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Woord vooraf 

U hebt nu de bundel in handen van de Vierde Sociolingulstische Conferentie, die op 25 en 26 
maart 2003 wordt gehouden in De Werelt in Lunteren. In de bundels van de tweede en derde 
Sociolingulstische Conferenties werd de vraag gesteld of de SociolinguYstische Conferentie 
een traditie zou gaan worden. Bij de tweede conferentie hoopte men erop, bij de derde 
geloofde men het al een beetje, maar nu de vierde gaat plaatsvinden lijkt het ons zonneklaar: 
het is een traditie geworden. 

Die traditie omvat verschillende elementen. Niet alleen het thema sociolinguYstiek, maar ook 
een cyc1us van drie jaar, de opzet waarbij de conferentiepapers vooraf in een bundel als deze 
worden gepubliceerd, de deelname van zowel Nederlandse als Vlaamse onderzoekers, het 
optreden van uitgenodigde plenaire sprekers, en niet in het minst de plaats van handeling, 
Lunteren. Niet voor niets hebben wij deze conferentie kortweg Lunteren-4 genoemd. 

Wie het aantal bijdragen aan de conferentie bekijkt, moet weI tot de conc1usie komen dat de 
traditie meer dan ooit leeft. De bundel bevat 53 papers uit verschillende deelgebieden van de 
sociolinguYstiek zoals: 
• Taal in het onderwijs 
• Nederlands als Tweede Taal 
• Taa1contact en Taalvariatie 
• Interactie en Discourse 
• Taalpolitiek 
Voor het eerst is dit keer ook plaats ingeruimd voor praktijkervaringen uit de wereld van taal 
en onderwijs. 

Ais we naar de auteurs van deze papers kijken, vallen twee zaken op. In de eerste plaats is dat 
de overweldigende deelname vanuit Vlaanderen. En in de tweede plaats is dat de relatieve 
afwezigheid van de oude garde sociolinguYsten. Naar de redenen daarvoor kunnen we slechts 
gissen, maar beide verschijnselen lei den ertoe dat we in Lunteren veel nieuwe gezichten 
zullen zien. De vacante plaatsen worden met enthousiasme door nieuwe gezichten 
ingenomen. 

We hebben de conferentie georganiseerd in opdracht van het bestuur van de AN6LA. 
Daarbij hebben we financiele steun ontvangen van het Utrechts Instituut voor LinguYstiek
OTS, de Landelijke Onderzoeksschool Taalwetenschap (LOT), het Amsterdam Centre for 
Language and Communication (ACLC), de Foundation for Applied Linguistic Congresses 
(FALC), en de Nederlandse Organisatie voor Wetenschappelijk Onderzoek (NWO). 

Utrecht, februari 2003 

Tom Koo1e 
Jacomine Nortier 
Bert Tahitu 
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The dialect of Ameland: a case of mixed identity 

Mathilde Jansen 
Meertens Instituut, PO box 94264, 1090 GG Amsterdam, 
Mathilde.Jansen@meertens.knaw.nl 

1. Introduction 

Figure 1. The island of Ame1and. 

In this paper I will discuss fieldwork data collected on the island of Ameland, one of the five 
Waddensea islands in the Netherlands. The island is part of the province of Friesland (Fr. 
Fryslan). It is not just the natural borders that have brought Ameland in an isolated position 
but also the political borders that have been changing over time. During the 15th through 18th 
centuries, the island was an independent state, before it officially became part of the province 
of Friesland in 1801. But even then the inhabitants of the island did not feel Frisian at all. The 
main reason is that the Frisian language plays an important role in Frisian identity, as has 
become clear from sociolinguistic research on language attitude in Friesland (Gorter et al. 
1984). One of the conclusions from this earlier work was that a pro-Frisian language attitude 
is connected with a good command of the Frisian language. The inhabitants of the Frisian 
Islands do not speak Frisian and (therefore) lack the Frisian identity. 

The dialect of Ameland has often been compared with 'Town Frisian' (Du. Stadsfries, 
Fr. Stedfrysk) (Halbertsma 1856, Winkler 1874). During the sixteenth century, the 
governmental language in the Frisian cities became Dutch, and from then on the Dutch 
language heavily influenced the dialects of the larger towns. The islands of Ameland and 
Terschelling have comparable histories to these Frisian cities. Since Dutch officials ruled 
these islands and their language was more prestigious than the dialect, it was partly adopted 
by the locals. Those dialects became Dutch dialects with a Frisian substratum. In other words, 
they became mixed dialects: dialects that combine variants from two different "pure" dialects 
(Auer & Hinskens 1996: 15). 

In the course of 2000 I studied the distribution of Dutch versus Frisian elements in the 
Ameland dialect among elderly.people (Jansen: to appear). The conclusions of this study are, 
briefly, that the lexicon is mainly Dutch, that the phonology and morphology are partly Dutch 
and partly Frisian, and that the syntax is mainly Frisian. In this paper I will report on current 
research on the process of dialect loss at these linguistic levels, in relation to the speaker's 
identity. 
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2. Methodology 

The data for this study are taken from a sample of 28 speakers from Ameland. They all were 
bom in Hollum, which is the westernmost village on the island, and both parents of the 
informants have grown up in Hollum as well. All informants have been selected from one 
village because there are still dialect differences between the east and west side of the island. 
Furthermore, the west side of the island is linguistically and culturally more conservative than 
the east side: we find more agriculture and less involvement in tourist activities. In the village 
ofNes in the east, there are more tourists and non-native inhabitants. The fieldwork design is 
given in Table 1. Age and gender were selected as variables. The variable "social class" was 
left out because people who occupy 'higher' social positions (doctor, mayor) are in most cases 
'non-natives'. For the youngest generation the distinction between different school directions 
can hardly be made because students have a rather limited choice in school types on the 
island. Five male and five female informants were interviewed from three generations. The 
cells in the category "young" contain four informants at present, but will hold a minimum of 
five in my future research. 

Table 1. Ameland informants. 

old (55-65) middle (35-45) young (13-17) 

male I female male 1 female male I female 
5 15 5 15 4 14 

The interview consists of the following parts, all of them elicitation tests: language 
competence, language use, language orientation, language attitude. I will illustrate each of 
these parts with an example from the questionnaire. 

Language competence 
Language competence has been measured on the lexical, phonological, morphological and 
syntactic level. The variables which were selected have different variants in Dutch [D] and 
Frisian [F]. The sentences which are used to test syntactic knowledge for the main part are 
taken from the so-called SAND questionnaires (,Syntactische Atlas van de Nederlandse 
Dialecten', Syntactic Atlas of Dutch Dialects) and translated into the dialect. 

Morphology: Compounds 

Syntax: Word order 

Which word form do you prefer? 
o eidop egg-0-cup 
o eierdop egg-X-cup 

[F] 
[D] 

Which sentences do occur in your dialect? 
o Ikfien dat iederien moet kinne swimme [D] 

I think that everybody must can swim 
o Ikfien dat iederien swimme kinne moet [F] 

I think that everybody swim can must 
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Language use 

Language use was investigated in different domains (Fishman 1964). A distinction was 
drawn between formal and informal domains. 

What language do you speak with .. ? Or did you speak with.. ? 
mother 0 Amelands 0 Frisian 0 Dutch 
father 0 Amelands 0 Frisian 0 Dutch 
friends 0 Amelands 0 Frisian 0 Dutch 
neighbours 0 Amelands 0 Frisian 0 Dutch 
colleagues 0 Amelands 0 Frisian 0 Dutch 

Language orientation 

L~ngua~e orient~tion .is ~efined by the individual's integration into the community. The 
onentatlOn questIOnnaIre IS based on network theories (Labov 1963; Milroy 1980· Li i-
Green 1989; Edwards 1992). ' pp 

Most family members live 
Most friends live 
I worked longest 
I usually buy clothes 
I daily speak with people 

Language attitude 

o village 0 island 0 mainland 
o village 0 island 0 mainland 
o village 0 island 0 mainland 
o village 0 island 0 mainland 
o village 0 island 0 mainland 

Attitude was measured towards the dialect, Frisian and Dutch. Two different questionnaires 
:vere used from which the following examples have been taken. In questionnaire I the 
mforI?~nts had to eva.luate statements concerning the dialect or standard language (i.e. Dutch 
or Fnslan) on a 5-pomt. scale Likert scale (Knops 1983). In questionnaire II the informants 
have. to ~valuate the dIalect or standard language by making a choice between opposite 
qualIficatIOns. . 

Newcomers have to learn the dialect 
The dialect has to be taught in school 
The mayor has to speak the dialect 
Newcomers have to learn Frisian 
Frisian has to be taught in school 
The mayor has to speak Frisian 

I 2 3 4 5 
12345 
I 2 3 4 5 
12345 
12345 
I 2 3 4 5 

What qualifications do you associate with your dialect? 
educated I 2 3 4 5 uneducated 
sturdy I 2 3 4 5 snug 
beautiful I 2 3 4 5 ugly 
modern I 2 3 4 5 old-fashioned 

[questionnaire I] 

[questionnaire II] 
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3. Hypotheses 

3.1. Linguistic hypothesis 

1. Dialect loss will be stronger at the lexical level than at the grammaticalleve!. 
This hypothesis is inspired by Thomason and Kaufman 1988, who argued that lexical 
interference precedes structural interference in borrowing processes. The interference order 
for borrowing was defined by these authors as follows: lexicon > structural features 
(phonology> syntax> morphology) (Thomason & Kaufman 1988: 37), but this hierarchy 
should be treated with care for Thomason and Kaufman admitted that structural interference 
is not so strictly subdivided. 

The substratum interference theory of Thomason and Kaufman (1988) also provides 
us with a fine explanation for the distribution of Dutch and Frisian elements in the 
"traditional" dialect, which was spoken in earlier centuries. The mixed dialect developed out 
of language shift: the Frisian inhabitants shifted toward the more prestigious Dutch language 
that was spoken by high officials. This process oflanguage shift is described as follows: 

"Substratum interference is a subtype of interference that results from imperfect 
learning during a process of language shift. That is, in this kind of interference a 
group of speakers shifting to a target language fails to learn the target language (TL) 
perfectly. (oo) Of course, we do not mean to imply that imperfect learning has anything 
to do with lack of ability to learn: attitudinal factors may often be the crucial 
determinant for the shifting speakers' version of the TL, and in other cases the main 
factor is availability to the TL." (Thomason & Kaufman 1988: 39) 

The idea that attitudinal factors playa crucial role in language change processes is formulated 
more explicitly in the next hypothesis. 

3.2. Sociolinguistic hypotheses 

2a. Attitude will be a determinant factor in the levelling process: a negative attitude towards 
Frisian will discourage horizontal (interdialectal) convergence; a positive attitude towards 
Dutch will encourage vertical convergence (dialect change in the direction of standard 
Dutch). 
The terminology used here is from Hinskens, Kallen and Taeldeman (2000:2). By 
convergence we mean the process of language change leading to languages or language 
varieties becoming more similar to another. It has been shown in other studies that a positive 
attitude towards the dialect correlates evidently with the maintenance of dialect variants 
(Gerritsen 1991). In this study we will focus on the attitude towards the two standard 
languages involved (i.e. Frisian and Dutch) in relation to language change. 

Based on other sociolinguistic studies, the following relationships are also hypothesized: 
2b. language use -language competence 
The more use of the dialect in different domains, the less adaptation to the standard language. 
2c. language orientation - language competence 
The more integration into the local community, the less adaptation to the standard language. 
2d. language attitude - language competence 
The more positive the attitude towards the dialect, the less adaptation to the standard 
language. 
2e. age - language competence/language use 
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The dialect of younger speakers is more adapted to the standard language than the, dialect of 
older speakers; younger speakers use the dialect less frequently than older speakers do. 
2! gender - language competence/language use 
The dialect of female speakers is more adapted to the standard language than the dialect of 
male speakers; female speakers use the dialect less frequently than male speakers do. 

4. Results 

In Table 2 dialect competence scores are given for the lexical, phonological, morphological 
and syntactic level. Dialect loss is calculated by assuming the oldest generation to represent a 
one hundred percent dialect knowledge. In the following tables however, the scores for the 
oldest generation remain below the score of 1 (=100%) since descriptive materials of the 
dialect have served to construct a theoretical point of reference. 

Table 2. Dialect competence scores for three generations (1 = 1 00% dialect competence). 

old m iddle young dialect loss 
(y/o) 

0.67 0.6 3 0.33 0.51 
0.92 0.9 I 0.65 0.29 
0.80 0.7 7 0.61 0.25 
0.77 O. 80 0.55 0.28 

4.1. Dialect loss in apparent time 

Variations across age groups are often interpreted as representative of change in progress. 
Table 2 shows a considerable difference between the three generations, which is most salient 
between the generations "middle" and "young". We find dialect loss on all linguistic levels 
and furthermore, dialect variants which have been lost were always replaced by forms from 
standard Dutch: new Frisian borrowings were not found. 

Variation is also found between different levels of linguistic structure. Most dialect loss 
takes place at the lexical level; less dialect loss takes place at the phonological, 
morphological and syntactical level. Table 2 shows exactly the same hierarchy as was given 
in Thomason and Kaufman (1988) but this may be accidental, for the scores at the 
phonological, morphological and syntactical level are very similar. 

On the lexical level non-Dutch words that are still in use are known both in the dialect 
and in Frisian: 'typical' Ameland words seem to vanish. This may be the result of a process of 
horizontal convergence, or interdialectal convergence, which means that more wide-spread 
features survive whereas local dialect features get lost. However, the outcomes on the 
structural levels do not show maintenance of regional (i.e. Frisian) features. 

On the phonological level, in the youngest generation exceptions to the rules are lost. In 
Table 3 we find an example of what we may call 'hypercorrection'. 

Table 3. Dialect change in phonology. 

fust fyst 'fist' 
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Table 3 shows an alternation between [cey] and [y] which is well-known from the Dutch 
dialectologicalliterature: the earlier [u]-sound, which developed into [cey] in standard Dutch, 
developed into [y] in certain Dutch dialects (Kloeke 1927), among which Ameland is one of 
the northernmost ones. Yet this rule is not without exceptions, since in some less frequent 
words like 'pimple' and 'fist', the earlier [ul is maintained in the dialect of the older 
generations. The younger generation however, seems to simplify the correspondence between 
standard language and dialect by excluding the exceptions. All words that have an [cey] in 
standard Dutch are replaced by the dialectal [y] variant. This is remarkable since it means that 
younger people seem to be highly aware of the alternation between standard and dialect 
variants. Education probably plays an important role in this process of awareness. 

At the morphological level, deviant past tense forms as well as dialectal diminutive 
forms seem to disappear. Most Frisian compounds have been changed into Dutch 
compounds. This change has already taken place in generation "old", as is shown in Table 4. 
An example of Dutch versus Frisian variants of compounds was given in the chapter on 
methodology. 

Table 4. Dialect change in morphology (1=100% dialect maintenance). 

generation Dutch Frisian 
compounds compounds 

old 0.73 0.27 
middle 0.77 0.23 
young 0.79 0.21 

At the syntactic level, AmelandlFrisian forms of pronouns are still frequently used. Pronouns 
seem to be a relative stable class in the process of language change. Frisian word order 
however, is changing in favour of the Dutch word order in subordinate clauses: whereas in 
Dutch the finite verb takes the first position in the verbal cluster, in Frisian it takes the final 
position, following any non-finite verbs. I refer to the following quotation of Thomason and 
Kaufman: "Word order seems to be the easiest sort of syntactic feature to borrow or to 
acquire via language shift." (Thomason & Kaufman 1988: 55) 

Table 5. Dialect change in syntax (1=100% dialect maintenance). 

generation Dutch word order Frisian word order 

old 0.20 0.80 
middle 0.05 0.95 
young 0.62 0.38 

Table 5 shows that whereas the older generations still frequently use the Frisian word order, 
the majority of the youngest generation prefers the Dutch word order. Other Frisian syntactic 
constructions are also used less frequently. 

The attitudes towards the dialect, Frisian and Dutch were measured to provide insight 
into the relationship between direction of language change and attitude. 

Table 6. Attitude (questionnaire II) towards three language varieties (1=100% fully positive). 

old middle mean 

Amelands 0.65 0.68 0.67 
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Frisian 0.47 I 0.37 10.43 I 0.42 l 
~D~u~tc=h~ ____ LO~.6=1 ________ ~10~.6~1~ ______ ILo~.5~8 ______ ~1~0~.60~ ____ ~l 

Table 6 shows that the attitude towards the Frisian language is less positive than the attitude 
towards the other language varieties. When we compare the attitudes towards Frisian and 
Dutch, the positive outcomes for the latter support the convergence towards Dutch. However, 
at this stage of research we have no comparable data to confirm the hypothesis that attitude 
and the direction in the levelling process are related. 

4.2. Sociolinguistic correlations 

Table 7. Correlation scores (*: p<.05; **: p<.Ol). 

language language language language language year of birth gender 
use orientation attitude attitude 2 
.42* .35 .22 .03 -.84** -.03 

lise .51 ** .19 .22 -.35 .02 
orientation - .16 .40* -.30 .15 
attitude - -.14 -.23 .40* 
attitude 2 - .02 -.11 
year of birth - -.01 
gender -

As we would have expected, a moderate relationship was found between language 
competence and language use (r=.42, p<.05). Structural loss leads to functional loss and vice 
versa, which was already made clear by other studies (for example Vousten 1995). 

I did not find a correlation between language competence and language orientation, but I 
did find a correlation between language use and orientation (r=.51, p<.Ol): the more 
integrated the person is into the community, the more he or she uses the dialect. As language 
lise and language competence are connected, it is not unthinkable that orientation has an 
cnect on language competence as well. Therefore, it may be necessary to refine the 
orientation questionnaire in future research. Network integration may play an important role 
in language change also (Lippi-Green 1989). 

No correlations were found between language competence and attitude or gender. In a 
~tlldy in the Duteh town of Venray (Vousten 1995) about dialect acquisition as a second 
Innguage, no correlations were found for attitude and gender either. Vousten provided the 
following explanations: either the attitude test was not sufficiently worked out, or the 
reported language behaviour did not correspond with the actual language behaviour, in which 
l~nse attitude is only to be connected with reported language behaviour and not with actual 
behaviour. In our stage of research, it is still possible to refine the attitude questionnaire 
before we reject the possibility of a correspondence between language attitude and language 
competence. In the case of gender, the outcome ofVousten is different from Cheshire (1982) 
lind also Watt & Milroy (1999), since in these studies differences were found between boys 
lind girls in language competence. In Vousten's study however, the informants have acquired 
the dialect as a second language, and therefore his study is not comparable with dialect loss 
~tudies. 

Attitude is connected with gender (~.40, p<.05): male informants appreciate the dialect 
heller than female informants. In language competence or language use, we do not find 
different scores for the two sexes. Brouwer (1989) however, showed that Dutch women use 
~hlndard variant~ more often than men qo. 
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The attitude score which was obtained by a different questionnaire showed a moderate 
relation with language orientation(r=.40, p<.05): the more integrated the person is it).to the 
community, the more positive his or her attitude towards the dialect. However, the. attitude 
questionnaires show different outcomes and do not correlate with each other and therefore 
have to be reconsidered. 

A strong relationship was found between language competence and the social factor age 
(r=-.84, p<.Ol). The younger informants have lower scores on language competence. See 
Figure 2. No correlation was found between language use and year of birth, which is 
remarkable, since there is a relationship between language competence and language use. 

Figure 2. Language competence crossed with year of birth. 
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5. Conclusions 

The linguistic hypothesis is more or less confirmed by the Ameland data: dialect loss at the 
grammatical level was indeed less strong than dialect loss at the lexical level. A sharp 
hierarchy in structural features could not be proved right by the present study, since the 
dialect scores for the structural levels are very similar. 

In cases of dialect loss, the Dutch standard form replaced the Ameland form. In the 
morphology, Frisian elements that are given in traditional descriptions of the dialect, were 
already lost in the oldest generation. At present the loss of Frisian elements seems also to be 
taking place at the syntactic level. Convergence takes place in the direction of standard Dutch 
(,vertical convergence' in the terminology of Hinskens, Kallen and Taeldeman 2000). This 
process can be seen as a divergent reaction to the Frisian language, which is spoken in the 
largest part of the province. The negative attitude towards Frisian strengthens this process of 
divergence. Still, there is no statistical evidence for claiming a relationship between attitude 
and the direction of the levelling process. 

Two sociolinguistic hypotheses can be confirmed by the data of this study. The 
strongest relationship was found between language competence and age, and I also found a 
relation between language competence and use. The variables gender, attitude and orientation 
had no effect on language competence, but language orientation did correlate with language 

213 

use and language attitude and we also found an effect for attitude and gender. The variables 
that were taken into account are related in pairs, as illustrated in the following schema: 

age <=> competence <=> use <=> orientation <=> attitude <=> gender 

These outcomes display a need for a further examination of the effect of orientation and 
attitude on language competence. In my future research the east side of Ameland will also be 
taken into account: it will be possible to compare the denser network community in the west 
with the more open network community in the east. A refinement of the orientation and 
attitude questionnaires, as well as an increase in the number of informants will probably lead 
to better and more consistent results. 
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