprache zuzuweisen, welche die 
Grammatik "liefert", erhält dadurch eine Rechtfertigung. Die Morphologie dürfte 
gegen Standardeinf1üsse resistenter scin als die Syntax; zwar sind gegenwärtig 
Veränderungen bcsonders der Adjektiv- und Substantivf1exion im Gange, doch 
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schei nt es sich dabei eher urn interdialektalen Ausgleich und urn Systemausgleich 
als urn Annäherung an die Standardsprache zu handeln. 

Interessante Kontlikte zwischen 'freier' Wortentlehnung und 'beharrender' 
Grammatik ergeben sich dann, wenn Wörter mit Präfixen entliehen werden. Unser 
Text bietet das Verb (uf öppis) uselauffe (25), eine Bildung nach standarddeutsch 
(auf etwas) hinauslaufen. hinaus wird hier offensichtlich als grammatische Partikel 
analysiert und deshalb nicht einfach lautlich angeglichen, sondem durch die 
funktionsgleiche mundartliche Partikel use ersetzt. 29 

Was die Syntax anbetrifft, so bietet unser Text eine ganze Reihe von schweizer
deutschen Besonderheiten: 

Verwendung des Artikels beim Namen: 
de Schtèffan Schmidhèini (3) 

Ausdruck des Genitivverhältnisses mit der Präposition von: 
d Froog vom wältwiite Umwältschutz (15) 

Relativer Anschluss mit der Partikel wo: 
s Konzèpt, wo l. .. } wäägwiisend isch 

Stellung der infiniten Prädikatsteile im Nebensatz: 
dass d Froog l. .. } nid cha trènnt wäärde : 
nicht getrennt werden kann 

(14) 

(16) 

Noch vor fünfzig Jahren gehörten Genitive und Relativsätze nach standardsprach
lichem Vorbild zu den häufigsten Angriffszielen der mundartlichen Sprachpflege. 
Als abschreckende Beispiele konstruierte man Sätze wie den folgenden: 

Das Gsetz, über das mer am nächste Suntig abstimed, ischt ~ 
Erachtens es Exame der staaupolitjsche-n-Erziehis: unseres Volkes 
(Steiger 0.1 .: 13). 

In spontaner Rede sind solche Fügungen heute kaum zu hören, und auch die 
Redner, denen jene Vorwürfe vor allem galten, haben recht gut gelernt, solch 
grobe Verstösse gegen die "reine Mundart" zu vermeiden. Die Reinheitsdoktrin 
fiel im Bereiche der an sich schon beharrenderen Grammatik auf günstigen Bo
den. 
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Dennoch finden sich selbstverständlieh au eh "grammatische" Standardeinf1üsse 
in unsem Texten; als Beispic1e nenne ich das umschriebcne Futur und das Passiv: 

e Prozèss, wo üsi ganzi Zifilisazioon {' .. I wird verèndere (29) 
dass d Froog ' ... 1 nid cha trènnt wäärde (15) 

Bei diesen Einflüssen handelt es sich nun aber bezeichnenderweise nicht urn neue 
Konstruktionen, sondern bcim Futur urn eine neue Funktion einer vorhandenen 
Konstruktion, bcim Passiv urn häufigeren Gebrauch einer vorhandenen Konstruk
tion. Solche Veränderungen scheinen deshalb nicht so sehr von der Standardsprache 
als solcher verursacht zu sein, sondem von einem schriftnahen oder "literaten" 
Stil. Wir alle verwenden ja beim Sprechen übcr aktuelle Themen ständig Versatz
stücke, die wir schriftlich formuliert vorgefunden habcn. Dies ist zweifellos ein 
Charakteristikum des alltäglichen Gegenwartsstils - es ist bcgrei flich, dass davon 
in der medialen Diglossie Einflüsse auf die grammatische und syntaktische Struktur 
der Mundart ausgehen müssen. 

Wir stellen also fest, dass die linguistische Identität der schweizerdeutschen Mund
arten heute vor allem durch die Lautung und die "Grammatik" garantiert wird . 
Der Wortschatz dagegen wird in wichtigen Inhaltsbereichen immer standard
deutscher und internationaler. Der innerschwCÎzerische Dialektausgleich verläuft 
ebenfalls in erster Linie übcr den Wortschatz. Schwerwiegendere Einbussen an 
lautlichen und grammatischen Besonderheiten haben vor allem die "Randmund
arten" des kleingekammerten Alpcnraums und der OstschwCÎz zu verzeichnen. 

Die deutsche Schweiz scheint ein gutes Beispiel dafür abzugebcn, dass Mundarten, 
wenn ihnen nationalsymbolische Funktionen zugewiesen werden, sich nicht nur 
als lebenskräftig erweisen können, sondern auch enorme Erweiterungen ihrer 
kommunikativen Funktionen verkraften, ohne ihre Identität zu verlieren. Am 
faszinierendsten scheint mir pcrsönlich allerdings, dass hier eine Menge linguistisch 
recht verschiedener Mundarten diese kommunikativen und symbolischen Funk
tionen ausüben kann, ohne dass eine Standardisierung sich als wünschbar oder 
gar nötig erwiesen hätte. Der Mythos, die Menschen könnten sich ohne einheitIiche 
Standardsprache weder verstehen noch als Gruppe fühlen, ist eben auch nur ein 
Mythos, und nicht einmal ein besonders ehrwürdiger. Einheitlichkeit und 
Standardisierung sind unabdingbar für Computertrennprogramme; eine intelli
gentere Masehine, wie der Mensch z.B ., ist zu sehr weitgehender Normentoleranz 
fàhig. Man sollte ihm dort, wo es noch möglich ist, die Gelegenheit geben, diese 
Fähigkeit auszuübcn.30 
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Fu6noten 

Dit artikel is opgedragen aan prof. Frans van Coetsem, zonder wiens stimulering het nooit 
gepubliceerd zou zijn (zie aantekening 6). 

Hedendaagsche Historie of tegenwordige staat van Switzerland, Amsterdam 1760: 133, zit. nach 
Trümpy (1955),18, Anrn. 6. 
2 Nach der französischen Uebersetzung des lateinischen Originals im Conservateur Suisse 7 
(1815),96. 

V gl. Socin (1888), 384. 

Peter Arens in Padel (1985), 96. 
Allerdings sind die Schweizer an diesem Missverständnis wohl nicht ganz unschuldig. 1892 

schrieb Olto von Greyerz, dass "die Schweizer weder einen reinen Dialekt noch eine reine 
Schriftsprache reden. Stalt dessen hat sich bei uns seit nicht sehr langer Zeit eine drilte Sprache 
herausgebildet [ ... j, we1che einerseits den Dialekttötet und andrerseits die Einführung einer reinen 
Schriftsprache verzögert und erschwert. Sie ist das klägliche Ergebniss von Notwendigkeit und 
Trägheit" (Greyerz 1892: 13). Die "drilIe Sprache", die von Greyerz in sprachpflegerischem Eifer 
heraufbeschwor, geht seitdem als Gespenst urn; 1904 erscheint sie bei Wilhelm Braune als "Beispiel 
einer [ ... j hochdeutschen Provinzialverkehrssprache" mit dem Namen "Schwizerdtitsch" (Braune 
1905: 23, Anm. 9), schon Samuel Singcr nahrn den Kampf dagcgen auf (1928: 48) - erfolglos wie 
alle spätem (vgl. Haas 1978). 

Haas 1978, 1981, 1982, 1985, 1986 19888, 1988b 
7 Obwohl in (gcringftigigcn) Einzelheiten tiberholt, ist noch immer Schwarzenbach (1969) grund
legend. Sondcregger (1985) gibt eine ausführliche Darstellung des geschichtlichen Verhältnisses 
und verzeichnet auch die neuere Lileratur; weiterc Literaturangaben in meinen Artikeln (Anrnerkung 
6). 

Eine ausgezeichnete Obersicht tiber die sozioökonomischen Daten der Schweiz bietcn SchuIer 
et al. (1986). 

Daan (1971). 

10 Eine TabelIe tiber den Dialektgebrauch, wic sic Peter Wiesinger am Kolloquium "Dialekt und 
Standardsprachc" (Amsterdam, 15.-18. Oktober 1990) für Osterreich vorlegte, mtisstc filT die deutsche 
Schweiz in den Punkten 2-7 gegen 100% Dialekt ergeben (ein kleiner Rest mtisste für den 
Bevölkerungsanteil rcscrviert werden, der keinen Dialckt sprechen kann, da er im Erwachsenenalter 
zugezogen ist). 

11 Einc empirische Darstellung der Sprachsituation in der Schule bietcn Sieber/Silla (1986), eine 
didaktische Anlcitung zum schulischen Umgang mit der Diglossie geben Sicber/Sitta (1988). 
12 Freiheit der Varietätenwahl erschwert das rcibungslose Funktionieren der Diglossie, da sie dem 
Sprecher keinc Wahlhilfe und dem Hörer keine Erwartungsstcucrung an die Hand gibt. In intuitiver 
Erkenntnis dieser Sachlage hat man filT viele Sendegefasse mehr oder weniger willktirlich die 
Sprachform fcstgelegt; damit wird eine zwar künstliche aber funktionierende "Situationsabhängigkeit" 
dcr Varietätenwahl wiedereingeführt. - Ueber die ausscrordentliche Komplexität der Verhältnisse 
unterrichtet jctzt objcktiv die Untersuchung von Ramseier (1988). - Die Mundartverwendung an 
den Medien ist eines der nach aussen auffalligsten Merkmale der Deutschschweizer Sprachsituation, 
besonders wenn man sic mil den entsprechenden Zahlen aus den Nachbarländem vergleicht: Peter 
Wiesinger sprach an diesem Kolloquium von einem Mundartanteil in den österreichischen Medien 
von O,2%! Die Mundart in den Medicn ist deshalb besonders hef ti gen Angriffen bestirnmter Kreise 
ausgesetzt (vgl. Padcl1985 und unten Anrn. 22). Andererseits liegt die kornmunikative Bedeutung 
des Phänomens auf der Hand: "Es ist ganz klar, dass die sogenannte passive Kompetenz der 
Sprecher einer Sprache im gesprochcncn Bereich durch ein breites Raster von sprachlichen Varietälen 
in den elektronischen Massenmedien erhöht wird. Insofem ist die Sprachenvielfalt in diesen Medien 
keinc zu bekämpfende Seuche, sondem ein wesentlicher Vorteil im Hinblick auf die gegenseitige 
Verständigung" (Werlen 1990). 
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\3 Auch die stetige Zunahme des Mundartgebrauchs in der Kirche gehört zu den auffälligen Beson
derheiten der Deutschschweizer Sprachsituation. In manchen Zeremonien ist der gesarnte "ad-hoc
Text" mundartlich (Begrüssung der Gemeinde, spezifische Filrbitten, Predigten. personenbezogene 
Texte in Tauf-, Hochzeits- und Beerdigungsgottesdiensten, Handlungsanweisungen usw.), die 
festgelegten Ritualteile (feste Gebete, Bibellesungen, liturgische Formeln usw.) bleiben dagegen 
fast ausschliesslich in Standardsprache. 
14 Ris (1989) als Bibliographie nur der selbständig erschienenen Werke nur des Bemdeutschen 
bietet immerhin 2036 Titel seit 1800. 
I~ Ueber die Schweiz und die Schweizer, Bd. I, Berlin 1795: 27f., zit. nach Trümpy (1955),107. 
16 G.W. Leibniz. Ermahnung an die Deutschen, ihren Verstand und ihre Sprache besser zu Uben 
(urn 1682/83), zit. nach der Ausgabe von Uwe Pörksen, Stuttgart: Reclarn 1983, S. 57f. 
17 Diese sprachliche Dreiteilung der Gesellschaft in Deutschland war gerade den Schweizem früh 
bewusst geworden; schon Mörikofer steilte fest: "Indem daher [in Deutschland) der Adel sich die 
fr3JlZÖsische Sprache als vomehmeres Standesmerkrnal ausersah, steilte sich der gebildete Mittelstand 
durch die Büchersprache über den gemeinen Mann" (1838: 84). 
18 Auch diese Funktion der Mundart wurde früh formuliert. In einem seiner Romane beschreibt der 
Zürcher Poet Ulrich Hegner 1812 den Auftritt reichsdeuL~cher Deklarnatorcn in einem ländlichen 
Molkenkurort und fährt dann fort: "Was sollen übrigcns diese Leute in der Schweiz? Man versteht 
sie nicht, wenigstens wer nicht Umgang mit Deutschen gehabt hat [ ... ) Sie können doch zur 
Umänderung unsrer Sprache beytragen, sagen die Einen . Das wäre schade, sagen die Andem: So 
lange wir Schweizer sinci, sollen wir auch die Sprache beibehalten!" Die Molkenkur, Zilrich 1812; 
der letzte Satz steht erst in der Auflage von 1819. 
19 Prof. Snecdorf, zit. bei Trümpy (1955), 106. 
20 Die Anfänge der "Reinheitsdoktrin" sind bei Mörikofer (1838) zu beobachten, die folgenreichsten 
Formulierungen bei WintleJer (1878), v. Greyerz (1892, 1900). Zum gan7.en Komplex Weber 
(1984 ). 
21 Ris (1990) glaubt, dass unter den neuen Verhältnissen nicht mehr von Diglossie, sondem von 
Bilingualismus gesprochen werden müsse; diese "Umbenennung" scheint mir unnötig; allerdings 
muss man sich dazu an das ursprüngliche Fergusonsche Konzept der Diglossie halten, ohne die 
zahlreichen und mei st unfTuchtbaren "Verfeinerungen" der Spätem; zu den Bestirnrnungsstilcken 
dieses Konzepts gehört. dass die beteiligten "Spra€hen" 1.) eng verwandte Varietäten sind, 2.) dass 
diese Varietäten nicht sozial verteilt sind (wie Ris zu unterstellen scheint), sondem nach "Rollen" 
und "Situationen", und 3.) dass es sich urn ein gesarntgesellschaftliches Phänomen handelt - dass 
also "two varieties of a language exist side by side throughout the community, with each having a 
definite role to play" (Ferguson 1959: 325). 
22 Peter Trudgill bezieht sich auf das gleiche Phänomen, wenn er in der englischsprachigen Welt 
die "penetration of non-standard acccnts into public contexts where formerly only RP was found" 
feststellt (Abstract seines Vortrags zu diesem Kolloquium) . Dass auch in der Schweiz wie Uberall 
auf der Welt besorgte Sprachfreunde gegen diese Entwicklung Stellung beziehen, verwundert 
wenig. Ich habe mich (wie andere Kollegen) mit den entsprechenden Argumenten herumgeschlagen 
(vgl. Haas 1986); dabei war mir der polemische Ton ebenso wichtig wie die Iinguistische 
Argumentation - denn irn Grundc ist eine emsthafte Auseinandersetzung mit den Sprachfreunden 
auf linguistischer Basis ziemlich aussichtslos, da es hier wie bei allen sprachpflcgerischen Diskus
sionen nur scheinbar urn Sprachliches geht. Welch grossen Einfluss konservative Krcise in einem 
konservativen Land wie der Schweiz auch in diesen Dingen haben, zeigt sich in bcdenklicher und 
bedenkenswener Wcise an manchen Stellen des 1989 veröffentlichten offiziellen Bericht des 
Bundesrates ilber Zus tand und Zukunft der viersprachigen Schweiz (Bericht Saladin 1989). 
23 Radio DRS, Rendez-vous arn Mittag vom 8.5.1990. Die Transkription verwendet den Gravis zur 
Kennzeichnung offener Vokale und Doppelschreibung für Langvokale; <ie, üe> usw. bezeichnen 
wirkliche Diphthonge; <k> wird als Affrikate [h) ausgesprochen. 

24 Wie ich nachträglich erfuhr, ist Dr. Stephan Schmidheiny 43 Jahre alt. kontrolliert zwischen drei 
bis vier Milliarden Schweizerfranken und lebt heute im Kanton Schwyz (BILANZ - Das Schwcizcr 
Wirtschaftsmagazin, November 1990, S. 92). In den einschlägigen Nachschlagewerken (Who's 
who u.dgl.) pflegen Schweizer "Altreiche" zu fehlen. 
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25 Henn-Memrnelsheimer (1990), 48; es geht hier auch in keiner Art lUld Weise urn "Anbiederung" 
oder "Herablassung". 
26 SDS 2,113 verzeichnet "wut" für 8 Belegorte im St. Galler Rheintal und 2 Belegorte in Appenzell. 
Stephan Schmidheiny verbrachte, wie mir ebenfalls nachträglich erklärt wurde, seine Jugend im 
Raume Balgach-Heerbrugg (bei SDS SG 13). 
27 Dabei handelt es sich nach van Coetsems Terminologie urn borrowing (recipient language 
agentivity), vgl. den Beitrag in diesem Band. 
21 Diese lautliche EinpasSlUlg von Standardentlehnungen fmdet nicht in allen Dialekt-Situationen 
stalt, so scheinen niederdeutsche Mundartsprecher viel weniger zu Lautangleichungen zu tendieren. 
- In Wirklichkeit stecken hinter diesen Regeln, die ich hier ohne terminologischen Ehrgeiz 
''Transferregein'' genannt habe, zahlreiche, v.a. auch theoretische Probierne, die die Eigenschaften 
der "diglossischen" oder "paniek talen" Sprachkomptenz lUld damit den Status so\cher Regeln 
betreffen, die zwischen dem standardeutschen lUld dem dialektalen Sprachwissen vermitteln. Es 
gibt eine Reihe Vorsch1äge zu diesem Bereich ("via rules" bei Vennemann; "Adaptionsregeln" bei 
Wurzel; "abductive rules" bei Anderson usw.); einen Ueberblick und einen Erklärungsvorschlag 
aufgrund einer breiten empirischen UntersuchlUlg schweizerdeutschen Materials macht Oglesby (in 
Vorb.). 
29 Ueber die grössere Stabilität von "Formwörtem" vgl. auch den Beitrag van Brees in diesem 
Band. 
JO Wenn die Prager Linguisten "Stabilität" der Sprache als wichtige VoraussetzlUlg der Sprachkultur 
ansehen, dann muss (auch den Pragem gegenilber!) betont werden, dass ein Unterschied zwischen 
Stabilität der Sprache und lnvarianz der Sprachformen besteht. Die VorstelllUlg, dass eine und nur 
eine Form filr sämtliche Sprecher "einer" Sprache geiten solle, hat mehr mit Disziplinierung als mit 
Kultur zu tun. Zu meiner Freude wurden ganz ähnliche Einschätzungen an diesem Kolloquium 
auch von norwegischen Kollegen vertreten . 
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K. Venäs 

Dialects and standards in Norway 

Abstract 

There arc two written standards in Norway, Nynorsk and Bokmàl. Nynorsk is a 
codifïcation of dialect structure. Bokmäl originates in Danish, but has been 
Norwegianized . The standards arc mutually intelligible to all. The dialects have a 
strong position and arc used frecly in all social situations. The Bokmäl speech 
standard, used by one fïfth of the population, corresponds to those of other 
countries. 

Section I: Historical and political background 

In far-off times the pcople of Norway were dangerous and awe-inspiring vikings 
extending thcir power and their language to scveral parts of Europc. Thanks to 
skilful exploitation of its favourable position on the verge of the North Sea, 
Norway for quite a long pcriod was a great colonial power. However, this glori
ous situation did not last throughout the Middle Ages. As the male line of the 
Norwegian dynasty died, Swedish or Danish kings (and a mighty Danish queen) 
came into power in Norway. When in the 14th century the Scandinavian coun
tri cs entered into several successive political and dynastie unions, Norway lost its 
position as the leading power in this part of Europc. 

Most of the renowned Old Norse literature was produced by Icclanders, but 
Icclanders and Norwegians used practically the same language, and there was 
also a written literature of all kinds by indigenous Norwegians: laws, historical 
works and even lofty poems, and Europcan court literature was translated. 

Together with the loss of Norwegian political indepcndence there came a 
defïnite decline in the cultural activity of the pcople. The political disturbances 
strongly aFfected the linguistic aspccts of culture. Norwegians no longer pro
duced literature of any merit, and more commonplace activities of writing also 
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feU into disuse. In Norway the Reformation lcd to quite another situation than in 
the other Nordic countries. Both in Dcnmark, Sweden, and Iceland the mother 
tongue was now used in wriUen compositions not onIy of a religious, but also of a 
secular kind. In Norway, too, the Latin cultural hegemony was broken, but Latin 
was superseded by Danish and not by the mother tongue. 

In the period between about 1400 A.D. and the Reformation in 1536 the old 
inflectional system of Old Norse broke down and was replaced by an analytic 
grammatical structure . Together with the grammatical restructuring there was a 
tremendous lexical impact from Low German. This influence was mediated by 
the Hanseatic seafarers, who for more than two centuries controUed most of the 
foreign trade. As might be expccted, the changes of grammar and lexicon also 
affected the creative literary activity negatively. 

As a result of this twofold development, the dependency on Denmark and the 
multitude of innovations in the Norwegian vemacular, the connection with Old 
Norse literature was broken, and there was nothing of native origin to replace it. 
Norway now entered the pcriod which has been characterized as the night of four 
centuries. For a span of 434 years the country was united with Denmark in a 
personal union, a Twin Monarchy, and to put it bluntly: it was in fact a Danish 
colony. 

Danish now being the wriuen language of Norway, spoken Norwegian sur
vived in a multitude of idioms scauered over the wide area of this sparsely 
populated country. When in 1814 Norway regained her national independence, it 
was feIt by many pcople to be a mark of inferiority, unworthy of a free nation, 
that the wriUen language was the same as that used by the Danes. However much 
it was emphasized by others that persons bom and bred in Norway had contrib
uted to the common language, so that it might he regarded as a product of 
common effort and a common inheritance, there was a widespread feeling of 
dissatisfaction with the existing conditions. 

Motivated by this feeling and reinforced by the pcdagogical difficulties met 
with in teaching Danish, two different strategies were developed in order to 
obtain a wriuen language which might propcrly be called Norwegian. The most 
radical strategy was launched by the dialectoIogist and language planner Ivar 
Aasen (1813-1896), who contrived to set up a wriUen norm built on the structural 
features common to a number, pcrhaps to the majority, ofthe dialects. Since 1929 
the official name of this norm is " Nynorsk", i.e . 'New Norwegian' . 

The other strategy was much more moderate, viz . to Norwegianize the inher
ited Danish norm step by step. Sketched looscly in the 1830s by the poet Wergeland 
and the lawyer Hielm, the process of Norwegianization was elaborated in detail 
and eagerl y propagated by the mother tongue pcdagogue Knud Knudsen (1812-
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1895). The written nonn set up by Knudsen had its sociological speech basis in 
the relatively small population of officials and tradespeople in the towns and in 
officials living scattered in the countryside. Several nam es have been in use about 
this nonn. Most commonly it was called Dano-Norwegian or later "Riksmaal" 
'the language of the nation '. Since 1929 its official name is "Bokmäl", which can 
literally bc translated 'Book language'. 

Both in their written and spoken fonns the standards arc intelligible to all who 
have some variety of Norwegian as their mother tongue. The two standards have 
a common stock of words, and only a small part of their vocabularies differs, 
chiefly bccause of the load of Danish-derived words in Bokmàl and the unwill 
ingness to include them in Nynorsk. Major differences arc found in morphology 
and to a certain extent in orthography. Differences of syntactic structure depend 
largelyon stylistic layer, Nynorsk having its ideal pattern in the popular idiom, 
Bokmäl bcing more depcndent on its written tradition. ft should bc notcd, how
ever, that Nynorsk has also developcd written patterns, and that Bokmàl has been 
influenced by Lhe Nynorsk insisLence on the advanlage of using spoken patterns 
in wriling in order Lo promote naluralness and lO avoid written clichés. From 
1885 boLh standards are recognized as official, and everybody going through lhe 
school system has lo lcarn them , more or less thoroughly, depcnding on educa
tional level. 

The interrelations bctween Nynorsk and Bokmàl on one hand and between 
each of the two standards and Lhe dialecL<; on the other hand are fundamental 
issues of the longstanding language conflict in Norway. An important official 
reason for the wish to break with Danish and to create another nonn were the 
pcdagogical difficulLies caused by the conLraSL bcLween Lhe Danish-based nonn 
and the orallanguage of most pupils, as this discrepancy was felt to be an impedi
ment to a successful mother tongue education. This was so in spiLe of the fact th at 
the differences bcLween this sLandard and Lhe dialccts were nOL greater, buL prob
ably smaller Lhan in some oLher Europcan communiLies of the time, e.g. ILaly or 
Gennany. 

Such a comparison of the relationship bctween speech and written nonn in 
Norway and in other Europcan countries suggests that there was another reason 
for the wish Lo break with Danish than just the pcdagogical di fficulties in teaching 
the language. By many it was feIt that the question of nationality was the fact that 
most urgently prompted the shaping of a separate Norwegian language. Evidently 
the national contrast was the background and actually the real reason for several 
measures or laws on language use passed by Parliament during the final part of 
the 19th century, even if this reason was frequently concealcd in educational 
drapcry. I am now going to mention two of Lhem . 
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In 1878 Parliament unanimously resolved that in primary schools the oral 
instruction should as far as possible be given in the language used by the pupiJs, 
i.e. for most of them in dialect. The language of instruction was especially rel
evant because some school teachers tried to speak strictly according to writing 
and even to teach the pupiIs to follow this norm. This home-made spelling pro
nunciation had a bad reputation as being stiff and artificiaI. In popular speech it 
was called the parish c1erk's Danish. The imminent fear of the spread of this 
pronunciation pattem was feIt by many to be alarming, so that measures had to be 
taken against it. 

The main reason for the reactions against a pronunciation based on writing 
was the foreign origin of the written norm. In Parliament some representatives 
accepted the principle of the pupiIs ' dialect as the recognized pattem of speech 
with enthusiasm, others rather indifferently, and still others more or Ie ss reluc
tantly. But no representative voted against it, and the following year the c1ause 
was introduced into the plan for mother tongue instruction. UntiJ today the princi
ple of 1878 has survived. To bc sure, it has been disputed on several occasions, 
but all the same enforced anew every time, sometimes by school officials, some
times by the Ministry and sometimes by Parliament. Furthermore, the principle 
has been looked upon as a prohibition against the instruction of a standard speech 
norm. It should be noted that the teachers' obligation to use the pupils' dialect has 
been defined and practised Icss restrictively than the concise wording suggests. 
The schoollaw now states that the teachers must accommodate their own speech 
to that of the pupiIs. 

In 1885, as the conclusion of two debates on the language question, Parlia
ment passed an address requesting the Govemment to sec to it that the Norwegian 
Folk Language (i .e. Nynorsk) should be equalized with the Usual Book Language 
(i.e . Bokmäl) both in school and in official use. Afterwards this address has more 
or less officially, though not undisputedly, been regarded as a rule established by 
law. In any case, as a result of this both standards became official, and they have 
remained so ever sincc. The address or request of 1885 is the very foundation of 
the language situation in Norway, as it establishes the official status of equality 
bctween the standards Nynorsk and Bokmàl. Since 1930 it has been elaborated in 
a special law of official language use . 

Section 11: The relations between standards and dialects 

It might be a topic of discussion whether or not the two Norwegian standards 
should be called "Ianguages", as it depcnds om the definition of the concept 
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'language'. It is sufficient for our purpose to say that Nynorsk and Bokmäl are 
both codified standards of writing. They may more or Ie ss adequately represent 
the many speech varieties of Norwegian, which include both ordinary regional 
dialects and varieties with a more or lcss standard-based phonology and morphol
ogy and a regionally marked prosody. As a standard of writing, Nynorsk is used 
by a minority of the population, and it may perhaps on that account be registered 
as a minority language. As to adequacy, however, most linguists would say that 
Nynorsk corresponds better to the speech of the majority of the popu1ation than 
does Bokmàl. This has to do with the different origins of the standards. 

Aasen's norm was mostly based on the structure of the dialects of Western 
Norway, important features of the eastern and northern dialects not being re
nected so much in the surface form of the standard. The very aim of making the 
new-built norm a common denominator of a multiplicity of dialects forced Aasen 
to reconstruct earlier stages in the development of Norwegian. The di stance 
between some of the dialects and the Nynorsk standard has afterwards been 
reduced by successive reforms of orthography and morphology. In the same 
reforms Bokmäl was also changed in the direction of the dialects and of Nynorsk. 

lust as the origins of the two written standards, their fields of application have 
different geographical and sociological bases. Both by origin, extension and ap
plication there are also fundamental differences between the speech varieties 
attached to Nynorsk and Bokmäl. Both written standards are renected in speech 
by some kind of received pronunciation, which is partly determined by spelling 
and partly, especially as regards accent, aresult ofthe spcaker's dialectal substra
tum. 

The differences between the standards count for more. Being derived from 
higher-class Norwegians' pronunciation of Danish writing, the Bokmäl standard 
is associated with the speech of the educated class of the urban population. The 
Nynorsk standard does not have a corresponding basis in the speech of one 
connected stratum of society, iL<; users bcing recruited from speakers who have 
dialects as their first language. Practically no one acquires the Nynorsk standard 
as her or his first language. It is mostly spoken by people having received higher 
education of some sort, preferably as school teachers or philologists, and as some 
of the potential candidates for Nynorsk change to Bokmàl in the course of their 
education or their occupational career, the number of people speaking the stand
ard is relatively smalI . Strangely enough, a person speaking the Nynorsk standard 
does so by conviction, and at present the number of convinced people is not 
overwhelmingly large. I am myself one of the few elect. 

Not being very old or very much used the Nynorsk speech standard, if it 
exists at all, has not been moulded or fixcd either in rough outline or in details. 
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Those who have argued for the necessity of engaging in conscientious and pur
poseful work to develop a more uniform speech norm for Nynorsk have regularly 
been contradieted by other Nynorsk people who do not want a speech standard. 
The latter claim that a common speech norm is superfluous, as we understand 
each other weIl enough speaking our dialects. Neither is a norm desirabIe, as it 
might become an oppressor as speech norms usuaUy do. 

A difficuIt question would be which dialectal characteristics should be cho
sen and whieh ones discarded as the basis of a norm. Those who have used or do 
use a Nynorsk speech norm have taken the pattem of writing as its phonologieal 
and morphologieal basis, using the prosodie pattem of their dialects. This is, I 
believe, the natural way of doing it. 

Now some more words about the speech variety attached to the Bokmäl 
standard. Etymologically, it can be characterized as a mixture of Danish and 
Norwegian elements as it f10ws from two different sources: the grammatieal 
structure of written Danish pronounced with Norwegian tongues. Sociologically, 
it can - at least in origin - be attributed to the higher social classes and their use of 
a speech norm closely dependent on written pattems. The conservative version of 
the Bokmäl speech norm has persisted as a firm and distinct structure, not retreat
ing in its field of application and not being disrupted as a system, even if it has 
been modified as a result of changing times and habits, giving up details that were 
feIt to be archaic, and in some respects becoming more direct and oral, especiaUy 
in syntax, but aU the time intact in its morphology, with only a few inflectional 
endings of scattered words originating in the Norwegian vemacular. Such forms 
can properly be called borrowed elements. 

We should remember, however, that the speech norm of Bokmäl oonsists of 
severallayers, and that it can be called standard even if it possesses many Norwe
gian-based or dialectal characteristics in phonology and morphology. There are 
many altemating orthographic and morphologieal forms in Norwegian writing, 
and so there are in standard speech. 

Even ifthis Bokmäl speech has here for the sake of convenience been attrib
uted to the upper classes of society, it has by now extended far beyond the 
populational strata of that social level. A speech pattem very close to that of the 
higher classes and in vital respects dependent on the present-day version of the 
once imported norm is today the usual means of communication in large sections 
of the middle classes composed of people having secondary or academie educa
tion. Important users are people occupied in the serviee sector. This speech has its 
geographical basis in the most densely populated area of the country, i.e. the 
capital and the towns in the southeast and in the larger towns in other parts of the 
country. Everywhere it has some specific regional characteristies, above aU in its 
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prosodic pattems, less in lexicon and syntax, and least in morphology. If present 
trends of societal organization and economic structure and of demographic move
ments continue, there is every reason to believe that the speech attached to the 
traditional written language will be extended to increasingly broad strata of the 
population, making still greater inroads into the part of the population speaking 
dialects and lower cJass sociolects. 

Section lIl: The attitudes to dialect use 

The present-day relations between the dialects and the speech standard of Norwe
gian Bokmàl presented so far are not, I think, very dissimilar to the corresponding 
relations of other European countries. Just as in other countries there exists a 
superposed speech norm cJoscly attached to the traditional written standard. The 
norm possesses a great deal of social prestige and it tends to be used by an 
increasing number of speakers. 

This is not the wholc picture, though, as in some respects, which I shall now 
go into, Norway is cJearly distinguishable from other countries in this part of the 
world. Perhaps Switzerland might be mentioned as a parallcJ for comparison. As 
in Switzerland, broad layers of the population use a regionally delimited speech 
variety, which we may rightly call dialect, but unlike the Swiss they use it in all 
social situations. There is a widespread acceptance of this speech habit, and even 
representatives of Parliament and other people occupying high social positions 
may in the discharge of their duties use some kind of non-standard variety that 
can properly be cJassified as dialect. 

In the last few decades attention has focussed more on the relationship bet
ween the dialects and the standard than ever before. Especially in the 1970s there 
was an upsurge of interest in dialectal speech and much discussion of the possi
bility or impossibilty of using it in all spheres of social life. The arguments most 
commonly used in favour of dialects and 10wer-cJass sociolects were both lin
guistic, social and humanitarian. It was emphasized that all speech varieties are 
linguistically equaI, and th at the popular belief of their inequality is due to social 
prejudice and to differences of social status of a non-linguistic origin. Every 
person 's right to use frecJy the speech variety which is natural to her or him was 
stressed. The result was that in those years the use of dialectal speech became 
more generally recognized than ever before. So you may hear civil servants of 
various kinds speaking dialect in the exercise of their duties - not only in the rural 
districts, but in the towns as well, and dialect mayalso be used by people engaged 
in private industry, for instance by employees in large warehouses as well as in 
sm all shops in the capitalOsia. 
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The attitudes to dialect use have something to do with the attitudes to the 
standards. If a person speaks dialect himself, he or she will probably be in favour 
of dialect use by Others too. But dialect use must mean less use of the standard. 
So, dialect and standard are competitors in the language arena. This does not 
mean that a friendly attitude to one form of expression necessarily implies hostil
ity to the other. Both may be regarded as adequate expression possibilities for 
different occasions, so that they may supplement each other. Dialect and standard 
may thus be used by the same person, perhaps distributed according to variation 
in social situation. Bidialectism or diglossia is, however, not very widespread. 
There have been and there still are many people growing up with a dialect, who 
sooner or later change to standard. A frequent reason for such a change is move
ment into another geographical area, especially move ment from the countryside 
to a town. Such movements accompany the social mobility that pertains to our 
modem society and is of ten a consequence of schooling and social advance. 

There have been prolonged arguments over the question of dialectal versus 
standard speech. In Norway too, many people who do not themselves have the 
superposed standard variety of Bokmäl as their first language have feIt strong 
social pressure to adopt it. Others, and not only those who acquired the standard 
as their first language, have argued that the standard is the only acceptable variety 
of Norwegian for use in certain spheres of social life. Still others have taken a 
broader and more understanding outlook, insisting that everyone ought to speak 
the variety of Norwegian th at is natural to them, the locally based idiom they 
acquired in the family and among peers in their childhood and youth, as weIl as a 
standard-like speech variety. 

One particular point of controversy about the speech norm have been the 
dynamic and tonal accents used in loanwords of Greek or Latin origin. In the 
superimposed Bokmäl norm words like [av' is] or [dia' lektl are pronounced with 
the stress on the last syllabie. In a very wide dialect area, however, the stress is 
placed on the first syllabie just as in words of native origin, and the tonal accent is 
also different, as in ['avis] and ['dialekt] . On this point the tradition of the 
Nynorsk norm has disregarded the votum given by these dialects, the pattem of 
Bokmäl and of some other dialects being followed instead. But many highly 
qualified and warmhearted spokespeople for the principle of dialectal freedom 
react with disgust at the very thought of prescribing dynamic and tonal accent 
pattems according to a norm, and an upper class norm at that. As a result of an 
outburst of such disgust the Norwegian Language Council some years ago stated 
that if dictionaries intended for school use indicate stress or other elements of 
pronunciation they should include a specification informing their users about the 
non-official status of such advice. 
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Summing up this section of my article, I would say that in public opinion the 
attitudes to dialectal speech vary from enthusiasm and general acceptance, via 
indifference, to open hostility. But on the whoie, I think attitudes are more open 
and tolerant in most social layers in Norway than in other countries in this part of 
the world. The attitudes of individuals change according to social position, per
sonal background and personal speech variety, political attachment and - you 
might say - the one's general view of life. 

Section IV: A morphological ilIustration 

I would like to iIIustrate the different rc\ations each of the standards has to the 
dialects by picking out one particular item of linguistic structure, viz. the suffixed 
definite article for the singular of the feminine gender. As an expression unit this 
syllable comprises more than the feminine gender, as it is also used in the neuter 
pluralis, the past participle of st rong verbs, and in a lot of single words, all 
reflecting the Old Norse ending -in. In the development of this ending as distinct 
from the -inn of the masculine gender, thc thrce-gender system of all Norwegian 
dialects manifests itsclf. This item of linguistic structure has caused great con
flicts and it has been - in the words of the Scripture - a stumbling block for 
Norwegian language planners. 

In written Danish there is no difference between the nouns of the masculine 
gender which once ended in -inn with two n-s, e.g . dag(r)inn, signifying 'day
the', and nouns of the feminine gender which once ended in -in with one n, e.g. 
sólin, signifying 'sun-the' . After the pcriod of Old Danish both ended in -en, as in 
dagen, solen. Like a lot of other structural features, Bokmäl inherited the two 
gender structure from Danish. ft was a manifest feature ofthe written language of 
the generation of 1814, and towards the close of the century Knud Knudsen did 
not venture to include the feminine category in his agenda for the revision of 
Dano-Norwegian. The reformers of this century, however, did 50, but they went 
step by step: deliberatc\y, but slowly and cautiously. In the writing reforms a 
three-gender system was introduced on the basis of dialect structure; the ending 
replacing the common gender ending -en in feminine nouns was -a, as in so/a. 
This ending was set up in rather few words at first, viz . in certain definite catego
ries of words typical of rural life and of homely nature phenomena. In later 
reforms the lexical scope of the ending was broadened, so as to include all words 
having feminine gender in the dialects. This radical norm was an alternative to 
the more traditional one. The ending -a has had a rather different fate in different 
lexical items. 
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Together with other structural features of lower class speech, the ending -a 
was once characterized as vulgar when used in writing. Other characteristics of 
the same kind were also used in spi te of the special state of affairs in Norway: the 
relevant features of dialectal and lower class speech were intrinsically Norwe
gian, whereas the corresponding features of the upper class were not. Expected 
reactions against the inclusion in the wrinen standard of such features were 
mentioned as an actual threat against their possible acceptance by all in the 
committee report that paved the way for the language reform of 1917 when the 
ending -a was launched. It was hoped, however, that the increasing tendency to 
use such forms would gradually take away the stamp of vulgarity that some 
people feIt they possessed. This hope may be said to have been fulfilled to a 
certain extent: many nouns have by now acquired a relatively stabie position with 
the feminine ending -a in certain uses of the language, in certain strata of society 
and in the use of certain authors. But there has been no widespread acceptance of 
such forms by all users, and even where they are accepted they are often not used, 
because tradition has perpetuated the old system. 

The ending -a and its grammatical implications, above all the three-gender 
system, were meant as an illustration of the fundamental issue of the Norwegian 
language situation. The use or non-use of the ending -a may be looked upon as 
symptomatic of two possible varieties within the wrinen Bokmäl norm. The -a 
characterizes the radical, Norwegian-based variety both in feminine nouns and in 
other categories, first and foremost the preterite and past participle of the largest 
class of weak verbs, e.g. kasta 'thrown' as against kastet in the conservative 
variety of Bokmäl. In speech the use of -a depends on both geography and social 
layer, but it is the form used by most speakers, being much more general than in 
writing, and not having such a definite social load. The use of its conservative 
counterparts -en, as in solen, and -et, as in kastet, instead of -a characterizes the 
highest social class. But I repeat that you can also be regarded as speaking 
standard if you use forms in -a. 

I now turn to Nynorsk. In Nynorsk the definite singular of feminine nouns of 
the strong declension has also been an extremely important category. In Nynorsk 
there is a vocalic ending and a three-gender system. As in Bokmäl the same 
ending is used in other categories, the field of application of the ending being 
practically identical with that of Bokmäl. In the various dialects a lot of different 
endings are used. Most dialects have -a as in sola, but there are others having -e, -
ce, -i or -ei and on the analogy of the weak declension even -oog -d. For various 
reasons, both of an aesthetical, historical, and structural character, Aasen chose 
the ending -i as the norm for Nynorsk writing, e.g. soli. Later on, -a was intro
duced by other writers, and in the writing reforms of this century -a won accept-
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ance in the official nonn . In 1938 -a was even set up as the only ending to be used 
in textbooks for schools, and the ending -i was relegated to potential use of pupils 
in their written compositions. The reasons for this replacement of -i by -a were 
the more widespread use of -a in the dialects and the fact that this ending was 
possible also in Bokmäl, which the ending -i was not. The convergence of Nynorsk 
and Bokmäl on this point of grammar was one effect of the introduction of the 
ending -a in both nonns. As a result of this a considerable step was taken in the 
direction of the so-called "samnorsk", i.e. 'Common Norwegian', which some 
believe can be created in a future which seems more or less distant according to 
the language-political c1imate ofthe time. To some people such a rapprochement 
is very desirabIe, to others it is the worst thing th at they can think of. 

At the introduction of -a instead of -i a furious cry of indignation arose among 
Nynorsk adherents of the traditional nonn. Many of them feit that the very iden
tity of their beloved national language building was endangered by this interfer
ence of officiallanguage planners in its innennost columnated halls. After having 
produced protestations and curses, appeals, entreaties, beseechments and new 
protestations and new curses, and after having made various stategic movements 
contrived to make Parliament and various successive govemments restore -i to its 
fonner status, all of them useless, a lot of these stubbom language combatants -
now as the Rock of Ages - are still as much aflame as ever, detennined in their 
will to write -i and not -a, and to have this ending recognized for use in textbooks 
for the schools. 

Section V: Gender variants used in speech 

I will finally give a historicaloverview based on the different variants I have 
already specified, represented here by the suffixed definite article for the singular 
of strong feminine nouns. I will compare the use of speech and writing by differ
ent social layers, looking at them in a historical perspective. 

First, let me present or recap some essentials: In Proto-Scandinavian there 
were - just as in Proto-Gennanic - three grammatical genders, and they survived 
in Old Norse. Today the three genders still exist in Icelandic and Faroese and in 
allorally transmitted Norwegian dialects except one, the dialect of the town of 
Bergen. In the dialects the distinction between the masculine and feminine gen
ders was upheld in fonns corresponding to dagen and sola or soli (and as previ
ously mentioned also with other endings than -a or -i). 

In 1814, at the dissolution of the Dano-Norwegian political union, most Nor
wegians were fanners and fishennen speaking dialects. A minute minority, per-
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haps as small as 1 % of the population (which by the way is the same percentage 
as has been mentioned as users of the Italian standard when Italy was united in 
1870), spoke the variety based on written Danish, but only on rather formal 
occasions. As a daily means of communication they used a variety including 
Norwegian traits of various kinds. Accordingly, due to interference from the 
vernacular, some nouns might be used as feminines dependent on the idiosyncracies 
of the individual speaker, and also on linguistic situation and stylistic level. 

In the course of the 19th century the minority speaking the traditional stand
ard may have increased a little, and it was loosely estimated as representing 5% of 
the population as the century turned and became the 20th one. Today rough 
estimates have put the part of the population speaking standard Bokmäl as 20%. 
The rest speak dialects in one form or another, or some mixture of dialect and 
standard. As to our two illustrating words, only a small fraction of this standard
speaking part of the population will use the form solen. In such a word, which 
refers to a very concrete concept, a large majority will use the feminine form sola. 
Not so in words referring to a more abstract notion. Many people will use e.g. 
sorgen and not sorga signifying 'sorrow-the' alongside sola. 

In writing, however, quite different percentages can be found. 83% of pri
mary school children have Bokmäl as their language of written instruction, and 
because ofthe influence ofthe written tradition very many ofthem will use forms 
such as sorgen and even solen despite their oral forms sorga and sola, at least 
when they have left school, where sola was until recently the only accepted form 
and is still the main variant. Outside school sola is also correct for all uses, but in 
the bustle and stir of everyday social life the massive impact of newspapers, 
books and journals, and of other written manifestations of a modem society 
carries more force, and accordingly the form solen will be maintained by the 
majority of the users. 

Let us return to school and take a look at the dialect-speaking majority of 
80% and its relations to the standard of Nynorsk. By choosing Nynorsk as their 
written norm they could have used in writing their oral forms sorga and sola. But 
as the percentages of choice and use of wrinen standard clearly display, this 
correspondenee is disregarded by a large majority of the possible users. To a 
Nynorsk man like myself such a situation is nothing short of disastrous. In spite 
of that I will close on an optimistic note. The Nynorsk people defy both percent
ages and other trivialities and believe in a glorious future . 
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Section VI: Conclusion 

And now, at the close of my article, let me remind you of how I opened it, by 
paying homage to our ancestors the vikings. We all know how vigourously and 
undauntedly they faced the troubles and difficulties of the world. I will consider 
one particular historical event which shows that in this world nearly anything 
may happen. In the autumn of the year 1066 the Norwegian king Harold the 
Oppressor confronted and fought the then English king Harold Godwinsson in a 
battle at Stamford Bridge east of Vork. If by some unhappy accident the Norwe
gian king had not fallen in th at battle, it could very weil have been Old Norse, the 
parent language of Nynorsk, that became the language of the British Isles instead 
of the mixture of Anglo-Saxon and Roman which was the eventual linguistic 
outcome of the events of that fateful year, when by another accident in the battle 
of Hastings later in the autumn Harold Godwinsson was pierced in the eye by a 
Norman arrowand had an instantaneous death, so that his army was defeated by 
William the Conqueror. Accidents mayor may not happen . Next time they may 
perhaps not happen, or there may not be an accident at all. 
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Abstract 

Eskil Hanssen 

Variation versus standardisation 

The case ofNorwegian bokmàl: 
some sociolinguistic trends 

The articIc deals with the devclopment of the Norwegian standard bokmäl and the 
language situation in Norway at present. Bokmäl came to light during the laller 
half of the 19th century, through refonns of the prevailing wrillen Danish, at the 
same time as the other Norwegian standard, the dialcct-based nynorsk. The prin
ciplcs and ideologies of the bokmäl refonns arc discussed . 

The second part of the article deals with the interaction between wriUen and 
spoken varieties, and their status in society. Examples of prescnt-day linguistic 
changes and the sociolinguistic forces behind them are discussed. 

Historical background of bokTrnU 

Norway has been characterised as a "laboratory" for language planning (Vik~r 
1988:7), and this metaphor may seem appropriate for more than one reason. The 
history of language standardisation is much shorter than in most other European 
countrics, only about 150 years old. On the other hand, language planning in the 
modem sen sc of the word (Fishman 1974:79, Haugen 1979:111) has been very 
actively pursued, and has concerned both wriUen and spoken language. 

The language planning activities in the 19th century were conducted along 
two main lines, resulLing in two wrillen standards, presently called bokmal and 
nynorsk.! It is not possiblc to go into detail about the historical background within 
the limited scope of this article. (An extensive overview is given by Haugen 
1966, sec also Venäs 1990.) Instead I shall discuss the case of bokmal, sketching 
its origin, development, and present status. This I shall do by way of an account 
of some strategies, ideologies, and auempts in the planning of bokmäl, their 
success and failure, and I shalltry to relate them to the present language silUation. 
My main concern will bc how refonns of the wrillen language have been set in 
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relation to the spoken language, and - vice versa - to wh at extent the written 
standard of bokmäl exerts influence upon the spoken language. 

The reason why Norwegian language planning and standardisation started 
relatively late is an obvious political one. During a 400 years long union with 
Denrnark, Danish was superimposed as written language in Norway. The mediae
val language tradition declined gradually during the 15th century, and in the 
following centuries written Norwegian was used practically only in popular po
etry, ballads and so on. By the time of the Reformation Danish had gained a 
strong foothold in Norway; from that time on it was in practice the only official 
language in Norway. The fate of the Norwegian language in the late middle ages 
and early modem time is in many ways similar to that of Frisian, as described 
among others by Vries (1990). The language situation in the following centuries 
is a typical example of linguistic dominanee, in the form of imposition, with 
strong source language agentivity (van Coetsem 1988, 1990), in the sense that 
Danish was imposed upon and exerted its influence upon Norwegian. This was 
the overall picture until far into the 19th century, although some pioneers advo
cated a change in the state of affairs as early as the 1830s. 

The Nordic languages are not only closely rclated, they also have historical 
developments which are quite similar in many ways and to some extent inter
twined . On the Other hand it is striking how different their social history is, 
particularly their history of (modem) standardisation. In contrast to Norwegian, 
two of the other Nordic languages, Swedish and Danish, were established in an 
early modem form in the early 16th century, in connection with the Reformation. 
The New Testament and the whole Bible were translated in Sweden in 1526 and 
1541, and in Denrnark in 1555. These were important events in the process of 
standardisation. In Norway there were no similar efforts, and no attempts at re
establishing a wrinen standard were made during the Reformation. Authors in the 
16th century and later wrote in Danish, with only a few Norwegian word forms 
slipping into their texts. 

Throughout the 16th and 17th centuries both Danish and Swedish were firmly 
established as national languages. They were furthermore cultivated and im
proved, and theoretical dissertations on language problcms were published. In 
Sweden Samuel Columbus' En Svensk Orde-skötsel (1678) and the Danish Peder 
Syv's Den danske Sprogkunst (1685) among others propagate the high qualities 
of the vemacular, and arc parallel to works on language cultivation which were 
published in other countries, e.g. the Netherlands (van der Wal 1990). The estab
lishment ofthe Swedish Academy in 1786 was a landmark; one of the aims ofthe 
academy was to promote the "purity, strength and dignity" of the Swedish lan-
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guage. In Norway the study of language was mainly restricted to collecting 
lexical material from various dialects. 

Language planning in Norway could only begin after the Danish political 
hegemony had come to an end. which happcned in the political turbulence af ter 
the Napoleonic wars. One outcome was that the union bctween Denmark and 
Norway was dissolved in 1814. Norway consequently emerged as a State-Nation 
(Fishman 1972:26). Not long afterwards voices echoing the German philosophi
cal discussion on the problems of Sprache-Nation were heard. 

The new political state of affairs offered a scenario of more options as to the 
written language situation: 
1) gradually to change the prevailing Danish language 
2) to create a written language on the basis of popular dialects 
(Jahr 1989:9). There was actually a third possibility: simply to continue using 
written Danish. This third altemative was possible thanks to the fact that the two 
languages are so c10sely related. (Written Danish is easily understandable to 
Norwegians.) Those who advocated this third view held that nothing at all should 
be done to the Norwegian language situation. 

Points 1 and 2 have a common denominator. the aim to abolish the Danish 
language hegemony in Norway. All three strategies were adopted. partly in paral
lel. An extensive account of the subsequent history of language planning is given 
by Haugen (1966). 

It was the chief poet of the Romantic pcriod. Henrik Wergc1and (1808-1845). 
who first formulated the program for (gradual) reforms. while the school-teacher 
Knud Knudsen (1812-1895) worked out the actual plans. (lncidentally this work 
was carried out at the same time as the the linguist Ivar Aasen (1813-1896) 
codified the dialect-based land~mal norm.) Later on Moltke Moe. who was pro
fessor of folklore. became the leading propagandist for official recognition of the 
reform program. Many of the leading wrilers of the lime. especially Henrik Ibsen. 
were pioneers when il came 10 bringing the reformed versions of Dano-Norwe
gian into use. 

The firsl reform of Norwegian-Danish look pI ace in 1862. and had a ralher 
Iimited scope. One poinl was to change (nationalise) lhe spelling of certain loan
words like Kritik. FUosofi (formerly Critique. PhUosopme elc.). Another point 
was 10 alter the rendering of long vawcls. from double la single spelling (Miil > 
MU"mile"). To scholars who were interesled in language planning it was evident 
lhal more exlensive reforms were necessary. The more fundamental slrategies 
implied expanding the vocabulary. by way of permitting the use of specifically 
Norwegian words. (They were olherwise considered provincialisms and banned.) 
Also a more fundamental spelling reform was necessary. and so was a grammali-
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cal re-modeling. The spoken basis for the reforms was the speech variety used 
mainly by the urban elite and most of the bourgeoisie as weIl. Various names 
have been used for this speech form, the most commonly used and most appropri
ate being dannet dagligtale ("educated everyday speech"). This speech variety 
was developed on the basis of written Danish. The written language served as a 
raw material that was transformed by Norwegian grapho-phonological rules (Seip 
1916); the key-word is spelling pronunciation. Spoken Danish seems to have had 
little effect. This process has been characterised as creolisation by Haugen 
(1982: 16), who classifics the result as a "tertiary" dialect. A by-product of the 
imposition of Danish was sociolinguistic stratification in several cities, e.g. in 
Oslo where there is a traditional, low-status dialect and a distinctly different 
educated speech variety. A common, generally accepted, spoken standard has, 
however, not been developed in Norway. But standard Eastern Norwegian (SEN) 
is extensively used in the capital and neighbouring areas and strongly aspires to 
become an even more widespread standard. Again a case of source language 
agentivity. (See references to van Coetsem above.) 

The revised form of Dano-Norwegian was developed gradually, and eventu
ally codified in 1907. It was implemented very quickly, it was soon universally 
accepted and taken into use (newspapers, public administration etc.). 

In retrospect one may wonder why it took so long to complete the revision of 
DN. The first discussions started in the 1830s, and the actual program or model 
for the linguistic changes, was formulated in the 1850s. So why then did it take 
more than half a century? Why did not the leading groups in society, and other 
users of Danish come to this conclusion at a much earlier stage, that it was 
necessary to reform or restructure the written language on the basis of spoken 
Norwegian? 

During the first stage in the devclopment of the Norwegian bokmiil little 
reference was made to the popular dialects, especially the working-class dialects 
in the cities. Throughout the 19th century there was a growing interest in dialects, 
and an increasingly positive attitude towards dialects in general, especially among 
linguists and politicians who were engaged in language planning. This trend was 
an important aspect of the "national renaissance", which had its hey-day between 
1840 and 1860. Language issues were debated several times in the Storting 
(Parliament) and the most important resolution was made in 1878. It was then 
decreed that elementary school children were entitled to use their dialects in 
schools. They were not to be forced to use a national spoken standard, neither in 
nor outside the c1ass-room . Teachers, in turn, were obliged to accept and respect 
the children 's own speech varieties (Jahr 1981 :77). 
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The refonns of bokmäl in this century were conducted along different lines, 
since the opposition of Norwegian vs. Danish was no longer at issue. Many 
language planners, politicians etc. claimed that bokmä/ ought to have a broader 
basis, and not only relate to the speech variety of the upper classes. This aim 
could bc achieved by introducing more fonns from popular dialects. (For exam
ple a three gender system.) At the same time there was to be more cooperation 
bctween bokmä/ and /andsma/ (nynorsk). Such was the explicit policy of lan
guage refonns in this century, and most language planners were optimistic, hop
ing (and sincercly believing) that the aim could bc rcached shortly afterwards. 
The refonns ofbokmäI in 1917, 1938 and 1959 all reflected these ideas. Particu
larly interesting arc their basic ideas, and how they challenge the notion th at "the 
standard is [ ... 1 THE language, the dialects bcing corrupt deviations from it." 
(Milroy 1987, in Joseph 1987:vii) 

After 1917 there was long but steady progress for the dialect-based fonns in 
written bokmäl, although the process did not go as quickly and smoothly as the 
optimist,> had hoped. Gradually it became apparent that the new attempts met 
with limited success, and there was at times considcrable opposition from strong 
pressure groups of traditionalists. In 1980 the basic principles of language plan
ning such as they had been since the beginning of the century were reversed . But 
several results of earlier dialcct-oriented language planning remain. In order to 
avoid too strong conflict'; with tradition, a strategy of non-obligatory refonns had 
been adopted (from 1917 and onwards). Thus the nonn system of bokmäI (and 
nynorsk as weIl) contains traditional as weIl as modem (i.e. dialeçt-based) vari
ants, pennitting composite varielies on a scale of traditional fonns on the one 
hand, and dialectal/socioleclal ones on the olher. This is certainly one feature of 
the Norwegian language situation which is rather unusual, since modem stand
ardised languages nonnally do not have such built-in variability. It is practically 
unknown in Swedish and Danish, and in English free variation is restricted to 
minor details like is not/i.sn' t. In the case of Norway this principle has been a 
means of satisfying different demands concerning direcLions in language plan
ning, and hence a means of preventing language conflict. 

2 Interaction of varieties: written and spoken 

My second main point concerns lhe influence of wrilten language upon speech 
varieties. I consider this an interesting sociolinguistic question, which can be 
looked al historically or in a contemporary light. It is a question that is nol 
altogether easy to explore. 
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One has to take into account the two language planning strategies that 1 have 
dealt with above: 1) the promotion of dialect use in public domains (e.g. schools); 
2) revision of the written standard on the basis of "the people's true spoken 
language". It is a plausible hypothesis that these two factors would decrease, if 
not prevent, any influence from the written language upon the spoken varieties. 
To wh at extent is this the case? 

It is by no means difficult to find examples of influence from written lan
guage, in the form of borrowing of lexical and grammatical forms into dialects. A 
lot of older and more recent examples can easily be found . As to the older ones it 
is evident in most cases that they have a Danish origin (i.e. writtén Danish), and 
the extent of their use varies between different sodal and regional dialects. Let 
me mention a few cases from the range of social variation in Oslo. The high 
(prestige) variety of Oslo has a number of recurring features which contrast 
c1early with the popular variety, such as exlensive use of monophthongs, where 
the popular variety has diphthongs (like most other dialects); more voiced 
postvocalic stops, as opposed to unvoiced ones and only two genders (feminine 
forms are identical to masculine). Consider the following examples: 

High Pop Written 

Monophth./dipth. rö:k röyk r~yk/[r~kF "smoke" 
ste:n stcin stein/[sten 1 "stone" 
blö:t bläut bl~t/blaut "wet" 

Postvoc. stops vo:ben vo:pen vapen "weapon" 
vidne vitne vitne "witness" 
vogne vokne vakne "wake up" 

2 vs. 3 genders tid'n tia (f) tiden/tida "the time" 
bAt'n bät'n (m) baten 

(The question of feminine forms has been the most controversial single issue in 
previous language debates. The conservative wing of language activists have 
strongly opposed the use of the feminine definite suffix -a.) 

On the other hand one can point to several counterexam pies - cases of lack of 
influence from written language. One might think that it is impossible to verify 
such claims. However, by using a contrastive method one can bring such cases to 
light. By comparing Swedish and Danish 10 Norwegian Haugen has been able to 
demonstrate that Norwegian in general is less influenced in such ways than the 
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two other languages. The following table shows the usual pronunciation of such 
fonns. 

Danish Swed Norw WriUen 

Def.art. neut. hü:set hü:set hü:se huset "the house" 
Def.art . fem. su:len su:len su:la solenlsola "the sun" 
" neut.pl. hü:sene hü:sen hü:sa husenelhusa "the houses" 

Pret. I st cl. kastede kastade kasta kastalkastet "threw" 

One can furthennorc notice that in Norwegian the stop /kI has not replaced the 
affricate Icl before high front vowcls, such as in Danish (e.g. /k(/JÖI for older fonns 
as IC(/JÖI ~d "meat", /kysel for Icyscl kysse "ki ss"). (Haugen 1982:15). In Swcd
ish a retroflex Idl has rcplaced Irl in postvocalic position in words like /bu:dl bord 
("tabie") and /ho:dl härd ("hard"); this change is undoubtedly caused by the 
wriuen fonn. The pronunciation in Norwegian educated everyday speech is with 
a final Irl (dialectally retroflex flap); accordingly there is no tendency to spelling 
pronunciation. Other examples can be mentioned. In Norwegian only points 2 
and 3 have taken place to a limited extent. These changes have for instance never 
penetrated into the popular dialect variety of the capital. The conclusion must be 
that spelling pronunciation has been and still is much less common in Norway 
than in the neighbouring countries Sweden and Denmark. And there is very little 
tendency today - if any - that spelling pronunciation functions as prestige fonns 
that diffuse into spoken varieties. 

Under the present circumstances, with the modem mass media and universal 
literacy one might expect th at social and regional dialects would be under heavy 
pressure from centralising forces. But here the conclusions are not evident; ongo
ing processes point in more than one direction. Let us consider the use of dialects 
and other non-standard varieties today and relate them to sociolinguistic do
mains. 

The Norwegian language consists of a large number of regional and social 
dialects, which are used as the everyday language of most people. They are not 
confined to remote or isolated areas, but rather constitute a continuous sociolin
guistic landscape. These varieties are on the whole mutually understandable, and 
they generally enjoy a high status in society. One must conc1ude this from a 
number of observations. One is that geographical and social mobility has rela
tively liule effect on the language use of individuals. People tend to preserve their 
primary variety, or modify it only slightly. This is nonnally the case with people 
who move from one part of the country to another. And it happens regularly with 
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people employed in public administration, in the educational system, radio and 
TV. The general tendency is that they use some form of modified dialect, rather 
than change completely to some standard variety. 

One consequence of this practice on the part of inividuals is that dialects and 
modified dialects are used outside their primary domains, the local communities. 
One can observe this in nation-wide radio and television programs, like news 
bulletins, weather forecasts, etc. Parliamentary debates take place in a numher of 
language varieties, and speakers will never he subjected to ridicule, stigmatisation 
or contempt. At any given time there are one or more government ministers who 
use speech varieties with distinctly dialectal colouring. Scveral language forms 
can function as non-standard indicators, e.g. the I st person pronoun le:1 , lre:1 
instead of the standard Ijrei/, or the masculine plural ending lal instead of le(r)1 in 
words like Inasu:na/ "nations" for the standard form /nasu:ner/. Such extensive 
use ofnon-standard varieties would not he possible without a considerable amount 
of tolerance and acceptance in society, which means that there is a shared set of 
social norms implying that using one 's dialect is regarded as positive and appro
priate. People usually do not have to switch to a "higher" variety, like standard 
Eastem Norwegian. It is in fact possible to "speak for the nation" and use one's 
primary dialect in a pure or modified form. 

The sociolinguistic pluralism that 1 have sketched does not imply that all 
varieties are always equal. Indeed there are varieties that have a low social status, 
such as the case is with the popular variety in the capital. And there are dominant 
varieties. 1 have already mentioned that standard Eastem Norwegian enjoys a 
high prestige, and strongly aspires to hecome an even more widespread standard 
of spoken Norwegian. This variety exerts its influence through mass media, and 
in various forms of public communications. The influence of the written boknuil 
will generally work in the same direction. 

It is a popular myth that SEN influences heavily upon dialects, and contribute 
to the levelling out of old dialect features, thus leading to widespread linguistic 
uniformity. One can certainly find examples. However, 1 should like to contest 
this view, if only to balance the popular view. 

First of all 1 shall argue that dominant varieties act differently upon the 
different levels oflanguage. The "openness" 10 standard influnce cannot he meas
ured precisely, but 1 think that one can set up the following scale which indicates 
roughly decreasing degrees influence. 1 must emphasise thal this is a very general 
model, which has to he verified by funher research. 
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morphology 
prosody 

Accents and stress seem to be at approximately the same level as other phono
logica! features. Two levels seem to stand apart: syntax and pragmatics. It is hard 
to assess to what degree syntactic and pragmatic rules are indined to be changed. 

Let me illustrate these assumptions by an example. Consider the case of a 
civil servant in a small town in Northem Norway who is a typica! member ofthe 
local speech community. She uses the local dialect, also when dealing with topics 
like the PC in the office. There is no variety switching, neither situational, nor 
according to theme(s). There may be some accommodation when she speaks to 
unknown persons who use standard Eastem Norwegian. In the office, speaking to 
her colIegues, she utters the following sentence: 

/kern so formatert di nye diska:tan/ 
Who that formatted the new fdiskettes+DEF] = "Who formatted the new 
diskettes?" 

We see that there is complete morpho-phonological adaptation of two "ncw" 
words. (The weak verb preterite suffix has the typical dialect form /tl vs. SEN /te/ 
, the definite plural suffix is /anl (indef. /aI) vs. SEN /ene/. Also the syntactical 
form is distinctly dialectal: the question is formed with interrogative + relative 
pronoun, where standard Norwegian requires only the interrogative). This exam
ple shows, among other things, th at innovations at one level- in casu the lexical
do not entail changes at the other ones. 

A more general and systematic example would be the ongoing changes in 
nominal morphology, more specifically the formation of plurals in nouns. This 
part of the grammatical system has undergone considerable changes in recent 
times, and in many dialects these processes are still going on. So we see here 
several good examples of the non-static nature of today's language. 

There are still a number of dialects which have preserved the archetypical 
ncw norse system (the basis for Ivar Aasens landmull standard (Venäs 1990». 
This system is presented in a simplified form in fig . I, stage 1. A distinction is 
made between 3 genders and 3 subcategories in the feminine category and 2 in 
the masculine. At the second stage, where the majority of dialects are today, the 
weak feminines have had their distinctive ending -or replaced by -er (e.g. lflasko/ 
~ Iflaske/ "boUles"). This is to say that the subcategory merges with the most 
common one: the strong feminines with plural forms in -e(r). Other examples are 
klokker "clocks", veker "weeks". 

Until recently a large number of dialects had a system like the one of stage 2. 
(This stage represents the present written standard of nynorsk.) 
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During the last 30 - 40 years there has been a widespread transition to an even 
more simplified system, which is rendered as stage 3. The distinction between 
feminine and masculine nouns is preserved, but there are no subclasses which 
resembie the opposite gender in either category. 

It would be reasonabie to assume that such changes as I have outlined are 
caused by a spread of the prestigious variety of standard Eastem Norwegian. This 
is the most frequently used variety on radio and television, and corresponds with 
the written standard bokmäl. They might easily serve as modeis, and (thanks to 
their social prestige) act as driving forces in the simplif'ication processes. To 
some extent this is undoubtedly the case. On the other hand, one can observe that 
a number of dialects do not develop in the direction of the standard. This fact is 
particularly interesting from a sociolinguistic point of view. But if they do, they 
certainly do not not take the shortest way. This appears to be the case when we 
compare past and present morphological changes in dialects with the systems of 
bokmäl and standard Eastem Norwegian. 

The noun morphology of bokmäl as weil as SEN is a relatively simple one, 
that of stage 5. No distinction is made between masculine and feminine in the 
plural (only in the singular), neithcr indeftnite nor deftnite; both have the suffixes 
-er and -ene. A dialect in transition from stage 2 to 3 would certainly acquire a 
considerable simplification by letting all masculines get the lerl ending. Such a 
development has taken place in a large number of East Norwegian dialects some 
time in the past, but does not seem to be the model for present-day processes. 
Consider the urban dialect of Larvik and the surrounding rural dialects in South
East Norway. Systematically they represent stage 2, in trasition to 3. There are 
still elderly people who distinguish between the -ar and -er-endings (phonetically 
[är] and [er]), e.g. Istu:lärl "chairs" and /betjkerl "benchcs". But among people 
aged 50 or younger one will generally he ar lärl used instead of ler/: /legärl "legs", 
Isekärl "sacks", /jestärl "guests" etc. Thus the subcategory that formerly had -er 
plural forms is being absorbed into the -ar-group (where the majority of mascu
line nouns belong). This happens in spite of the fact that -er conforms better with 
standard Eastem Norwegian and written bokmäl. What we observe here is that in 
a regional dialect which is in close contact with SEN and has a considerable 
number of SEN-speakers within its area, the recent changes in morphology do not 
follow the pattem of the dominant SEN. Therefore there have to be other socio
linguistic forces at work than the influence of SEN. These forces do not prevent 
the intemal structural changes, but still preserve a dialect system that is easily 
recognisable and that the members of this community can identify with. Although 
SEN is undoubtedly a dominant variety, its agentivity is in many respects limited. 
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Rather it appears that most changes in noun morphology in Norwegian dialects 
are internally induced changes. 

The present language situation in Norway can best be describcd as a plural
ism of primary and modified varicties. These varieties are used in practically 
every domain of societallife. and dialect speakers are not generally exposed to 
ridicule or discrimination. at least not to the degree that often happened in the 
past. At the same time dialects are undergoing considerable changes. possibly 
more than in any previous period. Minor regional differences tend to disappear. 
resulting in varieties that cover largcr areas. The present changes are mostly 
internally induced developments. and very aften do not mean convergence be
tween dialects and the written standard or the dominant spoken varieties. 
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Morphological changes 

Plural fonnation of nouns3 

Feminine 

I 0 0 
~ 

0 
/ 

2 0 0 
~ 

3 0 
I 

4 0 

5 0 

Examples: (Stage 1) 

Masculine 

0 0 
I I 

0 0 
~ 
0 

I 

0 

Feminine: tida "times" - klokkor "clocks" - vikar "bays" 
Masculine: gjester "guests" - batar "boats" 
Neuter: hus "houses" 
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Neuter 

0 
I 

0 
I 

0 
I 

0 
I 

0 
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Notes 

Until 1929 the official terms for the two written standards were riksmiJl and landsmiJl. I shall use 
the term bokmiJl for the period as well, although it is not historically correct. Today the term riksmäl 
denotes a conservative, not officially approvcd variety of bokmäl . 

2 The forms in [ 1 have a restricted use; they are not permittcd in certain areas of official use 
(school-hooks etc.). 

3 The two genders are distinguished in the singular, but this is not shown on the chart. 
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Abstract 

T.Bull 

Dialect and standard in a language contact 
area in northem Norway 

The region focused on in this paper has for several centuries been multi-ethnic 
and multilinguistic, incorporating indigenous Sami-speaking people, an immi
grated Finnish contingent and an increasing Norwegian-speaking population. 
The aim of the present paper is to investigate the relationship of the Norwegian 
standards and the vernacular of the Norwegian-speaking locals in the language 
contact are as in the north of Norway. 

Figure 1: Map of the northern part of Northern Norway 
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The further north one moves in Norway, the less known are the linguistic varie
ties spoken by the local population, and the less they are investigated. The founder 
of Norwegian dialectology, Ivar Aasen (1813-1896), travelled through large parts 
of the country investigating dialects which he considered 'pure', 'genuine' and 
'original' . He never reached the far north. On the whoie, Aasen did not consider 
the North-Norwegian dialects to be of any great importance. In 1851 he wrote in a 
letter that there was "intet at udrette i sprogveien", i.e. nothing to do linguistically 
in the northem parts of the country. Aasen, of course, was a product of his time, 
his views coinciding in many ways with the romantic attitudes of the nineteenth 
century. In older memoirs and travel accounts similar opinions are expressed, 
often in a rather condescending manner. I will quote one rather curious example 
from 1802: 

On the subject of proverbs or adages, in which thc language is by no means rich, 
I must not omit lO mention one common among the Norwegian rustics in Finmark. 
Wh en they would give the sincerest testimony of commiseration and grief at any 
misfortune or calamity, be thc condition of the sufferer ever so distinguished or 
exalted, they exclaim, BEISTE STAKKAR, that is, POOR BEAST, an expression which 
conveys to them the liveliest sense of compassion and sorrow. (Acerbi 1802: 
150) 

Since Aasen 's time Norwegian dialectologists have been active mapping and 
analysing especially rural dialects, mostly in the southem part ofthe country. Not 
until the 1970's have the northemmost Norwegian dialects been put on the agenda, 
and from that time onwards many of the varieties that have been investigated 
have been analysed mostly from a sociolinguistic point of view. 

The reasons for the lack of interest in the linguistic varieties in the north of 
Norway are many. One has to do with mulilingualism and language contact 
phenomena in the area. The scientific work of Ivar Aasen and the dialectologists 
following in his footsteps ultimately aimcd at constituting and building the Nor
wegian nation symbolically, i.e. proving that Norway was an autonomous nation, 
separated from Denmark linguistically, and thus nationally as weil. Aasen him
self founded a new language norm on the basis of the common structure of the 
dialects. He called this norm 'Landsmäl'. Long af ter it had gained official status, 
it was to be renamed 'Nynorsk' , literally 'New Norwegian'. The northem dialects 
were more or less excluded from Aasen 's description of this common denomina
tor. Language contact phenomcna were contradictory to a view that defined the 
nation through the existence of one distinct national language. Thus the mere 
existence of such phenomcna within the borders of the Norwegian nation were a 
threat to the Romanticists' concept of 'nation' and 'nationallanguage'. 

Against this background it is a great paradox that the linguistic varieties ofthe 
northem language contact areas have been considered both nondialectal and stand-
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ard-like. This is true both of folk-linguistic opinions and attitudes, and to a cenain 
extent of linguistic judgements and descriptions as weIl. This peculiar view has 
survived for generations, and still people tend to say that in Finnmark and in the 
nonhem pan of Troms the locals speak 'Bokmäl', i.e. "book language", which is 
the name of the standard norm descending from Danish. Finnmark and Troms are 
the northemmost counties of Norway. Even in standard textbooks on Norwegian 
dialectology it has often been said that the influence of Bokmäl on the northem 
varieties is considerable. This is indeed very strange, also because the locals like 
most Norwegians from all over the country speak lheir local dialect in all kinds of 
social contexts, in a more or less modified way, even outside the local sphere and 
in formal situations. Thus. one of lhe aims of my paper is to try to analyse and 
discuss the relationship between the standard Bokmäl and the vemacular of the 
Norwegian-speaking locals in the language contact areas in the extreme north of 
Norway. 

The region focused on in this paper has for several centuries been multi
ethnic and multilinguistic. The original population was Sami (or Lappish). Dur
ing the nineteenlh and twenticth centuries the area in question was strongly 
Norwegianized, the last decades ofthe period apparently and hopefully putting an 
end to a long period of Norwegian colonization. In the eighteenth and nineteenth 
centuries quile a few Finnish-speaking immigrants moved into the area, lhus 
broadening the basis of multilingualism in lhe region. In this way the northem
most pan of Norway exhibits linguistic examples of language contact between a 
Germanic language, Norwegian, on the one hand. and two Finno-Ugric lan
guages, Sami and Finnish. on the other. The process of Norwegianization has 
been strongest and most influential along the coast line. In the inland area of 
Finnmark, Sami is still astrong language, very much alive. In 1990 Sami was 
given official status as being equivalent with Norwegian in pans of the region. 
The use of Finnish, on the other hand, seems to be decreasing. By now, the 
Norwegian-speaking population is by far the largest one. People with a Norwe
gian mother tongue tend to be monolingual. Sami- and Finnish-speaking people 
arc always bilingual, mastering Norwegian as weIl as their mother tongue. 

One explanation why people in this area are said to speak standard Bokmäl is 
related to the fact that lhe Sami- and Finnish-speaking inhabitants were taught 
standard Norwegian in school and were forced to abandon lheir mother tongues 
outside the Sami and Finnish localities and in all fonnal situations both within 
and outside the local area. Their target language in the process of Norwegianization 
and acculturation was standard Bokmäl. But of course their competence in Nor
wegian cannot be compared wilh the competence of a native speaker of Norwe-
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gian. And the native Norwegian speakers in the north spoke - and still speak - a 
local (or regional) variety of Norwegian. 

There is an element oftruth, though, in the myth about the northemers speak
ing Bokmäl or at least something close to Bokmäl. The regional vocabulary has a 
higher frequency of words or word- forms which correspond to the standard forms 
of Bokmäl. Examples like ikke (not), mye (much), uke (week), hjem (home), 
compared with ikkje, mykje, vekkalvikka, heim which are the forms used in the 
monolingual vicinity, are random examples, but they verify my claim. Spelling 
pronunciation of words like videre (wider/further), andre (other), bedre (lJetter), 
mindre (less), siden (later) (the d being pronounced), gives similar verification. 
Examples of grammatical accommodation to standard Bokmäl are the plural 
forms blar (leaves or magazines), kruu (knees) and trter (trees) instead of the 
dialect forms bla, kne and tre, and the present tenses kommer (comes) and sover 
(sleeps) instead of kjem and s~v . By now I have probably recorded the bulk of 
current lexical items and word forms borrowed from the Bokmäl-standard. What 
all these words or word-forms have in common is high frequency. They are all 
forms that are often used. Less frequent words normally appear in a dialectal 
form. This focusing on the vocabulary is by no means surprising, vocabulary 
being the level non-linguists are most consciously aware of, but which linguists 
consider the least central to the operation of the system. My reasoning in this 
paper is in accordance with what is emphasized in traditionallinguistics; I prefer 
to stress the potential impact of standardization upon phonology, morphology 
and syntax rather than on vocabulary. Since the lexicon is the most 'open ' of 
linguistic levels, it is the least useful for such purposes as those aimed at in the 
present paper. Thus the tradition in linguistics of marginalizing it is understand
able, if not on the whole justifiable. However, there is no room for discussing the 
marginal place of the level of vocabulary in linguistics in this connection; suffice 
it to state that lexical changes and lexical borrowings are not believed to entail 
readjustment of the linguistic system as a whoie. 

Even though the Norwegian varieties in the multi-ethnic areas are considered 
nondialectal and standard-like, they are at the same time taken to be low-prestige. 
Speaking of prestige, it is worth noting th at the Latin etymon praestigium meant 
'an ilIusion, a juggler's trick'. In our case the etymology of the word is strikingly 
ironic. 

Thus, the sociolinguistic situation and the linguistic attitudes in the region 
seem contradictory and paradoxical. People speaking these nonhem varieties 
constantly meet some son of double-communication about their native speech 
from outsiders, and also from influencial institutions, as for instance school. This 
may clearly lead to a double-bind situation for the individual. 
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There is of course a problem of delining the standard. A 'standard' definition 
might be something like the following: A standard language is that variety of a 
language which has gained literary and cultural supremacy over the other varie
ties and is accepted also by the speakers of the other varieties as a more proper 
form of thatlanguage than other varieties. But such a delinition has to be modi
lied in many ways. In David Crystal's dictionary on linguistics standard(ization) 
is defined as follows: 

A term used in SOCIOUNGUlSTICS to refer to a prestige VARlETY of LANGUAGE used 
within a SPEr:C1I COMMUNlTY. 'Standard languages/dialects/varieties' cut across 
regional differences, providing a unified means of communication, and thus an 
institutionaliscd NORM which can be uscd in the mass-media, in teaching the 
language to foreigners, and so on. Linguistic FORMS or DIALECTS which do not 
conform to this norm are then referred to as sub-standard or (with a less pejora
tive prefix) non-standard - though neither term is intended to suggest that other 
dialect forms 'Iack standards' in any Iinguistic sense. The nalural development of 
a standard language in a speech communily (or an altempl by a communily to 
impose one dialect as a standard) is known as 'standardisation'. (Crystal 1985 :286) 

It is interesting and important in this connection to notice that Crystal speaks 
about standardization as a natural developmenl. Lars S. Vik0r's definition is also 
worth quoting: 

'a speech variely which has been formally codified, which is altached la a wril
ing standard, and which is c1aimed la have validily as a norm for speakers of 
other varieties of the language'. (Vik0r 1989:42) 

What definitions such as these do not take into account is the fact that from a 
certain pcrspcctive a standard language is an artilicial product. A standard is for 
instance forced to be more stabIe and less varied than other natural languages 
since it is a standard through the very fact of its being the wrilten norm. Linguistic 
norms, of course, exist at many levels. Standard norms constitute one type of 
norm. There are many theoretical problems attached to the notion of standard and 
standardness that I cannot consider in this connection. In modem linguistics the 
phenomenon of standardization has not been of central interest. Consequently, 
linguistic theories and modcls usually do not take language standardization into 
account. Within traditional structuralism Coseriu 1952 (cited here from Joseph 
1987) proposed a third intermediate level between de Saussure's langue and 
parole, which he termed la norma, 'the norm', and which is constituted by "the 
body of traditionally and socially lixed restrictions against the rules of langue 
being extended absolute1y." (Joseph 1987:28) This is expanded on by Joseph in 
this way : 

Saussure had comparcd langue la the rules of chess, parole to an actual game 
being playcd; Coseriu (1962:60) likens lhe norm 10 the characlerislic moves and 
ways of playing ( ... ) of an individual or groups of individuals. ( .. . ) 
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The characteristics of an individual may actuaJly differ from those of the group 
as a whoIe; in fact given the level of human individuaJity they are certain to differ 
in some way or other. Thus Coseriu divides the norm inlo lwo sublevels: the 
'sociaJ' norm, hierarchically closer lO langue, and the individual norm, closer to 
parole. (Joseph 1987:28) 

Thus standardization is more or less the same as the social norm in Coseriu's 
terminology. One should, nevertheless, bear in mind that the concept of stand
ardization is even more complex in the Norwegian case than in many other 
western societies. First, bccause there is not one official Norwegian standard, but 
two, Nynorsk and Bokmäl . Nynorsk and Bokmäl are mutually totally comprehen
sible. Secondly, the differences within each of the two standards are perhaps as 
interesting as the differences between them . In both standards there are variants 
or alternatives (i.e. alternative words, forms and grammatical constructions) from 
which the writer (or speaker) can choosc; the different alternatives are usually 
referred to by the adjectives radical and moderate or conservative. Through this 
considerabJc variation within the standards the very notion of stability as a crite
rion of standardness is threatened. Furthermore, in such a situation there is no 
strict dichotomy bctween the standards and the non-standard varieties, but rather 
a continuurn . Peter Trudgill , who for many years has been interested in the 
Norwegian linguistic situation, describes the possibility of choice within the 
standards in this way: 

In my own view il is in many ways a good silualion, since il means lh at far more 
Norwegians than would olherwise be the case are able to leam to read, and if they 
wish, speak and express themselves in a standard language that closely resem
bIcs their own native variely (dialectal variation being quile considerabIe in 
Norway). Far fewer Norwegian children find lhemselves in lhe difficult situation 
of lhe Lowland Scots or Black English speaker. (Trudgill 1975:150-151) 

Now then, how standard-like or standardized are the North-Norwegian dialects in 
the multi-ethnic region? My analysis is based on data I collected in a small village 
situated in the municipality of Lyngen in the county of Troms, and on data 
collected by Jorid Hjulstad Junttila and Aud Kirsti Pedersen in a somewhat larger 
village just across the fjord from the place where I did my fieldwork. A character
istic pattem of language use is found in these villages. The oldest informants are 
bilingual in Norwegian and Sami or Norwegian and Finnish; some are even 
trilinguaI . Most middle aged people have a passive competence in one of the 
Finno-Ugric languages, while most children and youngsters are monolingual 
Norwegian speakers. I consider these villages representative of other multi-ethnic 
localities of the Northem part of Norway. Moreover, the conc1usions of this paper 
are also based on informal observations in other parts of the region. 
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The Norwegian dialects of the region have naturally been influenced by Sami 
(and perhaps Finnish) substratum elements through a long period of co-existence. 
Against this background, Iconsider it reasonable to claim that the Norwegian 
linguistic varieties in these are as arc the youngest and most recently formed ofthe 
Norwegian dialects. 

In order to have concrete Iinguistic material to draw upon when trying to 
draw conclusions about the relationship between the vemacular and the standard, 
1 have chosen to concentrate my analysis on the inflection of nouns. An idealised 
noun paradigm for the Norwegian variety of the monolingual areas in the county 
ofTroms and the coast of Finnmark is givcn in Figure 2: 

Figure 2: Noun paradigmfor Troms and coasta/ Finnmark Norwegian : 

Singu/ar Plural 
Indefinite Definite Indefinite Definite Example 

en - 0 -en -a -an bAt - 'boat' 
m en - 0 -cn -a -an bekk - 'brook' 

en - 0 -cn -a -an bakke - 'hili' 

ei - 0 -a -c -en bru - 'bridge' 
f ei - 0/-a (veske/veska) -a -e -en veske - 'bag' 

ei - 0 -a -c -en elv - 'river' 

n et - 0 -e -0 -an hus - 'house' 
et -0 -e -a -an 0ye - 'eye' 

Because Old Norse had a system of nound declension both according to gender 
and stcms, and this still is reflected in many modem dialects the examples of the 
paradigm are chosen to represent diffcrent sterns of nouns in addition to the three 
genders. Since the purpose here is comparison with thc written standards, the 
transcription of the morphs is held close to normal orthography. Moreover, for 
the sake of comparison the paradigm of Lhe examples above is given in standard 
Bokmäl in Figure 3 and in standard Nynorsk in Figure 4. 
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Figure 3: Noun-paradigm, Bokmdl 

en bAt bäten bäter bAtene 
m en bekk bekken bekker bekkene 

en bakke bakken bakker bakkene 

ei/en bru brua/[bruen] bruer bruene 
f ei/en veske veska/vesken vesker veskene 

ei/en elv elva/elven elver elvene 

n et hus huset hus husalhusene 
et 0ye 0yet 0yer/0yne 0ya/0yene/0ynene 

Figure 4: Noun-paradigm, Nynorsk 

ein bAt bAten bAtar bätane 
m ein bekk bekken bekker/[ -ar] bekkene/[ -ane] 

ein bakke bakken bakkar bakkane 

ei bru brua/[brui] bruer bruene 
f ei veske veska vesker veskene 

ei elv elva/[elvi] elvar/[ -er] elvane/[ -ene] 

n eit hus huset hus husa/[-i] 
eit auge augel/auga auge/augo augataugo 

As to the system in masculine and neuter, the Norwegian dialects of the multi
ethnic and multilingual areas are completely in accordance with the idealized 
pattern of Figure 2. But in the feminine gender a certain transitinn to common 
gender seems to have taken place. Almost - but not quite - everywhere in the 
language contact areas the feminine indefinite singular artic1e ei has been re
placed by the masculine artic1e en. Thus en has become a common gender marker 
ofthe indefinite form singular. In the same way the possessive pronouns min, din, 
sin, which are the masculine forms, replace the specific feminine marker mi, di, 
si, and the masculine adjectives liten and egen replace the feminine forms lita og 
eiga, as is shown in Figure 5. 
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Figure 5: Gender reduction in possessive pronous and adjectives. 

Dialect in monolingual areas Dialect in multilingual areas 

m min din Sin=====-
f mi di 

. common gender 
SI 

min din sin 

m liten eigen/cgen 

f lita 
. => common gender 

elga 
liten egen 

Examples: en Uten jente - a small girl (common gender has replaced f. ei lita 
jen te) 

min egenjente - my own girl (common gender has replaced f. mi eiga 
jente) 

This levelling or simplifying tendency may be explained as a result of the multi
lingual situation. rather than as influence from one particular variety of standard 
Bokmäl. this variety in fact nOl being in accordance with the variety taught in the 
schools. 

Except for the indefinite article in the singular of the nouns and the pronouns 
and adjectives mentioned. the dialects analysed have maintained the difference 
bet ween masculine and feminine gender. always in the definite form singular. 
and also in the plural. However. especially young people seem to accept -a and -
an as plural markers of fcminine nouns. analogous to the masculine and neuter. 
This analogy is accomplished in othcr varieties. e.g. in Finnmark. Thus. it is 
tempting to predict that a development towards complete analogy in the plural is 
in progress in large areas. especially because this development has reached a 
more advanced stage in other regions. An idealised panern of a gradual transition 
is shown in Figure 6. 
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Figure 6: Transitionfromfeminine gender to common gender: 

Original North Norwegianfeminine paradigm: 

ei bru brua brue bruen 'bridge' 
ei b0tta/e b0tta b0tte b0tten 'bucket' 

Stage 1 of transition : 

en bru brua brue bruen 
en b0tta/e b0tta b0tte b0tten 

Stage 2: 

en bru brua brue bruan 
en b0ne b0tta b0tte b0ttan 

Stage 3: 

en bru brua brua bruan 
en b0ne b0tta b0tta b0ttan 

Stage 4: 

en bru *bruen brua bruan 
en b0ne *b0tten b0tta b0ttan 

There are exceptions to this idealized panern, though. One in particular 'should he 
mentioned. In the eastern part of Finnmark the ending -er in the indefinite plural 
may he heard, especially in the feminine gender, but also in the masculine and 
neuter. This exception to the North Norwegian grammatical system may duly he 
interpreted as an influence from the Bokmäl standard. 

At Sage 4 of the idealized panern of transition the originaUy feminine forms 
are completely analogous with the masculine. No variety in the area in question 
has reached this stage as yet. Several have stopped at stage I, 2, or 3. My 
motivation for suggesting such a Stage 4 is the fact that there are other Norwegian 
varieties that have coalesced the masculine and the feminine gender, e.g. the 
Bergen dialect. Moreover, this stage represents the ultimate stage of a rather 
systematic developmental panern. The data of the two dialects analysed agree 
with stage 1. As mentioned above, the pattern of transition is an idealized one. 
Actually, one may find feminine paradigms having reached stage 2 or 3 as far as 
the plurals are concerned, but having omitted stage I, the system thus having 
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common gender forms all through the plural, or in the definite form only, but still 
distinct feminine forms in the singular, including the indefinite ani cie. Even if the 
process of transition leads to some son of levelling of morphological forms, it is 
interesting to note that the final results (stage 2 or 3 or even 4) do not lead to a 
merging with the Bokmäl standard, nor with the Nynorsk standard. The vowel 
marker of plural is a all through the paradigm and not e as in Bokmäl, and 
funhermore, the a is in fact replacing the e which coincides with the plural vowel 
of the Bokmäl paradigm in the feminine . 

Pronunciation exhibits a similar pattem of non-adjustment to the standard . 
The distribution of stress is more in accordance with Sami or Finnish rul es than 
with prescribed rules for pronunciation of standard Bokmäl or with the rul cs of 
the Norwegian dialect in the monolingual vicinity. The distribution of stress, 
panicularly in Ioanwords from Greek, Latin and French, is a sociolinguistic marker 
in many pans of Norway. In popular speech in the multilingual areas of Nonhem 
Norway many of these words are stressed on the first syllable, avisa, studere, 
while the standard tends to place the stress later in the word, avisa, studere. 
Furthermore, the vemacular tends to stress the first clement in groups of words or 
compounds, whereas the standard stresses the second clement, tante Lise (' aunt 
Lise') versus tante Lise. On the whoie, prosodie features from Sami or Finnish 
seem to have survived panicularly well as substratum elements in the Norwegian 
vemacular in this region. 

So far our discussion suggesL<; that the recent development of the Norwegian 
vemacular in language contact areas does not indicate any deep influence from 
the standards or strong tendencics towards standardization. The changes and 
accommodations recorded express intemal linguistic development rather than 
accommodation to the standard . Extemal influence seems to come from new 
pattems of social behaviour, su eh as greater mobility, geographically and so
cially, rather than directly from influence of the standards. According to Sand0Y 
1982 neither the written standards nor the spoken ones, e.g. the standard pronun
ciation heard in the mass media, have had any significant impact on the structure 
of Norwegian dialects. Standardization has contributed to a levelling in vocabu
lary (cf. Venäs 1982), but the influence on the grammatical structure of the 
dialects has been slight, in spite of clear tendencies of lcvelling and readjustment 
in the phonology and morphology. These tendencies lead to regionalization but 
not to standardization. Thi s is summed up by Vik0r 1989: 

Recent dialectological and sociolinguistic research, moreover, seems to indicate 
that the dialects of the youngest generation are gradually converging becausc of 
increased interregional contact - and then not primarily in the direction of the 
standard norms, but far more in the direction of more unified regional dialects 
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based on the popular speech of population centers in the various regions. (Vik0r 
1989:56) 

So far we have found that the influence from the standards on Norwegian varie
ties in the language contact areas does not seem to differ much from that which is 
exhibited on other kinds of vemacular speech in Norway. These findings are 
apparently not in accordance with the whole truth of the matter. The other si de of 
the coin reveals another picture which I williook into in the last part of this paper. 

For one thing, one should expect these dialects to show a different pattem of 
influence than do other Norwegian dialects, due to the fact that they are Norwe
gian varieties in close contact with Sami and to a certain degree with Finnish. It is 
reasonable to hypothesize that a linguistic variety in use in a multilingual society 
should be influenced in one way or another by its multilingual surroundings, even 
if the language in question is the majority prestige language in that particular 
multilingual society. 

A characteristic feature of the Norwegian varieties in the language contact 
areas is a very high degree of variation, both inter-individually and intra-indi
vidually. But this seems to decrease from the oldest bilingual informants to the 
youngest monolingual ones. A parallel to the levelling tendency already de
scribed may be accounted for in terms of accommodation, not to the standard, but 
to the North Norwegian variety in the monolingual neighbourhood, even though 
some structural features still are distinct for these varieties solely, and other 
features signifying Sami substratum are kept even among the younger monolin
gual speakers. 

Robert Le Page's concepts diffused and focused might be useful in under
standing this development of accommodation. In a language contact situation, the 
speakers of the varieties in question, particularly of the minority language, lack 
social mechanisms whereby a highly focused set of vemacular or institutional
ized norms can be consistently maintained against the constant pressure of com
peting sets of vemacular or institutionalized norms, and so they tend to drift away 
from a potentially consistent norm. In Le Page's terms, the language of the 
speakers becomes more diffuse. This probably was the case for my oldest inform
ants, hence the very considerable variation in their speech. During the last dec
ades a process of focusing has been taking place, though. Thus, a variabie, hetero
geneous and diffuse linguistic norm has been replaced by a more homogeneous, 
uniform and socially uniting norm. 

This process of focusing coincides to a slight degree with the process of 
regionalization, but not fully . The inflectional pattems of the nouns are distinct 
from the corresponding forms of the standards, and also distinct from what might 
be looked upon as a regiolectical forms, i.e. forms developed in a monolingual 
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North Norwegian district. At the same time the dialects in question have also 
developed differently prosodically and slightly differently phonologically, com
pared to the neighbouring dialects, as well as compared to the standard. This is 
presumably still due to the Sami substratum. A critical factor in this connection is 
the interrelationship between overt and covert prestige, described by Joseph in 
cases where overt prestige predominates: 

The interaction of power, language, and reflections on language, inextricably 
bound up with one another in human history, largely defines language standardi
zation. The rise of one community's dialect as synecdochic within a linguisti
cally fragmented region is both a manifestation of the community's power and a 
base for expanding il. A few users of the standard language accede to positions of 
authority which permit them to directthe future course of standardization. Indi
viduals leam standard languages in order to increase their personal standing. And 
'eloquence' in the use of language almost universally functions as a mantle of 
power. (Joseph 1987:43) 

But Joseph himself stresses that this kind of developmcnt is not the only route 
possible. 

If language standardization nam es a specific, culturally transmiued tradition of 
processes effectuated upon language, and if we recognize ( ... ) that civilizations 
can grow in the absence of this tradition, then we no longer have to assume that 
the constitutive processes of standardization are naturally superior to any alterna
tive, and th at all languages would accede to them independently over time. We 
can maintain that they form one pattem of development among many possible 
effective ones. (Joseph 1987:54) 

In Crystal' s definition of standard(ization) quoted above, the process of stand
ardization was characterized as 'natural' . Joseph's discussion as weIl as the emi
nent clarification by Milroy and Milroy 1985 show us that this process is not at all 
a natural process, in the sense of being inevitable. The documentation from 
Norwegian dialects, in particular dialects developed in language contact areas, 
confirms the views of these writers. In fact, it is rather the other way around; the 
process of standardization is a highly cultural prosess, according to Joseph: in 
particular characteristic of western and westernized cultures. And, as we have 
seen, there certainly are - and always have been - exceptions to the st rong 
westernized dichotomy between standard and non-standard varieties, even within 
the western world. As Nikolas Coupland says in his abstract for this colloquium 
"the idea of a fluctuating and complex 'standard' is appealing and necessary", 
and I will add: this idea is inevitable for an understanding of Norwegian usage 
generally and in language contact areas in particular. Thus I can conclude by 
quoting Coupland once more: 

We need to recognise the existence of different routes to prestige and la the 
presentation of preferred idcntitics, as processes underlying the diversity that 
descriptive data show. 
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