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Standard languages

Taxonomies and histories

Ana Deumert and Wim Vandenbussche
Monash University, Australia
Vrije Universiteit Brussel/ FWO-Vlaanderen, Belgium

The greatest and most important phenomenon of the evolution of language in historic times
has been the springing up of the great national common languages — Greek, French,
English, German, etc. — the “standard” languages which have driven out, or are on the way
to drive out, the local dialects. (Otto Jespersen, Mankind, Nation and Individual from a
Linguistic Point of View, 1925, p. 45)

The idea that standardization constitutes a specific type of sociolinguistic change
which is best investigated on the basis of systematic, historical comparisons is not a
new one. However, it has rarely been explored systematically on the basis of
comparative analysis. The aim of this book is therefore to provide a comprehensive
and comparative introduction to the standardization processes of the Germanic
languages. The field, which Joseph (1987: 13) has called “comparative standardol-
ogy”, was outlined by Jespersen (1925: 46) who suggested that it would be worth-
while for language historians to try and identify

the most important factors which — though in rather different ways and espe-
cially with different degrees of strength in different countries — have operated
everywhere where a standard language has arisen.

The availability of comprehensive collections of case studies is a necessary basis for
the realization of such an approach. Kloss’ Die Entwicklung neuer germanischer
Kultursprachen (1978), Scaglione’s The Emergence of National Languages (1984),
Haas’ Standard Languages: Spoken and Written (1982) and Fodor and Hagege’s
Language Reform: History and Future (1983—-1984) all stand in this broad compara-
tive tradition and provide, in the form of case studies, extensive material for
standardization research. However, the volumes edited by Scaglione, Haas as well
as Fodor and Hagege are not strictly comparative since contributors approached
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the question of language standardization from a variety of perspectives. This makes
it difficult to trace differences and similarities systematically across language histo-
ries. Kloss’ Germanische Kultursprachen, on the other hand, is explicitly compara-
tive in its approach; however, it is limited to the period after 1800 and is also, by
now, outdated with regard to the information it provides.

Like Kloss’ monograph, this volume includes not only the language histories of
the so-called “mature” Germanic standard languages (Afrikaans, Danish, Dutch,
English, German, Icelandic, Norwegian, Swedish), but also the standardization-in-
progress of Germanic pidgin and creole languages, the partial and on-going stan-
dardizations of Frisian, Scots, Luxemburgish, Yiddish and Faroese, as well as a
chapter on the absence of standardization in the case of the Middle Low German
lingua franca. The volume’s focus on Germanic languages is, of course, not meant
to imply that there exists a Germanic type of standardization which would mirror
the linguistic relationship of these languages. Also, the comparative approach is not
meant to minimize the importance of the socio-historically specific conditions
under which each of the different standard languages emerged. To restrict the
comparative approach to the Germanic language family is partially motivated by
traditional discipline boundaries which still shape the communication and dis-
semination of knowledge. Both editors (as well as many of the contributors) work
within an area which is commonly known as “Germanic philology”, and thus share
a strong sociolinguistic interest in the historical developments of the languages
belonging to this group. That there is a perceived need among Germanic philolo-
gists to acquire a better knowledge of the histories of other Germanic languages was
noted by Linn and McLelland (2002: vii) who remarked on:

the lack of diffusion of standardization studies across subject boundaries, defined
largely by the boundaries of nation-states. Working within our own areas —
Norwegian and German — we had at best a nodding acquaintance with develop-
ments in one or two of the remaining dozen or so Germanic languages, despite the
close historical ties and the strong structural similarities among them.

Although one can rightfully argue that standardization is first and foremost a socio-
political phenomenon and should therefore not be approached from a perspective
of language families and shared philological histories, on closer investigation the
restriction to the Germanic group appears to be theoretically promising. The
individual chapters collected in this volume illustrate both socio-historical differ-
ences as well as persistent similarities across a variety of language histories. The
Germanic languages provide a wide range of highly diverse standardization sce-
narios, including

— medieval chancery and literary standards (e.g. Swedish and Icelandic) and
nineteenth century national standards (e.g. Afrikaans, Bokmal and Nynorsk)
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and examples of standardization-in-progress (e.g. the Pacific and Caribbean
pidgin and creole languages as well as e.g. Luxembourgish and Scots);

—  “big” (e.g.English, German), “intermediate” (e.g. Dutch, Afrikaans) and “small”
(e.g. Frisian, Faroese) speech communities (see The Ethnologue 2002 for current
speaker numbers; www.ethnologue.com);!

— almost purely matrilectal speech communities (e.g. Icelandic, Faroese) and
speech communities characterized by significant numbers of L2 speakers (e.g.
English but also Luxembourgish and the Pacific and Caribbean pidgin and
creole languages);

—  “mature” (e.g. English, German), “partial” (e.g. Luxembourgish, Frisian) and
“incipient” (e.g. Pitcairn Norfolk, Jamaican Creole) standard languages;

— colonial (e.g. Afrikaans) and post-colonial (e.g. Tok Pisin) standardization
processes.

Moreover, following Haugen’s (1972 [1968]) outline of a comparative study of the
Scandinavian languages, it can be argued that just as the Scandinavian languages
show “elaboration (what Kloss calls Ausbau) in the context of minimal language
distance (Abstand)” (1972 [1968]: 265), the Germanic languages in general show
elaboration or Ausbau in a context of varying language distance, ranging from
maximal through intermediate to minimal distance. Moreover, standardization
took place in diverse, yet comparable and interdependent contexts of linguistic
competition (e.g. the role of Latin in the case of seventeenth century standardization
efforts across European societies; the role of English today which has a significant
influence on on-going lexical elaboration), and was shaped by parallel socio-
cultural developments such as economic and political unification, urbanization,
and religious movements (e.g. the Reformation, Counter-Reformation and also
missionary work).

Finally, since language standardization is always also a linguistic process of
variation reduction it is worthwhile to consider the “offspring” of a common
linguistic root together in order to investigate how the different linguistic selections
and other standardization-linked processes interfered at different historical times
with the linguistic material available, and thus shaped the process of linguistic
change within this group of languages (cf., for example, Stein 1997 on the de-
selection of do as an aspect marker in a number of Germanic languages; see also Van
Marle 1997 on pronominal case systems and the lack of “drift” in standard lan-
guages, and Scaglione 1984 and Kohnen 2001 on the influence of the Latin norm on
vernacular standardization in Europe). In this context, it is necessary to take note of
Haugen’s (1972: 246) comment that “it is a significant and probably crucial re-
quirement for a standard language that it be written” — it is precisely the written
form which allows not only to establish fixed, prescriptive models “across time and
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space”, but writing also facilitates the planning and composition of texts and thus
fundamentally shapes the very process of language production (with possible
structural repercussions, e.g., decrease of lexical and grammatical polysemy and the
development of complex hypotaxis on the syntactic level; cf. Garvin 1991). Spoken
standard norms may then be established on the basis of the written model (cf.
Scaglione 1984: 13—14).

The comparative approach to language standardization describes not only
(synchronic) similarities in the form and function of standard languages, but also
(as already indicated by Jespersen) relates these to language history and develop-
ment. Descriptive frameworks, which outline the salient structural aspects of the
process, provide taxonomies for the description of language standardization across
societies and countries; they identify axes along which standard languages develop,
and thus allow researchers to focus on those fundamental aspects of standardiza-
tion which are believed to exist across individual language histories. Descriptive
frameworks have been suggested, for example, by Haugen (1966a/b), Kloss (1969),
Joseph (1987), Cooper (1989), Haarmann (1990) and, more recently, Ager (2001).
The contributors to this volume were asked to structure their chapters based on
Haugen’s four-step model of language standardization. Haugen’s model has the
advantage that it is broad as well as detailed enough to function as a frame of
reference for the description of highly varied standardization histories. At the same
time, it is an appropriate frame of reference for the strong comparative orientation
of this volume. Haugen’s well-known model defines four central dimensions along
which standard languages develop:

norm selection,

norm codification,

norm implementation, and
norm elaboration.

Ll

The model was first introduced in Haugen 1966a and 1966b. In later publications,
most notably those of 1972 and 1987, Haugen provided further comments and
slight revisions of the standardization model.

Language standardization always begins with the possibility of choosing or
selectingbetween a number oflinguistic alternatives. Two main types of selection can
be distinguished: monocentric selection and polycentric selection.? Monocentric
selection refers to the selection of an existing (or also archaic) regional or social
dialect as the basis of the emerging standard language. Although some standard
languages show a relatively clear regional or social provenance (cf., for example, the
“Copenhagenness” of Standard Danish as discussed by Kristiansen, this volume; or
the upper-classidentity of nineteenth century Dano-Norwegian as described by Jahr,
ibid.), polycentric selection seems to be rather more common in language history.
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Most standard languages are composite varieties which have developed over time,
and which include features from several dialects. The histories of, for example,
Standard German (Mattheier, this volume), Standard English (Nevalainen, ibid.)
and Standard Dutch (Willemyns, ibid.) were shaped by on-going and multi-
directional selection processes which occurred gradually over time. The result was a
complexrecombination of features from various dialectsand a standard norm which
is structurally different from its dialectal substrate. A special sub-category of poly-
centric selection refers to what Haugen calls the “comparative” approach, i.e., the
deliberate reconstruction of a hypothetical mother tongue on the basis of current
dialects, such as is the case for Nynorsk (as discussed by Jahr, this volume; cf. also
Hoekstra, ibid., for a discussion of a similar attempt in the history of Frisian).

Although the role played by medieval chanceries is commonly acknowledged
in the discussion of the selection stage and the early development of many Euro-
pean standard norms, the lasting impact of these “chancery standards” across
language histories remains an intriguing issue. The cases of Low Middle German
(Langer, this volume) and Frisian (Hoekstra, ibid.) are particularly interesting in
this respect. Both Old Frisian and Low Middle German constituted relatively well-
defined, supra-regional written varieties — in the case of Low German we can
indeed speak about a written (and possibly spoken) lingua franca of the Baltic
region. However, neither of the two written standards developed into a standard
language sensu stricto as their norms were never codified in grammars and dictio-
naries. In both cases the incipient written standard was lost. In northern Germany
the Low German standard was replaced by the High German standard language
after 1500. The situation was different in Frisia where a new standard norm devel-
oped from the eighteenth century based on Middle Frisian literary texts. However,
there was no continuity with the linguistic tradition of Old Frisian. An interesting
and rather different situation exists in Iceland (Arnason, this volume) where the
official language policy explicitly maintains a linguistic “tradition that goes back to
the beginning of writing” in the eleventh century.

The selection process is often accompanied by conflicts and debates over what
is the “best usage” and thus the “best” basis for the new standard variety. In the
context of the history of Italian this has been discussed under the label questione
della lingua — a debate which reflects a complex combination of issues about
language and power, about code identification and differentiation, about local and
national norms (Goldblatt 1984). The non-linguistic aims of the “standardizers”
(e.g. national unity, scientific or economic advancement, decolonization) are most
visible in this stadium of the process. Not all standard language histories, however,
involve debates about competing standard language norms. As the contributions to
this volume show, Standard English (Nevalainen), Standard Icelandic (Arnason)
and Standard Swedish (Teleman) appear to have emerged amidst relative calm,
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while the histories of, for example, German (Mattheier), Norwegian (Jahr) and
Yiddish (Peltz) were characterized by extensive debates about competing norms:
“Luther-German” vs. “common German”, Dano-Norwegian vs. Nynorsk (and
later also Samnorsk), and on-going debates about the dialectal basis for a Yiddish
standard pronunciation.

Codification typically follows the selection process and firmly establishes an
explicit and normative linguistic codex through the creation of a range of reference
works: grammars, dictionaries, spelling manuals and style guides. In Europe, the
grammatical description of the vernacular languages gained momentum from the
last quarter of the sixteenth century (the first German grammar was published in
1573, the first Dutch grammar in 1584 and the first English grammar in 1586).
Codification activities continued throughout the seventeenth century when the
written norms of the European standard languages were consolidated and numerous
descriptions appeared for the native as well as non-native market (cf. Langer 2002 on
German foreign language grammars of the seventeenth century). Codification
activities in the nineteenth and twentieth centuries were supported by the idea of
romantic nationalism, affecting both already established standard languages (cf.
Mattheier, this volume, on the German Reichsgriindungand spelling unification), as
well as emerging standard languages such as Nynorsk and Bokmal, Luxembourgish,
Yiddish, and so forth. The post-1800 standardization movements have been de-
scribed admirably in Kloss’ Entwicklung neuer germanischer Kultursprachen (1978).

In those cases where there exist two or more closely related norms, codification
typically involves Ausbau, that is, the identification (or even creation) of significant
differences between the competing norms. This process is clearly visible in the on-
going standardization of Germanic pidgin and creole languages in the Pacific and
the Caribbean (see the chapters in this volume by Devonish and Mithlhidusler). The
English-oriented pidgin and creole languages spoken in these regions exist in
contact and competition with local forms of standard English. This is illustrated by
Devonish’s discussion of the Dictionary of Caribbean English Usage which attempts
to provide norms for a local High variety based on what Devonish calls “Interna-
tionally Acceptable English”, and by Miihlhdusler’s comments on the on-going
attempts to replace the local pidgin and creole languages in the Pacific region with
Standard English. Competition with an existing standard language under condi-
tions of intermediate distance also characterized the history of Afrikaans (Roberge,
this volume). Early advocacy for an Afrikaans standard language was contested by
those who supported the maintenance of the colonial Dutch standard. A situation
of norm competition in the context of intermediate Abstand or distance exists in
Luxembourg (Gilles and Moulin, this volume) and Frisia (Hoekstra, ibid.), and
questions of divergence and convergence are relevant in the case of Scots where
standardization has interacted with processes of “anglicization” (Dossena, ibid.).
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The sociopolitical realization of the decisions made at the stages of selection
and codification is referred to as implementation, that is, the gradual diffusion and
acceptance of the newly created norm across speakers as well as across functions.
The implementation stage is the “Achilles heel” of the standardization process:
acceptance by the speech community ultimately decides on the success or failure of
a given set of linguistic decisions made at the stages of selection and codification.
Implementation or acceptance has been explained as the result of rational decision
making (e.g. adoption of the language favoured by the authorities in order to
achieve rewards such as power or position) as well as of social influence exercised in
social networks (cf. Deumert 2002). In addition, the novel forms of elementary
national education which emerged from the late eighteenth and early nineteenth
century in most European countries, and which provided prescriptive language
education to large numbers of speakers, were a central force in the diffusion of
standard languages and the formation of a standard/dialect diglossia. That the
development of such a standard/dialect diglossia is a complex and gradual process
is emphasized by Mattheier’s (this volume) comments on what he calls a “proto-
standard”, i.e. a written variety “based on rudimentary knowledge of the written
norm to precisely that extent to which it is taught in the primary school classroom”.
In this written variety “one frequently finds formalized reminiscences of middle-
class writing culture” and “a clear spoken-language imprint”. In other words, the
realities of elementary education supported the development of early transitional
varieties which included standard as well as dialect features (see also the conclusion
to this volume).

Finally, norm elaboration (or modernization) refers to those activities which
are aimed at extending the functional reach of the standard variety as well as
changes within the existing standard to adapt it to new functions. This involves the
on-going terminological, orthographic, grammatical and stylistic development of
the codified standard to meet the demands of modern life and technology. Elabora-
tion processes are triggered by the development of new text genres as a result of
social change (e.g. the expansion of the administrative domain which was charac-
teristic of societal modernization, cf. Mattheier, this volume) as well as by the
gradual replacement of an existing (written) norm with the new standard language
(e.g. the replacement of Latin in the case in post-Renaissance Europe; Dutch in the
case of Afrikaans).

The lexicon has typically been the focus of language elaboration activities. Four
main elaboration strategies were outlined by Kloss and McConnell (1978: 63):

The modernizers may choose to:

a)  draw on the native word stock of their own language, by means of com-
pounding, adding prefixes, suffixes, infixes, or by lending additional mean-
ings to existing words;
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b)  tap the international Greek-Latin-English word pool;

c¢)  borrow from some other language not closely related to their mother
tongue so that loanwords as a rule are easily recognizable and not as easily
integrated;

d)  borrow from either a closely related language, for example, from Danish
into Icelandic, from Bengali into Nepali, from Tamil into Malayalam, or
from some older stage of the language, for example, from classical Arabic,
Bengali, Tamil, into the respective modern varieties of these languages, or
from Latin and Sanskrit into French and Bengali.

While the Greek-Latin word pool has been generally influential, the recent increase
of loans from English has largely been evaluated negatively throughout the non-
English speaking world and has given rise to new purist movements. Examples of
this are numerous and include the formation of populist language societies in
Germany, official responses by the Swedish Language Council or, outside of the
Germanic world, the on-going purification efforts of the Académie frangaise in
France and the Office québécois de la langue frangaise in Canada.

Among the donor languages within the Germanic family one should also note
the special role of German in Scandinavia. As several chapters in this volume
show, German played an important role, for example, in the histories of Danish
(Kristiansen) and Swedish (Teleman) in the guise of first Low Middle German and
later High German. Anti-German language purism is attested for both language
histories. Influence from Standard German also plays a role in past and on-going
norm debates about Yiddish standard norms (cf. Peltz on the notion of daytshmerish
and the position of High German as a “hidden standard” in the elaboration of
Yiddish), as well as in Luxembourg where there exists a complex historical and
linguistic relationship between Standard German, the Frankish dialects of Germany
and Luxembourgish (Gilles and Moulin). Low German also played a role in the
linguistic histories of Frisia, Iceland and the Faroe Islands.

Within the Scandinavian language area the role of Danish is also worth men-
tioning. Haugen (1972 [1968]: 267) suggested that “The Rejection of Danish”
might well be a fitting title for a history of the Scandinavian languages:

Danish is the ugly duckling of Scandinavia, with humble beginnings under the
shadow of Latin and Low German, with tremendous potentialities for becoming
the standard language of all Scandinavia ... it has suffered a continual restriction
of area and rejection by its neighbors (ibid.)

In Norway, the leitmotif of the “rejection of Danish” led to the development of two
standard norms whose relationship remains problematic (cf. Jahr, this volume, on
the failure of the Samnorsk, ‘common Norwegian’, language policy). The avoid-
ance and rejection of “Danicisms” was a hallmark of language elaboration in
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Iceland (Arnason, this volume), and an ambivalent relationship to the co-official
standard of Danish still characterizes the situation on the Faroe Islands (Hansen,
Jacobsen and Weyhe, ibid.).

The contact languages included in this volume also provide interesting infor-
mation on elaboration strategies. The competition with Standard English which
defines the sociolinguistic context in the Caribbean (Devonish) and the Pacific
(Miihlhdusler) has led to the formulation of official language policies which sup-
port elaboration and lexical innovation based on native word stock, while, at the
same time, borrowing from English is common and widespread in spoken and
written registers. In the case of Afrikaans (Roberge), on the other hand, adlexifica-
tion from Dutch was a central and generally accepted strategy of norm elaboration,
while the socio-political confrontation with English as the dominant and politically
powerful language gave rise to what has been referred to as anglisismejagtery (“an-
glicism hunt”). The Afrikaans case provides an instructive counter-point to the
situation in the Caribbean and the Pacific as it illustrates that it is not the linguistic
relatedness to the lexifier language (and thus the need to maintain Abstand) which
leads to a rejection of borrowing as a means of elaboration, but that issues of power
and dominance are central to these decisions.

The general clarity of Haugen’s model has contributed much to its popularity.
However, the model is not exhaustive, and there remain a number of aspects of the
standardization process which are not sufficiently covered. Haugen (1987: 63)
himself acknowledged that the main flaw of his model was that it was ill-suited for
the description of the motivations and non-linguistic goals of the “standardizers”
(e.g. individuals such as Ivar Aasen in Norway, language societies such as
the Fruchtbringende Gesellschaft in Germany, academic research institutes which
played a central role in, for example, the history of Yiddish, or governmental
institutions such as the various Scandinavian language councils). The question of
motivation has been dealt with extensively by Ager (2001). The individual language
histories collected in this volume show that standardization efforts are motivated
by various interests and beliefs, and that these motivations shape the direction of
the standardization process. Motivations for standardization can be found in the
power structure of society (e.g. the questione della lingua s typically a socio-cultural
reflection of a political elite vs. counter-elite conflict); motivations also involve
aspects such as social mobility and social advancement as well as religious (e.g.
Reformation and missionary work) and political ideologies (e.g. nationalism).
Moreover, any discussion of motivations must be careful to allow for changes in
motivations across time. In other words, what “standardizers” had in mind in
the seventeenth century differs from their goals during the nineteenth and
twentieth centuries. Broadly speaking, the focus of attention shifted from grammar
and orthography to orthoepy and lexicon, from codification to diffusion, from
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developing a supra-regional written norm for administrative ease and literary
expression to constructing and popularizing a symbol of national and political
unity. In recent years there has been something of a “cultural turn” in language
planning and standardization research, and attention has been drawn to the obser-
vation that standardization is a central aspect in the formation and negotiation of
“cultural identity” (cf. Haarman 1997). Schiffman’s (1996) concept of “linguistic
cultures” — which is echoed in the Milroys’ (e.g., L. Milroy 1999) discussion of
“standard language cultures” — suggests that the description of standardization
processes needs to pay due attention to the beliefs and attitudes, shared practices
and discourses which shape and support the historical development.

Another important dimension of standardization which remains outside of the
Haugen model concerns processes of destandardization which from the 1950s have
begun to affect several of the languages discussed in this collection. The “standard-
ization cycle”, as outlined, e.g., by Greenberg (1986) and Ferguson (1988), describes
a circular historical development characterized by “a succession of periods of focus
with standardization and periods of diffusion with dialect differentiation” (Ferguson
1988:121). In other words, a relatively uniform language develops into several
dialects which then form, at a later stage, the basis for a common, uniform standard
language or koiné. In the course of time this standard language will again split into
regional and social varieties, and the cycle will start again (cf. in this context also
Bakhtin’s views on language change as an on-going interaction of diversifying and
unifying forces; for an outline of Bakthin’s views see Crowley 2001). The idea that
standardization is a circular movement, an on-going spiral of centripetal and
centrifugal forces, is difficult to reconcile with Haugen’s rather teleological model
which is also implicit in his discussion of Scandinavian language history (1972
[1968]: 265ff.). Haugen outlines a progression from unification (“Common Norse”;
third to tenth centuries) through dialectalization (“Old Norse”, eleventh to fifteenth
centuries) to standardization (six Scandinavian standard languages; sixteenth to
twentieth centuries).

The investigation of the emergence of new regional or local norms (through
standard/dialect as well as dialect/dialect convergence, cf. Mattheier and Radtke
1997) and of sub-cultural non-standard norms (cf. Androutsopoulos 2000), is a
promising direction for future sociolinguistic work and central to our understand-
ing of the nature of language standardization. Explicit discussion of such destan-
dardization developments is found in the chapters on Danish (where Kristiansen
comments on the existence of two spoken standard norms, a High and a Low
variety), English (where Nevalainen discusses the hypothesis of the “dialectaliza-
tion” of English), German (where Mattheier approaches destandardization from the
perspective of a general theory of language change), Dutch (where Willemynsrelates
destandardization to dialect loss) and Swedish (where Teleman notes the gradual
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disappearance of the “narrow standard”). Only in the case of Dutch are these
varieties identified by names: Poldernederlands, Verkavelingsvlaams and Schoon
Vlaams. The German notion of Regionalstandard (‘regional standard’), on the other
hand, remains elusive and open to multiple interpretations (cf. Auer 1997). The
chapter on the dual standardization of Norwegian (Jahr) raises the more specific
question whether the norm variability in modern Norway (e.g. the fact that Bokmal
is described as a “standard with three varieties”, i.e. conservative, moderate and
radical) can be interpreted as reflecting a general process of destandardization, or
whether we are dealing with a sociolinguistic phenomenon that is peculiar to
Norwegian history and society.

Although Haugen’s four stage model has certain shortcomings, it remains an
important point of reference for comparative standardization studies as it system-
atically draws attention to several central aspects of the process, not all of which
have so far received equal attention from language historians. Thus, for many
languages only limited information is available on the diffusion process across
speakers and language functions, the relationship between spoken and written
language, the relative importance of literary, scientific/technological and adminis-
trative usage for the standardization process, the emergence of a spoken standard
norm (orthoepy), the discourses and counter-discourses of standardization and the
effects of standardization on the linguistic system. The chapters collected in this
volume not only provide an introduction to the individual language histories, they
also provide many new perspectives on standardization and illustrate reoccurring
themes (or leitmotifs) which are not covered by the Haugen model. The “cultural
turn” of standardization research is noticeable in all contributions. As one com-
pares the case histories provided by the authors in this volume, standardization
emerges as a complex process whose many facets (linguistic, social, cultural, educa-
tional, political) we still do not fully understand, and which warrant further re-
search from comparative, case-study and interdisciplinary perspectives.

The publication of this volume would not have been possible without the help
of many people. The concept of this book emerged during intensive and lively
discussions between the two editors at the Standard Germanic conference which
took place in Sheffield on January 4-7, 2001. Many thanks to the organizers of the
conference, Andrew R. Linn, University of Sheffield, and Nicola McLelland, Trinity
College, Dublin, for creating an environment which was truly conducive to aca-
demic debate and discussion. We would like to thank our contributors for their
willingness to work with us on this project, and for their patience with our many
questions and comments. Thank you also to Maria Novrup for her translation of
the Faroese chapter. We are grateful for financial assistance from the Fund
for Scientific Research (Flanders). We would also like to thank Kees Vaes from
Benjamins and the editor of IMPACT, Annick De Houwer, for their support and
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also their patience when the volume was submitted later than originally intended.
Carel van Gend deserves a big thank you for his invaluable support in the proof
reading phase. Family as well as colleagues in Australia, Belgium, Germany and
South Africa had to put with our distractedness during the time in which this
project took shape. Many thanks to them as well.

Notes

1. The relevance of the size of the speech community for the on-going elaboration of the
standard was recently reaffirmed in the debate between Microsoft and the Norwegian
government. Microsoft had initially refused to translate its Office software into Nynorsk (a
translation into Bokmal which is the majority variant of the Norwegian standard language is
available). Only when Norwegian high schools threatened with a boycott did Microsoft
agree to the translation (cf. BBC, 30.12.2002; available at http://news.bbc.co.uk/2/hi/
technology/2615363.stm, accessed April 26, 2003).

2. Haugen (1972[1968]) discussed these two approaches under the headings of “the unitary
thesis of selection” and the “compositional thesis of selection”.
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Afrikaans

Paul T. Roberge
University of North Carolina, Chapel Hill, United States of America

1. Introduction

Afrikaans is the home language of some 5.8 million people in South Africa, out of a
total population of c. 40.6 million (Mesthrie 2002: 13). Roughly half are descended
from the original Dutch, German, and French settlers at the old Cape and have
called themselves Afrikaners (formerly also Boere ‘farmers’). The other half are
people who trace their ancestry to the indigenous Khoikhoi, enslaved peoples of
African and Asian origin, free blacks, and Europeans. They have been known
collectively as Coloureds. Afrikaans is spoken as a second or third language by an
indeterminate but very large number of Africans (who speak Bantu languages),
Asians, and English-speaking whites. In terms of its elaboration and codification,
Afrikaans is a relatively “young” language, when compared to Dutch or English,
and its use as a major medium of communication is regional in scope. Still,
Afrikaans is today a mature standard language. It has had official recognition in
South Africa since 1925, and its use in public domains has extended across govern-
ment administration, education, law, commerce, the media, religion, and the arts,
as well as science and technology at the research level. Afrikaans is the first language
of ca. 152,000 speakers in Namibia, where people of colour still form the major
Afrikaans-speaking group. Afrikaans did not retain official status with indepen-
dence (1990), but it remains the dominant lingua franca of Namibia’s total popula-
tion of about 1.6 million.!

2. Historical background
Afrikaans is a language that formed under socio-historical conditions that are

characteristic of the history of creole languages generally. It developed during the
early modern period out of contact between non-standard varieties of a European
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language and African and Asian languages in a colony that was settled by Europeans
who made use of imported slave labour.

In 1652 the Dutch East India Company established a victualing station at the
Cape of Good Hope for the servicing of its ships and refreshment of crews. The
European presence expanded gradually through natural increase, emigration from
the metropole, and Company employees electing to take their discharges at the
Cape. The Cape colony also included significant numbers of Europeans to whom
Dutch was not native, namely, speakers of Low German dialects (which constitute a
segment of the dialect continuum that stretches from The Netherlands through
northern Germany), High German dialects, and French, with the arrival of Hugue-
not refugees at the Cape from 1688. From the first quarter of the eighteenth
century, a growing number of Europeans moved inland and established themselves
as migrant farmers. Company rule came to an end in 1795, when Great Britain
occupied the Cape. European expansion into the interior intensified when
Afrikaner emigrants began leaving the Cape colony to avoid British rule, culminat-
ing in the Great Trek (1835-1848).

During the Dutch East India Company era (1652-1795), the language of
European rank and file in southern Africa reflected not the emerging standard
Dutch of the metropole (i.e. the ‘core’ areas of the Low Countries as opposed to the
colonial ‘peripheries’ of New Netherland and the Cape Colony), but rather popular
and regional vernaculars. Early Modern Netherlandic varieties represented at the
Cape came to be in a wholly new relationship in an extraterritorial setting, becom-
ing subject to levelling (koinéization) and mixing with African and Asian lan-
guages, principally Khoikhoi, Malay, and Creole Portuguese.? Dutch was, of course,
the official language of the Cape colony until the British military occupation of
1795. The Dutch States’ Bible (Statenbijbel) was completed in 1637 and in the
metropole had introduced a supra-regional variety developed by the translators
(see Willemyns, this volume). But the processes of standardization that were taking
place in the Low Countries in the course of the seventeenth and eighteenth centu-
ries did not reach the Cape of Good Hope. Posterity has not agreed with Hesseling
(e.g., 1897: 151-52) on the normative influence of the Dutch Bible and the Dutch
Reformed Church at the old Cape (cf. Ponelis 1993: 123). While the settler popula-
tion sought to maintain its religious traditions, there were congregations in only six
towns: Cape Town (1666), Stellenbosch (1685), Drakenstein (modern Paarl and
Franschhoek; 1691), Roodezand (Tulbagh; 1743), Zwartland (Malmesbury; 1745),
and Graaff-Reinet (1792; cf. Katzen 1969: 230). The Dutch colonial education
system was weak. By 1795, there were a number of small, mainly church-adminis-
tered primary schools in Cape Town, Stellenbosch, and Drakenstein. The only
other formal instruction available locally was provided by private tutors. In the
more remote outlying districts and along the frontier, itinerant schoolmasters of
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various qualifications (often former employees of the Dutch East India Company)
offered the only supplement to whatever home schooling parents were able and
willing to provide their children (Davenport 1969: 276). There was so little demand
for secondary education that a Latin school started in Cape Town in 1714 closed in
1742 for lack of pupils (Katzen 1969: 230). Tertiary education was nonexistent.
O. F. Mentzel, who spent some eight years at the Cape as a tutor (ca. 1733-1741),
commented that “such institutions [i.e., of higher education] are not required, for
what use could anyone make of the learning acquired there in a land where life is
still primitive and Company rule is law?” (1785 [1925: 109]). Culturally and intel-
lectually, the Cape was a backwater. Illiteracy and semi-literacy were common
among whites (and the norm among enslaved and indigenous persons). To the end
of the eighteenth century — after nearly a century and a half of European occupa-
tion — there were no serial publications of any kind, no literature, nor anything
approaching intellectual activity. According to Biewenga (1996), books were a
luxury that only the affluent and educated class could afford, and ownership even of
Bibles and other religious texts was far from universal.

The indigenous Khoikhoi (whom Europeans would long call “Hottentots”)
comprised the primary substrate community during the initial period of European
contact and occupation. Jargonized forms of Dutch emerged among the Khoikhoi
and collectively served as their medium of communication with the Europeans.
Language contact in early Cape society was furthered by the importation of ap-
proximately 63,000 enslaved persons between 1652 and 1808 (Shell 1994: 40). The
first significant numbers arrived in 1658 from Angola and Dahomey. Subsequently,
the Cape turned east for most of its slaves — to the Indonesian archipelago, the
Indian subcontinent, Sri Lanka, Madagascar, the Mascarenes, and Mozambique
(Shell 1994: 41-42). Enslaved peoples did not necessarily aspire to acquire the
language of the Europeans as such. Their real aim was to communicate, particularly
with fellow workers. Slaves were drawn from a multitude of starkly different
geographical and cultural origins, constituting easily the most diverse population of
any recorded slave society (Shell 1994: 40). Furthermore, the labour system at the
Cape often entailed the separation of new arrivals from their linguistic and cultural
groups. There was always a need for communication between the various segments
of a polyglot society: between Europeans and indigenes; between slaves of varying
ethnic backgrounds; and between slaves of whatever background, Europeans, the
Khoikhoi, and free blacks. Africans and Asians sharing no common language used
jargonized versions of superstrate Dutch with one another. This practice led to the
creation of a stable Cape Dutch Pidgin within the Afro-Asian substratum between
1658 and 1711 (the year in which the slave population surpassed the slave-owning
European population). Stability is of course an inherently relative term. When we
speak of the Cape Dutch Pidgin, we are referring not to a discrete, sharply delin-
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eated code but rather to a cluster of fairly predictable conventions that facilitated
intergroup communication (cf. Roberge 2002 and forthcoming).

Den Besten (1989: 226) posits the creation of a hypothetical Dutch Creole, on
the implicit presumption that at least some speakers acquired the Cape Dutch
Pidgin as a first language from the second decade of the eighteenth century.
However, a distinction between the Cape Dutch Pidgin and a Cape Dutch Creole
on the basis of whether or the not the former was acquired as a first language serves
no useful purpose. The communicative enterprise on the part of Khoikhoi and
enslaved peoples was one of ongoing language construction in which the initial
object was to effect a medium for interethnic communication (MIC) in the sense of
Baker (2000). This enterprise of language construction continued long after the
stabilization of the Pidgin. The Pidgin was itself part of a larger developing system,
namely, the Cape Dutch Vernacular, which was a complex multidimensional space
comprising a wide range of competing linguistic variants.

By 1713, when a smallpox epidemic devastated the indigenous population, the
traditional Khoikhoi economy, social structure, and political order had almost
entirely collapsed in the south-western Cape. The gradual advance of European
settlement absorbed some independent Khoikhoi groups and displaced others. The
decline of Khoikhoi identity as it had existed prior to 1652 was exacerbated by
attendant language shift to the emerging Cape Dutch Vernacular. The Khoikhoi
continued to speak their matrilectal dialects among themselves until the mid
eighteenth century, at which time their dialects began to disappear from the
western Cape. By 1800, there were few Khoikhoi in the colony who were not in the
service of the Europeans as farm labourers and domestic servants. Along the
northern frontier, the class of Cape Dutch Vernacular-speaking Khoikhoi who had
been in service came to be known as Oorlams; one such group pushed into present-
day Namibia at the beginning of the nineteenth century. The Bastaards were of
mixed European, Khoikhoi, and slave parentage. From this class there emerged in
the early nineteenth century a series of Dutch-speaking communities along and to
the north of the Orange River known collectively as Griqua. In the mid nineteenth
century a group of Bastaards settled in Rehoboth in Namibia.

From the 1760s, the percentage of the Cape slave population that was locally
born was at or near 50% (Shell 1994: 46-48). Indeed, natality was low within the
slave population. At the same time, the period 1784—1808 saw the largest influx of
slaves from abroad, which can only have prolonged the need for the Cape Dutch
Pidgin and thus the status of the Cape Dutch Vernacular as a developing system.
The regular importation of slave labour to southern Africa came to an end in 1808,
the year in which the legal international slave trade was abolished. Yet, the need for
a MIC was prolonged further still. Between 1808 and 1856, at least 5,000 “prize
Negroes” (illegal slaves) were captured by the British navy and landed at Cape
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Town, where they were housed in the Company Lodge along with other slaves
and apprenticed to established slave owners for a period of fourteen years (Shell
1994: 148).3

Our source material from the Cape of Good Hope during the Dutch East India
Company era consists of the following:

(i)  alarge corpus of material written in the “formal” Dutch of the metropole, viz.
colonial government documents, journals and reports prepared for official
purposes, private correspondence and memoirs written by the educated
upper class;

(if) a diary fragment from 1797 written by Johanna Duminy (née Nothling), a
prosperous Cape Town resident, the language of which is somewhat removed
from metropolitan norms in morphology (e.g., loss of gender and personal
agreement in verb inflection) and in the use of many local lexical items. With
regard to other features, however, the Duminy diary remains reasonably close
to Dutch.

(iii) a corpus of reports composed by unlearned (sometimes only marginally
literate) field cornets between 1712—1831 (collected in Van Oordt, ed., 1949—
52), who in many cases appear to have struggled simply to compose their
reports to their magistrates. Individually, these letters can differ significantly
in terms of their Abstand or structural distance from metropolitan Dutch.
Collectively, they represent a uniform text type. This corpus has been supple-
mented by a second collection of contemporaneous archival materials (Van
Oordt, ed., 1959-62) that has never been published.

(iv) Dutch documents written by French-speaking Huguenots (Pheiffer 1980).

(v)  During the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries, the authorship of our Cape
Dutch corpora is exclusively European. Documentation of the Dutch Pidgin
and basilectal forms of the Cape Dutch Vernacular is exceedingly sparse and
fragmentary, obtaining, as it does, from brief utterances recorded in situ by
clerks of court and dilettante observers. See Franken (1953) and the refer-
ences in note 3.

The first British occupation of the Cape colony ended in 1803. Political control was
restored not to the defunct Dutch East India Company but to the new Batavian
Republic, which had been established in the Netherlands at the time of the exile of
the House of Orange in 1795. After the resumption of the Napoleonic War, Britain
reoccupied the Cape in 1806, and its permanent authority was recognized in 1814.
The British authorities took steps to reform the public education system and
aggressively promoted the use of English in all public domains. An unintended
consequence of these policies was to stimulate for a time the cultivation of Dutch in
southern Africa with the establishment of private Dutch-medium schools, of which
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the most noteworthy are Tot Nut van ‘t Algemeen (lit. ‘to the common good’),
founded in Cape Town in 1804, and for advanced studies the Zuid-Afrikaansche
Athenaeum (1829) and the Dutch Reformed theological seminary in Stellenbosch
(1859). There emerged a Dutch-language press, starting with De Verzamelaar
(‘The Gleaner’), renamed De Kaapsche Courant, Afrikaansche Berigter (of De
Verzamelaar) ‘The Cape Gazette, African Advertiser (or The Gleaner)’ in its first
year of publication (1826), and De Zuid-Afrikaan (‘The South African’, 1830) in
Cape Town, which were followed by Het Kaapsche Grensblad (‘The Cape Frontier
Paper’) in Grahamstown (1844), Het Volksblad (‘The People’s Paper’) in Cape
Town (1849, restarted in 1856), among others.

3. Norm selection

The standard view

The received opinion in Afrikaans linguistics is that by 1750 and certainly no later
than 1775, a vernacular separate from Dutch had crystallized and had become the
spoken language of the colony (Scholtz 1963: 218,1972: 33-34, 1980: 3, 109-10,
113; Raidt 1983: 6-8, 15, 27-28, 1991: 171-74). This vernacular was more or less
identical to what we know today as Afrikaans, albeit different in the mouths of the
European settlers vis-a-vis the Khoikhoi, the slaves, and their descendants. Given
that some features (such as the brace negation nie . . . nie ‘not . . . not’) were
linguistically variable for quite some time thereafter, one could justifiably impute a
terminus post quem to the mid nineteenth century (cf. Combrink 1978: 71, Den
Besten 1989: 213—-14). However, the standard view does not claim that all defining
features were fully diffuse by ca. 1750—-1775 but rather that this period saw the
greatest convergence of variants into a discrete linguistic code. More importantly,
the standard view also posits that by the last quarter of the eighteenth century, the
various types of Cape Dutch functioned collectively as the low variety (L) in a
diglossic relationship with metropolitan Dutch (H) (cf. Scholtz 1965: 169-70, 183;
Raidt 1976: 162, 1984: 265-66; Shaffer 1978: 56-59; Steyn 1980: 135-36; Coetzee
1982: 275; Conradie 1986: 101; Ponelis 1993: 50). On this view, Afrikaans is a
straightforward case of vernacular elevation. Norms for the eventual standard
language were drawn from a longstanding L variety spoken by colonists of Euro-
pean ancestry, with the expected reduction of variability and adoption of Dutch
lexis in certain domains.

The received view, however, relies on a critical assumption regarding the
mixture of metropolitan and Cape Dutch features in the archival materials col-
lected by Van Oordt (supra), the Duminy diary, and the diary of the Voortrekker
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leader Louis Trigardt (1836—38, published in Le Roux, ed., 1977); namely, the
language of these documents is largely an orthographic fiction. Accordingly, these
writers sought to produce “correct” Dutch as best they could. But their knowledge
of metropolitan norms was not always sufficient for the task. The result is a kind of
“pseudo-Dutch” representing unstable, intermediate, and idiosyncratic forms of
the language that crop up due to vernacular “interference” and insufficient mastery
of “High Dutch.” This longstanding assumption was initially problematized by
Roberge (1994). There is no compelling reason to believe a priori that our diarists
and the field cornets were attempting to write metropolitan Dutch. Furthermore,
there is no reason to suppose that norms favoured by the elite in the Cape colony
would be favoured by the rank and file. Methodologically, there lurks the danger of
tautology. Non-standard features in the texts supposedly find their motivation in
the vernacular. Metropolitan features are supposedly due to the conservative influ-
ence of Dutch orthography and norms. There are also good empirical reasons to
reject the standard view. In addition to the diary, Louis Trigardt has left to posterity
aletter from 1823 to the Heemraad in Grahamstown, which, though hardly flawless
when judged by the metropolitan norms, is written in a passable Dutch. The letter,
not the personal document kept for private purposes, represents Trigardt’s attempt
to write “correct” Dutch (cf. Roberge 1994).

More recently, Deumert (1999, forthcoming) has collected and analyzed a
corpus of private documents (letters, diary excerpts) written by 136 Cape Dutch
speakers between 1880 and 1922. Deumert’s corpus reveals a pattern of variation
that defines a linguistic continuum, which existed until well into the early twentieth
century. If the structured heterogeneity adduced by Deumert provides a window
into the linguistic repertoire of Cape Dutch speakers of the late nineteenth and
early twentieth centuries, then the observed patterns can in principle be imputed
back to eighteenth and early nineteenth centuries, for which the philological record
does not contain a similarly robust body of private documents. A major implication
of Deumert’s study is that the idea of structural polarity between two codes in
functional complementarity from ca. 1775 cannot be upheld.

This is not to deny the existence of multiple norms that defined metropolitan
and extraterritorial varieties of Dutch, of which people were consciously aware.
Rather, there was no popular recognition of the Cape Dutch Vernacular as “sepa-
rate” from Dutch before the last quarter of the nineteenth century. The Dutch
scholar A. N. E. Changuion (1803-1881) was appointed professor of classics and
modern languages at the Zuid-Afrikaansche Athenaeum in 1831. Disillusioned
with the ascendance of English at the Athenaeum (which would be renamed the
South African College and ultimately become the University of Cape Town), he
resigned in 1842 to become head of his own Dutch-medium institute. In 1844 he
published the first edition of his Nederduitsche taal in Zuid-Afrika hersteld (‘The
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Dutch language restored in South Africa’; second edition 1848), with contrastive
analyses interspersed in the grammatical description, to which he appended a Cape
Dutch glossary (cf. Raidt 1985 for an evaluation of the former). The title exactly
expresses the goal of its author: to address the discontinuities between the local
vernacular and the language of educated disquisition in the Netherlands. At one
level, Changuion’s agenda was reactionary, insofar as it involved the eradication of
Cape Dutch forms and their replacement with metropolitan ones, although the
author was far from sanguine about the prospects of success for such an enterprise
(1848: iii—iv). At another level, his agenda proceeded from the premise that there
would be benefits in a mastery of a metropolitan variety alongside a peripheral one.
A decision to recognize and describe Cape Dutch features (albeit disparagingly at
times) while promoting Standard Dutch was pedagogically sound.*

The rise of vernacular writing

The first texts that are deliberately intended to represent the vernacular of the rural
settler population are some doggerel verse from 1795 and a short, annotated
dialogue transcribed in 1825 by a Dutch traveller (Teenstra 1830 [1943: 239-42]).
From the mid 1820s, the periodical press frequently published “vernacular” edito-
rial pieces. These are typically pseudonymous or anonymous epistolary commen-
taries and dialogues dealing with local affairs and written in a jocular or satirical
vein, with a view toward creating a particular effect. The important “vernacular”
writers are Joseph Suasso de Lima (1791-1855), who founded and edited De
Verzamelaar, Charles Etienne Boniface (1787-1853), the first editor of De Zuid-
Afrikaan, Louis Henri Meurant (1812-1893), who brought out Het Kaapsche
Grensblad from 1844 to 1851, and Samuel Zwaartman, the nom de plume of Henry
William Alexander Cooper (1842—1893). In the sketches published in De Zuid-
Afrikaan and in his popular comedy De nieuwe ridderorde, of De temperantisten
(‘The New Order of Knighthood, or The Temperantists’, 1832), Boniface places the
Cape Dutch Vernacular in the mouths of “Hottentot” characters. Similarly, An-
drew Geddes Bain’s (1797-1864) Kaatje Kekkelbek, or, Life among the Hottentots
(1838) is a vaudeville skit recited by a “Hottentot” woman in a mixture of English
and Cape Dutch Vernacular. By contrast, the seven letters published in De Zuid-
Afrikaan (1864—65) under the name “Jantje Eenvoudig” (lit. ‘Jack Simple’) involve
an ideological rift within the Dutch Reformed Church. Their author is plausibly
identified as Thomas Frangois Burgers (1834—1881), a principal in this dispute who
espoused modernist theological views (and who would become president of the
South African Republic, 1872-77). The perspective represented by “Jantje Een-
voudig” is ostensibly that of an ordinary but knowledgeable person. Choice of the



Afrikaans

23

vernacular over the more prestigious Dutch heightens the effect. The Moravian
mission at Genadendal was another venue for vernacular writing. It published a
Dutch-medium monthly serial entitled De Bode van Genadendal (‘The Messenger
of Genadendal’, founded 1859), which ran vernacular texts from time to time, and
a novella about the conversion of a “Coloured” woman to Christianity entitled
Benigna van Groenekloof, of Mamre (1873), written in Dutch but with dialogue in
the Cape Dutch Vernacular.’

It goes without saying that the rise of a vernacular literature does not imply
inchoate standardization. The vernacular texts just surveyed were written by mem-
bers of the local intelligentsia, who were to varying degrees external to the speech
community that they sought to portray.® Clearly, these writers did not create
linguistic forms out of whole cloth, even though their manipulation of the latter may
distort actual usage due to stereotyping and overgeneralization. Yet, their linguistic
representations had only to be plausible to their audiences if they were to bring
about the intended literary effect or produce an authentic-sounding textual voice. In
sum, the purport of the Cape Dutch Vernacular literature of the nineteenth century
was anything but normative. By the same token, this “tradition” (if one may use such
a term) did give license to the use of the Vernacular as a written medium, as
evidenced by the popularity of Meurant’s Klaas Waarzegger and Jan Twyfelaar
dialogues (regarding the merits of political partition of the western and eastern Cape
province) in The Cradock News (December, 1860) and in its Dutch-medium com-
panion Het Cradocksche Nieuwsblad (‘The Cradock Newspaper’, 1861). The series
was quickly republished as a separatum (Meurant 1861), which some authorities
consider the first “Afrikaans” book (e.g., Ponelis 1993: 51). After 1860, vernacular
contributions to the periodical press soared; see Deumert (forthcoming, chapter 2)
for a tabulation based on Nienaber’s (1966—67) exhaustive index to Cape Dutch
Vernacular writings up to 1900.”

Resources for norm selection: a medium for community solidarity

Baker (2000: 48-54) observes that all pidgins and creoles are, or were formerly,
MICs. Many subsequently go on to become what he calls a “medium for community
solidarity” (MCS), a variety that is closely related to the basic MIC but “sufficiently
different from the latter to serve as a badge of identity for locally-born slaves” in a
creole speech community (Baker 2000: 54). This did not happen in southern Africa
for either the slave population as a whole or indentured Khoikhoi. The slave
population never greatly exceeded the settler population, and the majority of slaves
at the Cape were owned in small distributions (Shell 1994: 151). The largest indi-
vidual slave holding was the urban slave labour force of the Dutch East India
Company itself, which was housed in the Lodge in Cape Town. Slave holdings on
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thelarger rural estates in the western Cape were considerably smaller than the Dutch
East India Company’s force. Only in the urban milieu of Cape Town can we assume
that the Cape Dutch Vernacular served as a MCS before ca. 1875, for there had been
sufficient opportunity for the emergence of a slave “community,” abetted especially
by the growth of Islam (see Worden 1985: 86). By the mid nineteenth century, the
Muslim community at the Cape had developed its own tradition of writing religious
texts in its variety of the Cape Dutch Vernacular and using Arabic orthography (see
Davids 1991). For some authorities (Van Selms, ed., 1955; Valkhoff 1972: 6), the
first “Afrikaans” book is Sheikh Ahmed the Ishmunite’s Betroubare woord (‘Trust-
worthy Word’) of 1856. In addition to this, there are the Arabic Cape Dutch
catechisms Vraag en antwoord (‘Question and Answer’; ca. 1868, Van Selms, ed.,
1951) and the Baydnudin (‘An Explanation of the Religion’) of Abu Bakr Effendi
(ca. 1869, printed ca. 1877; Van Selms, ed., 1979).

From the latter decades of the seventeenth century, Dutch had been used as an
exoteric lect in southern Africa by virtue of the fact that the Dutch-speaking
community had intimate and extensive ties to other language groups. Its emblem-
atic language had provided much in the way of raw material for the construction of
a MIC that shaped the Cape Dutch Vernacular.® The Cape peninsula and immedi-
ate environs were home to a Dutch-speaking bourgeoisie that had retained its
character for several decades after the arrival of the British.? In the countryside and
especially in the isolated conditions of the interior, links with the capital were weak.
Metropolitan linguistic norms were unsupported by any sort of cultural activity or
institution (save for the church). Exoterogeny in these circumstances meant not
only the kind of linguistic simplification that Ross’s (1997) model predicts but a
receptiveness on the part of the rural white population to innovations “from
below,” that is, from those groups that had constructed and elaborated the original
MIC. In social network terms, there had evolved a marked increase in the density of
the links between the rural settler population and the proletariat, that is, people of
colour. By the late 1860s, however, the Cape Dutch Vernacular, which had been
unclaimed as a MCS beyond the sectarian Cape Muslim community, was ripe for
political exploitation.

The impetus for language politicization — and ultimately standardization —
was a reaction to the British imperial factor on the part of white Cape Dutch
population. Events that brought this about were the British annexation of
Basutoland and pressure on the Orange Free State (1868), the annexation of
Griqualand West (1871) and of the South African Republic (1877), and the war for
independence in the Transvaal in 1880-1881. These events aroused sympathy
among white Dutch-speaking South Africans in the Cape for their brethren in the
north. Awareness of a common language, homeland, history, and origin fostered
not only group solidarity against British hegemony but an inchoate sense of ethnic
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identity, whereby the term Afrikaner came to acquire a political meaning. Mean-
while, Dutch language and cultural traditions in and around Cape Town were
becoming increasingly diluted. Dutch was finally permitted in the Cape parliament
from 1882, but by then English was established as the language of socio-economic
advancement and opportunity. In the rural areas the problem was different. Daven-
port (1966: 4) points out that anglicization of the educational system had gone
furthest in jurisdictions in which it was impractical for local people to build an
alternative structure to compete with it. Yet in spite of this, English influences were
not so pervasive as in the capital, for schooling was not yet compulsory. The more
immediate grievance was the language barrier that existed between English-speak-
ing government officials and Cape Dutch-speaking residents. Yet, Davenport
(1966: 8) concludes, the fact remained that few professional opportunities existed
for people without a knowledge of English. Dutch was, of course, the official
language of the two Boer republics, viz. the Orange Free State and the South African
Republic (Transvaal), but even in the north, it faced strong competition from
English in commercial and educational domains.

The first individuals who explicitly worked toward cultivation of the Cape
Dutch Vernacular as a written medium were both Dutch-born educators. Arnoldus
Pannevis (1838-1884), a teacher of classics at the Gymnasium in Paarl, called for a
Bible translation for the spiritual well-being of the “Coloured” population of the
colony, for whom the Statenbijbel was wholly inaccessible (letter to De Zuid-
Afrikaan, September 2, 1872). He later wrote some short pieces in the Vernacular
and prepared a very respectable Cape Dutch lexicon (although it was not published
during his lifetime; see Van der Merwe, ed., 1971: 59-127). Casparus Petrus
Hoogenhout (1843-1922), principal of the Groenberg School in Wellington, ar-
gued that a Vernacular Bible translation was an urgent desideratum for the colony’s
white population, for whom the language of the Dutch Bible also posed a signifi-
cant barrier. Hoogenhout is credited with the first attempt to translate a portion of
the Bible into the Vernacular (Mattheus 28 ‘Matthew 28’; 1873). His early Vernacu-
lar writings also include a retelling of the biblical story of Joseph (Die geskiedenis van
Josef “The History of Joseph’; 1873) “for children and their parents.”

In August of 1875, a group of eight men in Paarl under the leadership of a
conservative Dutch Reformed minister, Stephanus Jacobus du Toit (1847-1911)
and his brother Daniél Francois du Toit (1846-1923) founded the Genootskap van
Regte Afrikaners (‘Society of True Afrikaners’), with Hoogenhout as provisional
chairman. The GRA dedicated its energies to standing for “ons Taal, ons Nasie en
ons Land” (‘our language, our nation and our country’). This First Language
Movement, as it later became known, set itself the task of (i) promoting the use
Afrikaans (a term that advocates preferred over existing autonyms, viz. Afrikaansch-
Hollands, lit. ‘African Dutch’, Kaapsch-Hollands ‘Cape Dutch’) as a written medium
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and its utilization in public domains hitherto reserved for English or Dutch, and (ii)
advancing Afrikaner political interests. In 1876 the GRA established a monthly
newspaper, Die Afrikaanse Patriot (‘The Afrikaans Patriot’), which became a weekly
publication the following year; by 1880 the Patriot commanded a significant reader-
ship in the Boer republics. In 1877 the GRA acquired its own printing press and
brought out numerous Afrikaans publications under the imprint of D. F. du Toit &
Co. GRA publications ranged from the propagandistic Geskiedenis van ons land in
die taal van ons volk (‘The History of our Country in the Language of our People’s;
1877) and Geskiedenis van die Afrikaanse taalbeweging ver vrind en vyand (‘History of
the Afrikaans Language Movement for Friend and Foe’; 1880) to translations of
various biblical texts, literary works, a vehement apology for Afrikaans (Du Toit
1891), and a family-oriented magazine called Ons klyntji ( lit. ‘Our little one’, i.e.,
child; 1896). The GRA marketed Afrikaans as a God-given emblem of the Afrikaner
people that could be stipulated a priori (as opposed to a segment along a continuum
of lects). With respect to norm selection, their principle was both simple and
disingenuous: “Skryf soos jy praat” (‘Write as you speak’).

Since Van Rensburg (1983), it has been customary to distinguish three basic
varieties of Afrikaans: Cape Afrikaans (Kaapse Afrikaans) extends from Cape Town
and the Boland (which includes Paarl, Stellenbosch, and Franschhoek) along the
Atlantic coast to approximately the Olifants River in the north and eastward along
the south coast to the Overberg district (east of the Hottentots Holland Mountains)
and the Little Karoo. It is represented in its most extreme form by the Afrikaans of
the Cape “Coloureds” and the Cape Muslim, which is based on the varieties of the
early slave and Khoikhoi communities in the western Cape. Orange River Afrikaans
(Oranjerivier-Afrikaans) is spoken by people of colour in the north-western Cape
(Namagqualand), in Namibia, and in the southern Free State (with an offshoot near
Kokstad in south-eastern KwaZulu-Natal). The differences between Cape and
Orange River Afrikaans are attributable to the fact that historically, the greater the
distance from Cape Town, the larger the proportion of Khoikhoi among the
speakers of Cape Dutch. Eastern Cape Afrikaans (Oosgrens-Afrikaans lit. ‘Eastern
Border Afrikaans’) is supposed to reflect the Cape Dutch Vernacular of the settlers
who established themselves along the eastern frontier from the late eighteenth
century and subsequently established the Boer Republics. In general terms, the
overt language norms that the GRA advocates promoted were (predictably) drawn
from their own usage, which reflected the Cape Dutch Vernacular of the Boland
region, itself a sub-variety of Cape Afrikaans. The idea was to promulgate a set of
linguistic norms that were neither too strongly associated with people of colour nor
emblematic of the urban elite.
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4. Norm codification

The GRA’s principal normative works are: Eerste beginsels van die Afrikaanse
taal (‘First Principles of the Afrikaans Language’, 1876; second edition 1882),
Fergelijkende taalkunde fan Afrikaans en Engels / Comparative Grammar of English
and Cape Dutch (Du Toit 1897; second edition 1902), and the Patriot-Woordeboek /
Patriot Dictionary (1902). According to GRA precepts, orthography should reflect
the way people actually pronounce words rather than Dutch norms, for example:
“Ons skryfnie sch, mar sk. Een Afrikaander seg nie school, mar skool; nie schapen, mar
skape (“We write not sch but sk. An Afrikaner says not school but skool; not schapen
but skape”; sch- = /sx-/ in Standard Dutch—PTR; Eerste beginsels, 1876: 10).

The decisionistic principle identified in the previous section becomes apparent
in the handling of variable linguistic forms.!® The nominative form of the first-
person pronoun in GRA Afrikaans (as in today’s Standard Afrikaans) is ek T’ and
not ik, as in Standard Dutch. The existence of these two forms as competitive
alternates in southern Africa harks back to the Dutch East India Company era.!!
The demonstrative pronoun hierdie ‘this’ (alongside daardie ‘that’) is adopted at
the expense of deze ‘this’ (Du Toit 1897: 19), which was still current during the
nineteenth century and survived until well into the twentieth century. The GRA
sought not only to standardize but to ennoble the use of the brace negation (nie. ..
nie ‘not . .. not’, geen . .. nie ‘no . . . not’, etc.), even though its own literature gives
evidence of continued variability (note the single negation in the quotation regard-
ing sch-/sk-, supra): “Nes in Frans het ons een dubbele ontkenning in ons twemal
nie” (“As in French, we have a double negation in our repeated nie”; Eerste beginsels,
1876: 28).12 In Dutch the perfect tense is a periphrastic structure formed with the
present tense of an auxiliary verb — hebben ‘have’ or zijn ‘be’ — plus a past
participle. The GRA norm excluded ‘be’ as a tense auxiliary for mutative intransi-
tive verbs (Du Toit 1897: 23), and this holds true for Standard Afrikaans today. Yet,
the ‘have’/ ‘be’ distinction is still alive, albeit variably, in the Cape Dutch Vernacular
during the 1870s (e.g., in Zwaartman’s letters in Het Volksblad, 1870-71) and for
some time thereafter. In fact one could encounter vestigial usage of ‘be’ with
mutative intransitives in non-standard Afrikaans as late as the early 1980s (example
cited from Van Rensburg, ed., volume two, 1984: 37):

(1) Orange River Afrikaans

Die meerderheid van die mense is mos nou kleerlenge
the majority of the people be indeed now Coloureds
gaword.

become-PAST PART
‘The majority of the people have now become “Coloureds,” as you know.’
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(2) Standard Afrikaans:

Die meerderheid van die mense het mos nou kleurlinge
the majority of the people have indeed now Coloureds
geword.

become-PAST PART
‘The majority of the people have now become Coloureds as you know.’

The GRA allowed colloquial usages that are not included in Standard Afrikaans
today. In the issue of August 15, 1876, the Patriot extolled natuurlikheid (‘natural-
ness’) as a trait of the Afrikaans language and of the Afrikaner volk (‘people’),
manifest in reduplication (3—4) and verb topicalization (5):

(3) gou-gou
quick-quick
‘very quickly’
(4) troppe-troppe
flocks-flocks
‘flocks of birds (in a serial or scattered distribution)’

(5) Kom zal hy kom.
come will he come
‘He’ll definitely come.”

At the same time, the GRA was conservative in its retention of the reflexive pronoun
sig (Standard Dutch zich) ‘oneself (cf. Du Toit 1891: 60, Patriot-Woordeboek 1902:
136). In today’s Afrikaans reflexive pronouns are identical to the oblique forms of
the corresponding personal pronouns), which reflects a pattern in non-standard
metropolitan dialects that was exported to the Cape along with zich.

(6) Dutch:
Hij wast zich.
he wash-3sG 3G REFL PRO
‘He washes himself.’
(7) Afrikaans:
Hy was hom.
he wash 3 sG PrO OBL
‘He washes himself.’

Moreover, the language norms advocated by the GRA were in many cases fluid, and
it is instructive to compare the first (1876) and second (1882) editions of Eerste
beginsels van die Afrikaanse taal. For example, the first edition acknowledges the
variation between the third-person plural pronouns hulle and sulle ‘they’ and
suggests the latter so as to avoid homophony with the corresponding possessive
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pronoun (hulle ‘their’), although the question was left open until a consensus could
emerge. In the revised edition, sulle is abandoned.'?

The GRA’s cause did not meet with universal acceptance, in part due to the
parochial, if not extreme Christian nationalism that S. J. du Toit and his colleagues
embraced, and in part for the fact that the language norms championed by the GRA
were decidedly “non-U” in the estimation of the establishment. There emerged a
rival campaign for the restoration of Dutch in public life with the formation of the
Afrikaner Bond (‘Afrikaner League’) in 1879 under the leadership of Jan Hendrik
Hofmeyr (1845-1909), which played a role in securing the recognition of Dutch in
the Cape parliament in 1882, and among the clergy and professorate in Cape Town
and Stellenbosch; in 1890 proponents of Dutch formed the Zuid-Afrikaansche
Taalbond (‘South African Language League’). There also arose a movement to
simplify Dutch orthography and inflection with a view toward effecting an alterna-
tive to metropolitan Standard Dutch that might win acceptance in South Africa. It
is not necessary for our purposes to detail these activities, despite their intrinsic
interest, as they are tangential to the standardization of Afrikaans and ultimately
foundered on the impracticality of a Dutch revival of any sort beyond the domains
where the language currently held sway.!*

It was about this time, too, when scholarly interest in Afrikaans was first stirred.
One may date the beginning of Afrikaans lexicography with N. Mansvelt’s (Victoria
College, later the University of Stellenbosch) dialect dictionary (1884), in Dutch,
which describes the lexical usage of ordinary Cape Dutch Vernacular speakers and
provides the occasional etymology. This work, which received an appreciative
review by Hugo Schuchardt (1885), was descriptive, not normative. But it does
represent an early milestone in the codification of Afrikaans.

5.  Norm elaboration

A period of renewed promotion coincided with the Anglo-Boer War (1899-1902)
and the institution of a reactionary anglicization policy in its aftermath by Lord
Alfred Milner, British High Commissioner for South Africa (1897-1905). This
period saw the emergence of Afrikaans as a powerful symbol of pan-Afrikaner
unity and inspired a fledgling literature of genuine merit. Authors such as Eugene
Marais (1871-1936), Jan Celliers (1865-1940), Jakob Daniél du Toit (“Totius,”
1877-1953), and Louis Leipoldt (1880-1947) memorialized Afrikaner hardships,
heroism, and defeat during this period. As a result of increasing rural poverty and
the displacement caused by the war, Afrikaners began to move into the cities in
significant numbers, with the greatest urban influx taking place between 1890 and
1904 (Moodie 1975: 46). The Afrikaner leadership feared that urbanization would
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lead to widespread anglicization of Afrikaans-speaking whites. The Second Lan-
guage Movement (from roughly 1903-1919) proceeded from essentially the same
fundamental postulate as its forerunner at the Cape. Afrikaners could no longer
consider themselves Dutch and even less as English; the choice between two foreign
languages was unacceptable. However, the second movement was national in
scope. In 1905 Gustav S. Preller (1875-1943) formed an Afrikaanse Taalgenootskap
(‘Afrikaans Language Society’) in Pretoria. The following year, J. H. H. de Waal
(1871-1937) and colleagues established the Afrikaanse Taalvereniging (‘Afrikaans
Language Association’) in Cape Town, which in turn opened branches all over
South Africa and soon eclipsed Preller’s Taalgenootskap in importance. Both orga-
nizations agitated for the recognition of Afrikaans in education, administration,
and the church. In his famous address Dit is ons ernst (‘We Are in Earnest’),
delivered in Stellenbosch on August 13, 1908, D. F. Malan (1874-1959) — then
chairman of the Taalvereniging — argued that a living language is born of a
people’s heart (volkshart) and resides in that people’s mouth (volksmond); it cannot
be introduced from the outside. Malan exhorted his countrymen to elevate Afri-
kaans to a written language. Elaboration of the vernacular would allow its speakers
to win a whole future for themselves as a nation and ensure the Afrikaner volk a
place among the civilized cultures of the world.!

Once again, conservative factions in the Afrikaner establishment supported
Dutch. In 1909 the Zuid-Afrikaanse Akademie voor Taal, Letteren en Kunst (‘South
African Academy for Language, Letters, and Art’) was founded and created, as
Ponelis (1993: 53) putsit, “a united front between the pro-Dutch and pro-Afrikaans
camps.” The Academy’s initial charge was to maintain and advance “Hollands” in
scholarship and the arts. As such, it has had a cultural and political mission, as well
as a purely scientific one. The founders explicitly construed Hollandsto mean either
Dutch or Afrikaans, thereby finessing a contentious language issue until the time
was right to choose between them. The Academy was later renamed the Suid-
Afrikaanse Akademie vir Wetenskap en Kuns (‘South African Academy for Science
and the Arts’), and it has since focused on looking after the interests of Afrikaans.
With the unification of South Africa in 1910, Dutch was designated an official
language alongside English; but Afrikaans was clearly ascendant. In 1914 the Cape
Provincial Council adopted a proposal by C.]. Langenhoven (1873-1932) that
provided for the introduction of Afrikaans as a medium of instruction in elementary
education. That same year, the National Party was formed, and under the leadership
of J. B. M. Hertzog (1866—1942), it made official recognition a fundamental politi-
cal objective. In 1918, Victoria College became the University of Stellenbosch and
staked out its future as an Afrikaans-language tertiary institution. The year 1919 saw
the authorization of an official Afrikaans Bible translation and the formation of the
elite and secret Afrikaner Broederbond (‘Afrikaner Brothers’ League’) to further
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nationalist aims. By then, the major Afrikaner teachers’ organizations in the Cape,
the Orange Free State, and the Transvaal had declared their support for Afrikaans as
an instructional medium at all levels. In 1925 Afrikaans was legally recognized as an
official language of the Union of South Africa and effectively superseded Dutch.!® In
1929 the Broederbond established the Federasie van Afrikaanse Kultuurvereniginge
(‘Federation of Afrikaans Cultural Organizations’) to coordinate a whole range of
activities. The “language struggle” reached a second apotheosis with the publication
of the Bible translation in 1933 (on the history of which see Nienaber 1949).

The Standard Afrikaans that we know today developed between roughly 1900
and 1930. Van Rensburg (e.g., 1983, 1990: 66—67) has claimed that its linguistic
features are drawn mainly from Eastern Cape Afrikaans, although Grebe (2002) has
questioned the existence of such a variety as a historically unique entity. An
empirical investigation of several phonological variables suggests that Standard
Afrikaans might actually be based on a variety spoken in the Overberg and areas
immediately to the north and west of the Boland. The case for Eastern Cape
Afrikaans is complicated further by the fact that the Patriot was widely read in the
former Boer Republics. As economic power shifted to the north in the aftermath of
the Anglo-Boer War and following the Union of South Africa in 1910, many Cape
people moved there and became active in the Second Language Movement. While
it is certainly true that orthographic norms were developed in the north, I fear that
it may not mean much to speak of a regional “base” for Standard Afrikaans. The
dimensions of variation in the Afrikaans speech community are preponderantly
social, not geographic.

In 1917 the Academy brought out the first edition of the Afrikaanse woordelys
en spelreéls (‘Afrikaans Wordlist and Spelling Rules’), which served to standardize
the orthography. Responsibility for revising and updating the AWS rests with the
Taalkommissie (‘Language Commission’), a standing committee of the Academy
that is charged with determining lexical and orthographic norms. The ninth edition
of the AWS appeared in 2002, and the work remains a widely accepted authority on
orthography — and thus an important instrument of standardization.!”

Like all emerging standard languages, Afrikaans has had to deal with problems
of specialized terminology. During the period 1900-1930, the natural solution was
adlexification from Dutch, leading to a kind of Vernederlandsing (‘Netherlandiciza-
tion’) in certain domains. As is common in communities that perceive their lan-
guages under threat, language purism has run deep in the history of Afrikaans.
Standardization involved a determined effort to purge the language of anglicisms
(see Donaldson 1990 for details). Various bodies have existed to handle technical
terminology, notably the Vaktaalburo (‘Terminology Bureau’), created in 1950 by
the Academy and taken over by the state in 1977. Other government agencies have
assisted with creation and translation of technical terminology.
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Since World War II, Afrikaans lexicography has reached an international level
(see Gouws and Ponelis 1992 for a historical survey). Its most notable achievement
is the monumental Woordeboek van die Afrikaanse taal (‘Dictionary of the Afrikaans
Language’, Schoonees et al. 1970-), which was initiated by J. J. Smith in 1926 and
has continued at the University of Stellenbosch; eleven volumes have appeared as of
this writing. As one would expect of a mature standard language, we have a great
number of less far-reaching but still comprehensive explanatory, bilingual, etymo-
logical, and synonym dictionaries. In 1965 the first edition of the HAT: Verklarende
handwoordeboek van die Afrikaanse taal (‘Explanatory Dictionary of the Afrikaans
Language’) appeared. Now in its fourth edition (Odendal and Gouws, eds., 2000),
this lexical handbook is regarded as particularly authoritative.

Various practical usage guides have been published over the years, the most
important of which are: Die korrekte woord: Afrikaanse taalkwessies (‘The Correct
Word: Afrikaans Language Questions’) by H. J. J. M. van der Merwe (1982; first
edition 1951 under the title Afrikaanse taalkwessies ‘Afrikaans Language Ques-
tions’), Die juiste word: Praktiese taalgids by die skryf van Afrikaans (‘The Right
Word: Practical Linguistic Guide for the Writing of Afrikaans’) by L. W. Hiemstra
(1980), Afrikaanse grammatika vir volwassenes (‘Afrikaans Grammar for Adults’) by
M. de Villiers (1983), SARA: Sakboek van regte Afrikaans (‘Pocket Book of Correct
Afrikaans’) by J. G. H. Combrink and ]. Spies (1994; first edition 1986), and
Afrikaans op sy beste: Hulp met moderne taalkwessies by A. F. Prinsloo and F. F.
Odendal (1995). W. A. M. Carstens’s Norme vir Afrikaans (‘Norms for Afrikaans’,
1991; first edition 1989) is a practical reference work that seeks to elaborate a range
of linguistic norms that are characteristic of Afrikaans usage while at the same time
avoiding prescriptivism. The definitive grammar of Standard Afrikaans is Die
grammatika van Standaard-Afrikaans (‘The Grammar of Standard Afrikaans’) by
J. L. van Schoor (1983), although other descriptive handbooks (e.g., Ponelis 1979,
Donaldson 1993) have concentrated on forms of Afrikaans that would generally be
considered “standard”.

6. Norm acceptance

During the Second Language Movement, a generation of enthusiastic young teach-
ers, clergy, professors, politicians, and other professionals were zealous for the
cause of the Afrikaans language and Afrikaner political empowerment, and they
worked tirelessly to organize on behalf of the new language nationalism. Subse-
quently, Afrikaans was built up, promoted, and celebrated by National Party
governments and Afrikaner cultural organizations. Overall, acceptance of stan-
dardized language norms has not been an issue among white Afrikaans-speaking
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South Africans. At the same time, the existence of a market for the practical guides
cited in the previous section and in note 17 may reflect a measure of insecurity on
the part of writers about what some of these norms might be (cf. Branford and
Claughton 2002: 208).

It is not astonishing that Afrikaans acquired a symbolic association with racist
nationalism. A watershed was reached on June 16, 1976, when thousands of black
schoolchildren in Soweto demonstrated against the government’s mandate that
certain primary subjects be taught in Afrikaans — as they saw it, the language of
apartheid. The protest raged nationwide over the following year, and as many as
700 people were killed (Davenport 1987: 434). In view of this legacy and the fact
that the white Afrikaans-speaking elite had long sought to entrench its cultural
symbols as the national symbols, resistance to Standard Afrikaans arose among
some intellectuals during the 1980s, who called for the cultivation of an “alternative
Afrikaans” (see, for example, Smith et al., eds., 1985; Van den Heever, ed., 1988).
The sweeping changes in the political landscape in South Africa from February
1990 implied a turning point for Standard Afrikaans; see Webb (ed.) 1992.

7. Recent developments

South Africa’s constitution recognizes language as a fundamental human right.
Afrikaans is today one of eleven official languages at the national level and enjoys
constitutional protection along with the country’s other languages. Official lan-
guages at the provincial and local levels are determined according to regional
demographics. At present, Afrikaans has official status in Gauteng, the Free State,
and the Western Cape (Webb 2002: 92). Since the early 1990s, a debate over
language policy in post-apartheid South Africa has been in progress (see Reagan
2002, Murray 2002, Heugh 2002, and Webb 2002).

With the end of white rule in South Africa in 1994, Afrikaans has experienced a
significant decline in public domains. This decline is indicated by a “vastly dimin-
ished use [of Afrikaans] in government and semi-government institutions and in
companies which operate at a national level” (Webb 2002: 245). The country’s five
Afrikaans-medium universities have seen a gradual drift in the direction of dual-
and/or parallel-medium instruction. A number of university degree programs in
Afrikaans have been consolidated with other subjects or eliminated altogether; those
that remain have seen dwindling enrollments. Afrikaans remains more or less co-
equal with English as a major language of the law, but it is losing ground to English
in commerce, finance, science, and technology (Webb 2002: 95).

The international standing of English virtually assures it a prominent role in
official and other public spheres. Elaboration of African languages to a level where
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they could become mediums of commerce and power would pose further competi-
tion. The new “language struggle”, as seen by advocates of Afrikaans — spearheaded
by the Stigting vir Bemagtiging deur Afrikaans (‘Foundation for Empowerment
through Afrikaans’, formerly the Stigting vir Afrikaans ‘Foundation for Afrikaans’)
— is now one of empowering Afrikaans speakers “to stand on equal footing with
other language groups” (http://www.afrikaans.com). The extent to which Standard
Afrikaans will maintain its public roles over the long haul remains to be seen.

Notes

1. When we study the external history of Afrikaans, we do so against a backdrop of
Afrikaner nationalism and a long-term political struggle. There is an enormous literature
on the “language struggle” and a not inconsiderable amount of mythmaking (see Roberge
1992; Webb and Kriel 2000). Of the scholarly treatments of Afrikaans external history that
to varying degrees deal with vernacular elevation and language standardization are Shaffer
(1978); Kloss (1978: 151-64); Steyn (1980); Coetzee (1982); Raidt (1985, 1986); Du Plessis
(1986; on the language movements); Ponelis (1998). Practical and theoretical issues in the
establishment of linguistic norms in Afrikaans are taken up in an important anthology,
Norme vir taalgebruik (‘Norms for language usage’, Botha and Sinclair, eds., 1985).

2. German and French speakers were assimilated into the Dutch stream during the seven-
teenth and eighteenth centuries. Their imprint on the developing Cape Dutch Vernacular is
negligible and confined to lexis and onomastics. Contact with English and Bantu languages
is secondary, and they were not a factor in the formation of Afrikaans beyond the expected
lexical borrowing.

3. On the linguistic structure of the Cape Dutch Pidgin see Den Besten (1987, 1989,
forthcoming), Roberge (forthcoming). On the sociohistorical background see most re-
cently Groenewald (2002). The question of whether Afrikaans is a creole or semicreole
language in terms of its linguistic typology is a non-issue that will not distract us here.

4. The first edition of Changuion’s grammar provoked a scurrilous attack by De Lima
(1844), who charged that the professor had wrongly attributed to the burgher class features
that are characteristic of the least educated whites and people of colour.

5. Further to the literary activity in Genadendal in Belcher (1987: 26-30).

6. De Lima and Boniface were immigrants (from the Netherlands and France, respec-
tively); Meurant was born in Cape Town to a Swiss father and an English mother.

7. Most of the important Cape Dutch Vernacular texts of the nineteenth century (with the
notable exception of the Jantje Eenvoudig letters) are anthologized in G. S. Nienaber ( ed.)
1940 (Meurant’s Klaas Waarzegger/Jan Twyfelaar series), 1942 (Zwaartman), 1971 (varia),
and P. J. Nienaber (ed.) 1982 (material from the Free State).

8. On the concepts exoterogeny and emblematic features see Ross (1997).

9. The Dutch traveller M. D. Teenstra (1830 [1943: 85]) commented explicitly on the
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retention of Dutch customs and language in spite of the powerful position of English.

10. The myth of a more or less static, fixed vernacular ready for standardization at this time
is exploded by Deumert’s (1999, forthcoming) corpus-based, quantitative investigation of
variability at the Cape between 1880 and 1922.

11. Cf. the Duminy diary of 1797: “ik gong sitte schrijven aan mijn suster deletter, rasmus
kwam en vrougt of ek niets wist voor sijn vrouw dat goet was voor de houst” (‘I sat down to
write to my sister De Lettre. Rasmus came in and asked whether I knew of anything for his
wife that would be good for the cough’; Franken, ed., 1938: 105).

12. A subtext of ennoblement is also discernible in a comment regarding deflection: “In
modern languages, especially in the Germanic, the declensions become gradually more
obsolete” (Du Toit 1897:12).

13. Inan introduction to the facsimile reprint of Eerste beginsels, Loubser (1980) provides a
systematic comparison of the two editions.

14. For a brief but lucid discussion of these trends (with references), see Deumert
(1999: 95-99).
15. Malan’s speech is reprinted in Nienaber and Heyl (eds., n.d., pp. 93-103). The citations

occur on pp. 93-94, 99. Malan would go on to become the first Nationalist prime minister
of South Africa (1948-1954).

16. Webb (2002: 61, 74-75) points out the little-known fact that Dutch retained its official
status de iure until 1983, when the ruling National Party revised the constitution in order to
create a tricameral national parliament. By then, Dutch had completely disappeared as a
spoken language, save for among immigrants from the Low Countries (see Raidt 1997).

17. For a detailed history of the role of the Academy in the standardization of Afrikaans
spelling, see Eksteen (1985). The authority of the AWS is underscored by the fact that
Combrink (1991) brought out a little guide to the eighth edition (1991).
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1.  Sociohistorical background
Origins

The modern sociolinguistic situation in the Caribbean emerged out of European
colonization of the region which began when Columbus was discovered on the
beaches of the Bahamas in 1492. The main historical feature of this process was
African-European contact in plantation slave societies. The speakers of European
languages occupied dominant positions in relation to Africans imported as slave
labour. The resulting language contact situation was one in which there were
speakers of a European language such as English or Dutch coexisting with speakers
of a fairly heterogeneous group of West African Niger-Congo languages. Over time,
language varieties emerged which derived the bulk of their vocabularies from the
dominant European language but which showed features of phonology, morphol-
ogy and syntax that were highly divergent from that language. These language
varieties have come to be labelled Creole languages. That Caribbean Creole phonol-
ogy shows influence from the West African substrate languages is not generally
disputed. The source of the morphosyntax of these languages, however, has been
the subject of controversy. One view, typically represented by Alleyne (1980: 136—
180), is that there are strong West African retentions at the morpho-syntactic level,
as well. Diametrically opposed is Bickerton (1981: 43—135). He points to the lin-
guistic heterogeneity in early Caribbean plantation society and the consequent lack
of a stable and structured linguistic input amongst children born into such societ-
ies. This, he argues, caused these children to fall back on a linguistic bioprogram
which they used to create new languages, Creole languages, from scratch.!
Whatever the source of their linguistic features, crucial to the development of
these languages was their role in expressing newly emerging identities. Le Page and
Tabouret-Keller (1985: 181) present the hypothesis that “the individual creates for
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himself the patterns of his linguistic behaviour so as to resemble those of the group
or groups with which from time to time he wishes to be identified, or so as to be
unlike those from whom he wishes to be distinguished”. As argued by Smith
(1987: 12-16), when subordinate linguistic groups are brought together in a colo-
nially established state, an inter-group lingua franca develops. At the same time, a
“new problematic cultural identity” emerges for people who were severed from
communities of origin while being integrated into the new colonial state structure.
He argues that in multilingual situations such as those which produce Creole
languages, new languages only emerge when they have a clear social role to fill. The
social role of these emergent Creole languages was to express a newly emergent
“Creole” ethnic identity. As expressions of this new identity, Creole languages
became, over time, the native language of the earliest locally born speakers, those of
African descent and also those of European descent. Creole languages came to serve
as lingua francas across all ethnic and social groups, including succeeding waves of
imported West African slaves. In all this, the European language continued to
function as the language of government and of public formal interaction within the
dominant group. By contrast, Creole languages came into being to function as
linguistic media for private informal interaction, the L(ow) functions in a diglossic
situation. The European languages, by retaining roles as languages of the state and
of public formal interaction, functioned as the H(igh) language in these colonial
diglossic situations.

Historical lessons

Languages of Germanic influence in the Caribbean can be placed into two roughly
distinct but partly overlapping groups. The first of these can be regarded as Carib-
bean varieties of a standard European language. These include Surinamese Dutch,
and the range of localized standard varieties of English spoken in the former British
possessions of the region such as Guyana, Belize and Jamaica. The Caribbean
varieties of English have been treated collectively by Allsopp (1996) under the label
Caribbean Standard English or, as we shall label them here, Standard Caribbean
English. The second group consists of what may be called Caribbean Creole lan-
guages of Germanic lexicon. English-lexicon Creoles make up the largest portion of
this group and will be the focus of this study. However, there were also three Dutch-
lexicon Creoles spoken in the region. One was Negerhollands which was spoken in
the former Danish West Indies where the Dutch made up the bulk of the eighteenth
century slave owning class. Negerhollands is now extinct. There were two other
Dutch Creoles, Skepi Dutch Creole, spoken in the former Dutch colony of
Essequibo on the mainland of South America, and Berbice Dutch Creole spoken in
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the nearby Dutch colony of Berbice. The two were not mutually intelligible, with
the latter showing a great deal of similarity to Negerhollands. These Dutch colonies
became British at the end of the nineteenth century, and are now part of the
Republic of Guyana. In Guyana, Skepi Dutch Creole is extinct and Berbice Dutch
Creole almost so (Robertson 1979, 1989; Kouwenberg 1994).

In spite of the poor survival rate of Dutch Creoles, they have had a rich legacy of
efforts at standardization. This legacy involves many of the same issues raised in
later Creole language standardization processes in the Caribbean. From the early
decades of the eighteenth century, Negerhollands was employed in the Danish
West Indies with great success in converting African and African descended Dutch
Creole speaking slaves to Christianity. This activity required the conversion of
Christian religious texts into written Negerhollands. In fact, two different writing
systems were developed, one by the Moravian Brethren and the other by the Danish
Lutherans, for representing the language. Observers have noted that in the late
eighteenth century, the slaves in the Danish West Indies had a much higher level
of literacy than slaves in other Caribbean colonies. This has been attributed to
the practice in that era of encouraging literacy in the local Creole language,
Negerhollands (Lawaetz 1980: 36).

Stein (1995: 41-45) describes the emergence of written Negerhollands. This
process, arguably the first such development for a Caribbean Creole language, took
place by way of letter writing during the period 1737 and 1767. The first letter
writers were European missionaries. However, after 1739, when Negerhollands had
established itself as the main language of the letters written by missionaries, slaves
whom the missionaries had taught to read and write in Dutch themselves began to
write letters (Stein 1995: 43). The bulk of the corpus of 147 slave letters was written
in what Stein identifies as Negerhollands. He, however, points out the difficulty of
distinguishing between Dutch and Negerhollands since many of his texts could be
interpreted as representing Dutch with some Negerhollands interference. He sug-
gests that the first letters were indeed intended to be written in Dutch. After 1739,
however, Dutch was replaced by Negerhollands as the main language. Nevertheless,
Dutch did not entirely disappear from the corpus (Stein 1995: 47).

Contemporary reports on Negerhollands suggest that its spoken form was
highly variable during the eighteenth century. The variety spoken by the slaves was
described at the time as being heavily mixed with West African languages, notably
at the level of phonology and lexicon. The variety spoken by locally born persons of
European descent was more “refined” or “pure”, i.e. relatively free of West African
influence at the phonological, morpho-syntactic and lexical levels, and, as a conse-
quence, easily understood by Europeans. It was this “pure” variety which was first
selected for use by the letter writers. In keeping with other aspects of its “purity”,
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this written variety closely approximated the orthographic forms of European
Dutch. This Dutch influenced form of written Negerhollands was the natural
outcome of the fact that the early writers, whether European or local, had acquired
literacy in Dutch and were adapting their literacy practices to represent a language
which shared many features with Dutch. Their preference would naturally have
been to write in a variety as close to Dutch as was possible. Evidence that this was
indeed the case comes from, for example, morpho-syntactic variation in the earliest
writing. Thus, non-Dutch morpho-syntactic features excluded from the earliest
texts in favour of more Dutch-like forms make an appearance in texts fifteen years
later. As an example, the suffix morpheme -s is consistently used to mark plural
nouns in the earliest Negerhollands texts. However, later, the lexical morpheme,
sender, the third person plural pronoun, is used after the noun to signal plurality,
almost entirely replacing -s. Within fifteen years, written Negerhollands had shifted
to a variety which was less Dutch-influenced, but which was still characterized by
the absence of words of African origin and pronunciations considered deviant from
Dutch (Stein 1995: 43-52).2

In the early development of Negerhollands as a written language, we see an
issue which continues to dog Creole language standardization to the present. It
involves the nature of the relationship that should exist between a standardized
variety of Creole and the European language from which it has derived the bulk of
its vocabulary. How close to or how distant from the European language should the
Creole norm be? This question is repeatedly raised in the modern efforts at stan-
dardizing Caribbean Creole languages.

The Creole-to-English continuum and standardization

Sranan is the most widely spoken of the English-lexicon Creoles of Suriname, a
former Dutch colony on the northern shoulder of South America. Sranan presents
a special case. It exists, according to Ferguson (1959: 429), in a bilingual situation
“analogous to diglossia”. The H language, Dutch, cannot easily be construed asbeing
part of the same language or language system as the English-lexicon L language
varieties. Healy (1993: 28) proposes for Surinam two parallel continua, one involv-
ing Dutch with increasing degrees of influence from Sranan, and the other Sranan,
with increasing degrees of influence from Dutch. This situation presents challenges
to standardization different from the other Caribbean English-lexicon Creole situ-
ations in which the coexisting European language is English and in which we find a
single rather than double continuum. In the interest of simplifying the discussion
here, we shall exclude Suriname from the discussion in this paper.
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In the more usual situations, English-lexicon Creoles in the Caribbean area
coexist with local varieties of Standard English. This is the case with countries such
as Guyana, Jamaica and Belize. There is an absence of clear lines of demarcation
between English and Creole. One finds, rather, a gradual shading off from the most
clearly English-oriented varieties towards those which are most deviant from En-
glish. A considerable amount of research has taken place into characterizing what
has come to be called the (post-) Creole continuum (DeCamp 1971; Bickerton
1975; Rickford 1987). Against this background, the argument presented by
Devonish (1978, 1998) is that the interaction between English and Creole is rule-
governed. The intermediate varieties, as a consequence, are very stable. This is
contrary to the position of Ferguson (1959: 433) on intermediate varieties in classic
diglossic situations. His view is that these varieties tend to be relatively unstable.
Typically, in the situations under discussion, speakers have repertoires that span
varying ranges on the continuum. For any speaker, the more formal social situa-
tions would be likely to produce the use of varieties more approximating English,
and the more informal situations, those more approximating Creole. Language
behaviour in these situations is, in large measure, therefore, diglossic in nature.

Language ideology in diglossic continua

The diglossic reality of these language situations has a very specific representation in
the public imagination. Creole is considered a broken form of English or, more
positively, alocalized dialect of English. “Standard English” is the language of public-
formal and written communication. Traditionally, this is thought of as “the Queen’s
English” and is widely considered to be synonymous with Standard British English.
This belief is strong in spite of the fact that there is easily available evidence, notably
from British English language use in the electronic mass media, that British English
differs in its spoken form significantly from its closest Caribbean equivalents.

The dominant language ideology views standard varieties of English, including
Standard Caribbean English, as having no identity separate and apart from British
English. This feeling of a lack of distinction is assisted by the status and prestige of
Internationally Acceptable English (IAE) along with its idealizing agents such as
dictionaries and grammar books.? The prevailing language ideology simultaneously
emphasizes the internal coherence of the language forms closest to IAE, and
minimizes any such coherence in those forms of speech most deviant from IAE.
This attitude has even come to influence academic work on these language situa-
tions. Thus, DeCamp (1971: 35) criticizes the work of Bailey (1966) who produced
the first comprehensive syntactic description of Jamaican Creole, on the ground
that the variety she described “... is an abstract ideal type, a composite of all non-
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standard features, a combination which is actually spoken by few if any Jamaicans.”
In the approach of DeCamp (1971), “true” Jamaican Creole has ceased to exist,
watered down to increasing degrees along the “post-Creole continuum” by influ-
ence from Standard Jamaican English. Despite her difference in perspective, this is
a characterization with which Bailey (1971: 342) seems to be in agreement when she
states: “The speakers of unadulterated JC [Jamaican Creole] are rare indeed...” We
see here, even among linguists, manifestations of classic diglossic language ideol-
ogy. Ferguson (1958: 431) states: “... H alone is regarded as real and L is reported
not to exist”.

The interesting point, however, is that none of these positions takes into
account the fact that IAE and its local approximations are also abstractions, and are
equally a composite, this time of all “standard” features. The much criticized
concept of a “composite of all non-standard features” for an abstract ideal of
Jamaican Creole is only possible against the background of a “composite of all
standard features”, the abstract ideal of “standard” English. Speakers of unadulter-
ated Standard Belizean, Guyanese or Jamaican English are as rare as are speakers of
“unadulterated Creole”. The ability to use varieties approximating IAE is, in the
main, developed through exposure to the formal education system. However, even
a highly educated speaker cannot be expected to use Standard Caribbean English to
the exclusion of Creole.

English-lexicon Creole languages exist in public consciousness hidden
amongst “dialects” of English. Thus, Louise Bennett, noted as a pioneer “dialect”
poet in Jamaican Creole, writes a poem defending Jamaican “dialect”, in which she
associates Jamaican Creole with British regional/non-standard dialects such as
Scots, Yorkshire and Cockney. She asks the opponents of Jamaican Creole who
have vowed to destroy it, whether Yuh gwine kill all English dialect (0)r jus Jamaica
one? ("Are you going to kill all the English dialects or just Jamaica’s’; Bennett,
1966: 218). This “dialect” issue and the perception that Creole is a non-standard
off-shoot of English and should be treated as such, bedevil Creole norm selection,
as we shall see in the following section.

2. Norm selection

Standardizing an H variety: Standard Caribbean English

The issue of norm selection applies, in the first instance, to the local H-varieties, the
standard varieties of English. The aim of the Dictionary of Caribbean English Usage
edited by Richard Allsopp (1996), hereafter the DCEU, and the Caribbean Lexicog-
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raphy Project out of which it was produced, is to codify an H variety, “Caribbean
Standard English”, out of the range of varieties closest to Internationally Acceptable
English. The emotive force operating here is a Caribbean nationalism which con-
siders that “... the DCEU should be an inward and spiritual operator of regional
integration even more powerful as a signal of unity than a national flag would be”
(Allsopp 1996: xxxi). The goal is to make the elitist abstraction of “Caribbean
Standard English” a sociolinguistic reality. But what of those other language forms
variously described in DCEU as “basilectal” Creole, creolized language or just plain
Creole and treated as outside the pale of Caribbean English? The DCEU handles
these language varieties and their associated variants with “Caribbean Standard
English” as the reference point. These varieties are viewed as constituting Creole
“remainder features” or Creole “borrowings” and “survivals”. According to the
DCEU, these variants, when employed in Caribbean English, produce less formal
language varieties, with their heaviest presence at the anti-formal level:

Deliberately rejecting Formalness; consciously familiar and intimate; part of a
wide range from close and friendly through jocular to coarse and vulgar; ...When
such items are used an absence or a wilful closing of social distance is signalled.
Such forms survive profusely in folk-proverbs and sayings ... (Allsopp 1996: lvii).

It should be noted, however, that these roles, while on the periphery of the func-
tions of Caribbean Standard English, lie at the core of the functions of Creole.

The DCEU approaches the issue of the relationship between “Caribbean Stan-
dard English” and English lexicon Creole by claiming to cover all of what it refers to
as “Caribbean English”. Allsopp (1996: Ivi) establishes a hierarchy of “Formalness”
“... using four descending levels, — Formal, Informal, Anti-formal, Erroneous”
(Allsopp 1996: Ivi) (italics in original).This hierarchy is used as a basis for both
describing forms and prescribing for their use.

(a) The “Formal” is that which is “[a]ccepted as educated: belonging or assignable
to IAE; also any regionalism which is not replaceable by any other designation”
(Allsopp 1996: 1vi).

(b) The “Informal” is defined as “[a]ccepted as familiar; chosen as part of usually
well-structured, casual, relaxed speech, but sometimes characterized by mor-
phological and syntactic reductions of English structure and other remainder
features of decreolization” (Allsopp 1996: 1vi).

(c) As for the “Anti-Formal”, this is described as “Deliberately rejecting Formal-
ness; consciously familiar and intimate, part of a wide range from close and
friendly through jocular to coarse and vulgar; any Creolized or Creole form or
structure surviving or conveniently borrowed to suit context or situation”
(Allsopp 1996: lvii).
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(d) Finally “Erroneous” is that which is “Not permissible as IAE (Internationally
Acceptable English), although evidently considered to be so by the user”
(Allsopp 1996: lvii).

The identification of the forms associated with each category is based on their
appropriateness for use in situations of varying levels of intimacy among interlocu-
tors. Forms associated with the highest level of formalness are unmarked in the
DCEU and can be presumed to have been described as part of Caribbean Standard
English, and to have been prescribed for it. The linguistic forms associated with the
remaining two levels of formalness are marked accordingly in the DCEU and show,
according to Allsopp’s definition, increasing degrees of Creole influence. The
Informal variety is viewed by him as consisting of “remainder features of decre-
olization” and the Anti-formal as being composed of, among other features, “any
Creolized or Creole form or structure surviving or conveniently borrowed to suit
context or occasion” (Allsopp 1996: lvi-lvii). All of this suggests that increasing
numbers of Creole features are incorporated into what is otherwise Caribbean
Standard English, in order to allow it to acquire some level of informality. English
features are characteristic of the H functions in this diglossic situation, and Creole
features the L functions.

That the dictionary project is ultimately aimed at standardizing an H variety in
a diglossic situation is supported by the fact that the norm being selected is a
primarily a written one. Thus, Allsopp (1996: lvi) defines Standard Caribbean
English/Caribbean Standard English as

The literate English of educated nationals of Caribbean territories and their spo-
ken English such as is considered natural in formal social contexts.

By defining it as a written language, i.e. “literate English” spoken naturally “in
formal social contexts”, the language politics behind the DCEU becomes clear. The
dictionary describes a language variety which has very restricted functions, largely
those associated with the H domain. In other words, the DCEU represents a
standardization of the H variety, sanctioned by institutions of the state. Evidence
can be found for this in the assertion by the editor of the DCEU that,

...in omitting the mass of Caribbean basilectal vocabulary and idiom in favour of
the mesolectal and acrolectal, and using a hierarchy of formalness in status-
labelling the entries throughout, the work is being prescriptive. This is in keeping
with expressed needs, and with the mandate agreed and supported by successive
regional resolutions ... (Allsopp, 1996: xxvi).
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Standardizing the L variety: English-lexicon Creoles

In relation to normalization within the Creole language varieties, Devonish (1978)
proposed the creation of a compromise variety along the continuum which would
facilitate understanding and use by the maximum number of persons in the society.
The aim was to identify a variety of Guyanese Creole that could be used in the mass
media and in public communication, as a language medium with a wider audience
than standard Guyanese English. This approach did not propose the imposition of
a standard variety but rather identifying a common variety which could be used to
greatest communicative effect in the mass media. The intention was that the public
would continue to be free to use whatever variety of Guyanese Creole they were
accustomed to when communicating in the media. The focus of this exercise was
radio broadcasting with members of the public having the opportunity to commu-
nicate on radio through phone-in programs, “man-in-the-street” type interviews,
etc. This approach, it was felt, would not be problematic since it would operate in a
speech community characterized by tolerance of dialect variation and passive
competence in a range of varieties along the continuum. The proposal for a norm
was being directed at the language used by professional radio broadcasters, as
distinct from that of members of the public whose voices from time to time could
be heard by way of phone-in programmes and interviews. The professional radio
voice would have to employ a specific variety. The recommended norm would be a
neutral variety which would include the Creole speech habits of the widest range of
speakers possible.

A specific method was adopted to identify the variety. It relied on a particular
analysis of variation on the Creole-to-English continuum. Devonish (1989: 129—
140; 1991: 565-584; 1998: 1-12) proposes that the linguistic interaction between
English and Creole is rule governed. A language variety can only be proposed to
exist at the level of the clause. Beyond the clause, speakers are free to shift between
language varieties as their linguistic repertoires allow and as social factors require.
Within the clause, of the theoretically possible combinations of Creole and English
features, only a restricted number are actually possible. To illustrate, below we see a
sample of the Creole and English combinations possible in equivalent sentences in
Guyana and Jamaica respectively. The linguistic variables involved are

(i) past marking with the variants /bin/ or /(b)en/ (Creole), /did/ [intermediate]
and /woz/ (English), and

(ii) continuative aspect marking, with the variants, pre-verbal /a/ (Creole), and
post verbal /-in/ (English).

The starred sentences are the ones not acceptable in the particular language situa-
tion. At the most English and the most Creole levels, (a) and (f) respectively, usage
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in the two speech communities is almost identical. However, at the level of the
mixed or intermediate varieties, there is significant divergence. The evidence sug-
gests that, in both communities, the combining of features from Creole and English
is permissible, yet possible combinations are constrained. In fact, in each case, these
constraints allow six possible combinations, blocking two. The blocked sentences,
however, are different in each situation, a result of different sets of constraints being
in operation.

(1) ‘The man was/had been talking’

Guyana Jamaica
a. di maan bin a taak di man (b)en a taak L variety
b. dimaan bintaakin  *di man (b)en taakin
¢. *di maan did a taak di man did a taak
d. dimaandid taakin  *di man did taakin
e. *di maan woz a taak di man woz a taak
f. di maan woztaakin  di man woz taakin H variety

(Devonish 1989: 133)

In the above, the pre-predicator marker a marks the continuative or progressive
aspect, varying with the more English-influenced suffix — in, which bears the same
meaning. The pre-predicator marker variant forms, bin and did and wozsignal past
tense and/or anterior. In combination, the variants from the two pre-predicator
variables produce a meaning akin to English was V-ing or had been V-ing.

It was using facts such as these that Devonish (1978) sought to select forms for
his publicly useable variety of Guyanese Creole, i.e. the variety designated for use in
the mass media. For each morpho-syntactic variable, the variant that had the widest
powers of co-occurrence with other variable features was the one selected. Faced
with the Guyanese variation involving /bin/, /did/ and /woz/ for the past tense
variable in the example above, and /a/ and /-in/ for the continuative aspect variable,
/bin/ and /-in/ would have been selected for the publicly useable variety on the
ground that /bin/ shows wider powers of co-occurrence. It is able to occur with
both the basilectal /a/ continuative aspect marker variant and /-in/, the acrolectal
variant. The variants /did/ and /woz/ are more restricted in their distribution.
Speakers of a wider range of varieties across the continuum are likely to have /bin/
within their passive competence than they would either /did/ or /woz/. Following a
similar line of reasoning, /-in/ would be selected in preference to /a/. This is by
virtue of /-in/ being able to co-occur with all the past tense variants, and by it having
a much wider power of co-occurrence with the past tense variants than does /a/.
The latter is only able to occur with one of the three.

Interestingly, applying the same principles to the Jamaican data above, we would
end up with a different pair, /woz/ and /a/ as the selected forms. This is especially
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worthy of note since the respective acrolectal and basilectal forms, as represented by
(a) and (f) respectively, are identical or nearly identical to one another. Thus, if the
approach across the various Caribbean English-lexicon Creole situations is to opt for
non-basilectal Creole norms, the varieties so selected will become more divergent
from one another than is reflected in either their respective acrolects or their
basilects. This would create difficulties in achieving some level of convergence in
norm selection across the various Caribbean English-lexicon Creoles.

The Devonish (1978) proposal was made before a nationalist upsurge in lan-
guage consciousness, especially in Jamaica, which has created a different psychologi-
cal framework within which Creole standardization could take place. In Jamaica, the
process of Creole language standardization and normalization is not simply a
utilitarian matter, aimed at giving monolingual Creole speakers access to the mass
media and public information. It is equally about the assertion of national identity
amongst bilingual speakers. For the latter, the idealization of the Creole language
variety is a central issue. In spite of this, however, the main claim currently being
made for the public formal use of Creole is as a means of respecting the language
rights of predominantly monolingual speakers of the language when they deal with
agencies of the state. In May 2002 during discussions within the Joint Select
Committee of Parliament charged with the task of drafting a Bill of Rights for the
Jamaican constitution, the issue of language rights was raised. The view was ex-
pressed that in some areas of Jamaica a variety of Jamaican Creole was spoken which
was “entirely different” from that spoken elsewhere. The implication was that this
allegedly considerable gap between varieties of Jamaican Creole was going to render
it impossible to grant right of access to the agencies of the state in that language.

As a result of such reservations the process of granting constitutional language
rights to speakers of Jamaican Creole now focuses mainly on popular beliefs about
the relative mutual intelligibility of the various varieties of the language. Only if
decision makers can be persuaded that there is a form of Jamaican Creole which is
intelligible to all Jamaicans, will they support the case for promoting its use by
agencies of the state in their dealings with the public. If they can be persuaded, it
follows that whichever variety is considered most intelligible would be the one
favoured to function as a widely usable official norm for the language.

In a significant piece of research Miller (2002) attempted to answer the ques-
tion and, as a consequence, to settle the issue of what would be accepted as a widely
usable Jamaican Creole norm. She selected a sample of educated bilinguals, two
from each of the 13 parishes in Jamaica (the two urban parishes of Kingston and St.
Andrew counting as one). She asked her informants to identify, from the list of
parishes, which parish dialect or dialects they considered most difficult to under-
stand. Of the responses given, 44% identified the dialect of St. Elizabeth, a western
parish, as that most difficult to understand. In addition, 94% identified the dialects
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of the five western parishes as the least understood (Miller 2002: 25). Given that
38% of the informants came from these western parishes, many of them must have
themselves identified the dialects of western parishes as least easy to understand.

Miller also sought to ascertain which parish dialect was considered most easy to
understand. Kingston and St. Andrew, the capital city and its suburbs, came in with
31%, the highest score for any parish. The immediately adjacent suburban parish,
St. Catherine, comes in second with 21.5%, giving the urban central eastern par-
ishes together over 50%. The remaining non-western parishes varied between a
high of 12% to a low of 4%. The western parishes, by contrast, varied between a
high of 4% and the 0% reported for St. Elizabeth (Miller 2002: 25). It is evident that
not even the informants from St. Elizabeth voted their own dialect the most
intelligible. Interestingly, St. James, the western parish which contains Jamaica’s
second city, Montego Bay, scores just 1%. The psychological centre of gravity of
Jamaican Creole is clearly in the non-western parishes, and in fact, in the zone
between central and east, the location of the capital city of Kingston and the
broader Kingston Metropolitan area including large areas of St. Andrew.

Obviously, if a variety thought to be the most intelligible is selected as the
norm, but turns out not to be intelligible, the chances of it consolidating itself as the
standard is reduced. Thus, Miller (2002) also examined the reality of intelligibility,
using matched guise spoken passages, one in the perceived least intelligible dialect,
that of St. Elizabeth, and the other in the dialect judged most intelligible, that of
Kingston and St. Andrew. Thirteen informants, one from each parish, were admin-
istered the text in the St. Elizabeth guise, and another thirteen, similarly selected,
the text in the Kingston and St. Andrew guise. They were asked questions which
tested for understanding of the morpho-syntactic features which differentiated the
dialects. A primary one was the variation between /de/ and /a/ as pre-verbal
progressive aspect markers. Below is a sample of the difference between the texts of
the two dialect guises.

(2) (St. Elizabeth guise)

Yu no hafide dunotn fi dem dis kom
You NEG have-to coNT.-asPECT do nothing for them just come
aan atak yu

and attack you

‘You don’t have to be doing anything for them to just come and attack
you.’

(Miller 2002: 22-23).

(3) (Kingston and St. Andrew guise)
Yu no hafia dunotn fi dem jos kom
You NEG have-to coNT.-AsPECT do nothing for them just come
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aan atak yu

and attack you

“You don’t have to be doing anything for them to just come and attack
you.

(Miller 2002: 22-23).

The results obtained by Miller showed that the two dialect guises were equally
intelligible to speakers originating in all of the parishes of Jamaica (Miller 2002: 15).
This does mean that, from the intelligibility standpoint, nothing stands in the way
of the Kingston and St. Andrew variety emerging as the norm. Those involved in
extending the functions of Jamaican Creole seem aware of this. Thus, for example,
there was the decision of the Bible Society of the West Indies when doing its audio-
cassette recording entitled “Jamaican Patois Scripture Portions” around 1997, to
opt for an urban, Kingston and St. Andrew variety, inclusive of the progressive
marker, /a/, in their translation of portions of the New Testament into Jamaican
Creole. The indicators are that in Jamaica, in the Anglo-Saxon tradition, we are
seeing a process of standardization by consensus rather than fiat.*

A key aspect of the process of Creole language standardization in Jamaica, has
been the need to create and maintain a distance between English and Creole. At the
level of the lexicon, one approach is that any English word is a potential Jamaican
Creole word, subject to appropriate phonological modification. The forces of social
consensus in Jamaica are, however, moving in a different direction. In an analysis of
Standard Jamaican English texts carried out by Sand (1999: 103-105), she com-
pares lexical frequencies in her Jamaican English texts with those of comparable
non-Caribbean corpora. She notes much higher frequencies of very formal English

» o« » o«

items, e.g. “commence”, “await”, “persons”, etc. when compared with their more
everyday equivalents, i.e. “start”, “wait for”, “people”, etc. This is the reverse of the
relative frequencies seen in comparable texts in metropolitan varieties of English. It
appears that there is a communal drift towards the separation of Creole and English
and this is manifesting itself at the level of the lexicon. The less formal English items,
i.e. “start”, “wait for” and “people”, are identical or nearly identical in shape to the
forms used in Jamaican Creole. Therefore, they are being avoided in Standard
Jamaican English through replacement with highly formal English equivalents
markedly different from the forms used in Jamaican Creole. Speakers are develop-
ing and maintaining a clear gap between the lexicons of the two varieties. The
distinction between these two varieties is thus emphasized.

In the case of Belize, the standardization process seems to be heading in a
different direction. If we examine the spelling guide which introduces a glossary of
Belizean Creole lexical items, we see the difference: in a note on Creole languages

and word origins, great emphasis is placed on loanwords and a recognition that the
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great bulk of the items in that language originated from English (Belize Creole
Project 1997:24). No mention is made either in that section or in the short
grammar of the language which follows, of the independent word formation de-
vices of the language. I suggest, given other indicators which will be referred to
later, that this silence is a sign of a favourable attitude to continued assimilation of
English vocabulary as a means of expanding the lexicon of the language.

The issue of maintaining the distinction between the languages at the level of
orthography is more problematic. This is because the writing conventions available
are exclusively those of English. The only flexibility exists in the traditions associated
with the writing of non-standard and regional British dialects in literary work, which
allows, for example, for the use of apostrophes to indicate sounds that are supposedly
deleted with reference to standard varieties of English. This approach, in fact, came
to be the “standard” way by which Caribbean English-lexicon Creoles are repre-
sented, even by writers who were native speakers such as Louise Bennett (1966).

Nevertheless, many bilinguals who are already literate in English find this dialect
writingapproach difficult to read. A modified version of the dialect writing approach
which aimed at improving readability, was adopted by Mervyn Morris in his edited
collection of Louise Bennett’s poems (1982). He tried to make the text more readable
to the bilingual mono-literate by assuming that (i) the reader is accustomed to
reading English, (ii) anyone accustomed to Jamaican Creole will “hear” the Creole
sounds even when the spelling looks like English, (iii) readability would be aided by
avoiding “spattering the text with apostrophes” (Morris 1982: xx).

Other efforts have been made to deal with the readability problem. One
example is Smith’s (1986: xxix) edition of oral accounts of Jamaican women’s
experiences, largely given in Jamaican Creole. The editor outlines his approach to
orthographic representation as follows (Smith 1986: xxix):

Though phonetic spelling would clearly be the most logical alternative, the fact
that the system of education has long treated Creole as a bastard cousin to English,
and the fact that people consequently find the phonetic version hard to read,
means that a purely phonetic spelling was impractical at this state. The result is a
compromise between phonetic spelling, English spelling and spellings which have
become commonly accepted through constant usage.

Presumably, Smith intends, by her use of the term “phonetic”, to mean “phone-
mic”. What emerges, however, is not significantly different from other work func-
tioning within the constraints of English dialect writing traditions.

The Belizean model, associated with the orthography employed by Belize
Creole Language Project, tries to move a little further in the direction of consistency
while retaining reference to the way cognate words are spelt in English. According
to Decker (1995: 6), the orthographic model for Belizean Creole adopted in 1994
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was one which approximated the phonemic principle in the use of its consonants,
but “... the two or three different ways of spelling each vowel are chosen from the
way those sounds are written most commonly in English.” In fact, however, to take
an extreme case, the same vowel may be represented in at least four different ways.
In the case of /ai/, this is represented in the orthography as “i-e” (where — stands
for the intervening consonant) as in “bite”, “ie” as in “tie”, “y” as in “try” and “ai” as
in “wai” (“why”; Belize Creole Orthography Project 1994: 8). The choice in the first
three is determined by the spellings these words take in English and in the fourth by
a desire to ensure that the lexical item is represented by a minimum of three
graphemes. Given the heavy reliance on how cognate items are spelt in English, it is
not surprising that “... bilingual Creoles, already literate in English, have very little
difficulty reading a text in this new orthography the first time they see it.”

This approach is problematic, however. To illustrate, in keeping with English
spelling conventions, Belizean Creole /e:/ is represented by either “a-e” or “ay”. The
decision on how to spell the Creole cognates of the English words, “fate” and
“faith”, is primarily based on the vowel spellings of the cognate items in English.
Thus, the former is spelt “fate” in the Belize orthography. As for the latter, this is
spelt with “ay” as in “fayt” since “ai” is a digraph used to represent the diphthong /
ai/ in the orthography (Belize Creole Orthography Project 1994: 4; Decker 1995: 6).
Convenient though the system is for its intended readers, it is less so for intended
writers. These can only know which vowel representation to choose by referring
back to how cognates are spelt in English and, where necessary, as in the case of the
cognate to “faith”, making some system internal adjustments.

The challenge to these half-hearted attempts at freeing the orthographic con-
ventions from those of English has come from Carolyn Cooper (1993, 2000). She
has pioneered the use of the Cassidy phonemic writing system in work aimed at the
general public. She had a series of newspaper columns during the 1990s appearing
fortnightly over a period of several years, written in Jamaican Creole using the
Cassidy writing system, a phonemic based system developed by Cassidy (1961: 433)
for representing the language. Early on in the process, however, Cooper was forced
to compromise. Afraid to remain unread, she published her column side by side in
two orthographies, the Cassidy and the traditional English modified orthography
which she termed “Chaka-Chaka” from the Jamaican Creole word, “chaka-chaka”
“untidy” (Cooper 2000: 94). Cooper (1993) most sharply attacks the orthographic
compromisers in her academic critique of “Lionheart Gal”, the book of personal
accounts by women edited by Smith (1986) whose compromising orthographic
practice has already been described. In the middle of her analysis which she began
in English, Cooper (1993: 91) shifts to Jamaican Creole, the language of most of the
text which she is critiquing. This shift allows her to pose an orthographic challenge
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to the text under discussion.

My analysis of the testimonies of the women of Sistren ... will now proceed in
Jamaican. I use the Cassidy orthography which differs markedly from the English-
oriented orthography of the Lionheart Gal text. ‘We come together and talk our
life story and put it in a lickle scene...” A so Ava se Sistrin staat aaf: a tel wananada
stuori. (‘We came together and told our life stories and put them in little dramatic
scenes...” That is how Ava said that Sistren began, by telling each other stories’;
Cooper ibid.).

In all this, however, the jury is still out on what writing system or systems will be
used for writing the English-lexicon Creoles of the Caribbean. One interesting
development, however, is the re-examination of the Belizean Creole orthography
discussed on BelizeWeb Forums (BelizeWeb.com, April, 2002). The discussion
forum on Creole was, in fact, set up as a way of introducing the changes to the
public and generating discussion about them. As far as one can gather, the intent of
the revisions is to make the system more consistently phonemic. The details of the
re-examination are not yet available and so it is not possible to say how much less
dependent the revised system will be on the spellings of cognate forms in English.

3. Norm codification and elaboration

Standard Caribbean English

As far as conventional approaches to language planning and standardization are
concerned, Standard Caribbean English is well served. The Dictionary of Caribbean
English Usage (Allsopp 1996) documents, records and recommends usage that is
peculiar to Standard Caribbean English or is at least not recorded in dictionaries of
metropolitan varieties of English. The Dictionary thus performs the role of supple-
menting dictionaries of British English, notably the Oxford English Dictionary.
There are problems, however, with less conventional forms of codification
such as spell checkers on word processing computer software. A look into the
language choice options in 1999 versions of the personal word processing software
most widely used across the Commonwealth Caribbean, Microsoft Word, is reveal-
ing. We see the following options for Caribbean varieties of English: English
(Belize), English (Caribbean), English (Jamaica), and English (Trinidad). However,
when even major place names like Dangriga for Belize, Montego Bay for Jamaica,
Piarco for Trinidad and Essequibo for Caribbean are entered as text, they are
underlined in red indicating a wrong spelling; the same occurs with the names of
popular national dishes such as ackee for Jamaica, callaloo for Trinidad and
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pepperpot for Caribbean. These are all terms and spellings which are a normal part
of English as written either in individual territories or across the Caribbean. It
points to the failure of the Caribbean Lexicography Project of which the Dictionary
of Caribbean English Usage is a part, to effectively implement language norms
through the medium by which, at present, the largest proportion of text in English
in the region is being produced. Standardization of Standard Caribbean English is
perhaps understandably stuck in old notions of codification, restricted as these are
to dictionaries, spelling manuals, etc.

Along similar lines, users report that speech recognition software for word
processing is notoriously inefficient when one employs in speech the segmental and
supra-segmental phonologies of any of the standard varieties of Caribbean English.
These users indicate that, in order to gain reasonable levels of success with these
pieces of software, they have to assume metropolitan, North American pronuncia-
tions. In the absence of concerted efforts to work with the new technologies, the
attempt by the Caribbean Lexicography Project to reinforce its norm selection will
be fruitless. Given the technological changes that have taken place, a dictionary, no
matter how excellent, may not be the main and certainly not the only way to
propagate a codified norm.

English-lexicon Creoles

The booklet Translating weather reports into Jamaican Creole (University of the
West Indies 1989) is a guide to the use of Jamaican Creole weather terminology and
to the translation of weather news into that language. It was produced as part of a
project which sought to encourage the broadcasting of weather forecasts, in par-
ticular the storm bulletins, advisories, watches and warnings transmitted during the
hurricane season in the Caribbean. The booklet presented a standardized terminol-
ogy for the technical concepts which needed to be communicated in weather
reporting, as well as advice on stylistic and morpho-syntactic choices and devices. It
also gave a sample set of texts of translated Jamaican Creole weather reports.

The publication had two target audiences. The first consisted of those who
would be required to translate radio weather reports into Jamaican Creole from an
original English text. The other was made up for those who would be required to
read such translated written reports on the electronic mass media. The booklet
advised strongly against anglicisms in any area of language use, and in favour of a
translation which would be elegant and which would read as though it were
originally produced in Jamaican Creole. It took a similar line in the area of the
lexicon. The terminology presented in the work was generated on the basis of a
countrywide interview survey which tried to capture Jamaican Creole weather
terminology already in use, especially among fishermen and farmers. Working with
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a list of technical terms in English and their definitions, an attempt was made to
produce a wordlist of Jamaican Creole terms and their English equivalents, acces-
sible either by looking for the English word or the Creole one. In developing this
word list, every effort was made to fill the lexical gaps in Jamaican Creole by items
which were semantically transparent. This meant that lexical elaboration relied
heavily on the one major word formation device available in the language, i.e.
compounding. The process of lexical elaboration can be demonstrated with refer-
ence to the English items “latitude” and “longitude” being translated as worl-lain,
i.e. lines around the world’. The coordinates, either north or south for latitude, or
east and west for longitude, would, in the weather text, establish the distinction
between worl-lain as latitude or longitude (University of the West Indies 1989: 8).

The translated texts would have to be written and then read aloud fluently and
accurately. In this role, the issue of orthography was important. However, because
these texts were being transmitted to the public orally, the orthography question
was not one which had any direct public significance. The decision was taken to use
the Cassidy orthography which was later also used by Cooper (see above). This was
originally a phonemic transcription system for representing Jamaican Creole de-
signed so as not to require the use of symbols not present in the Latin alphabet
(Cassidy 1961: 433; Cassidy and Le Page 1980: xxxix—xl). A guide to the use Cassidy
writing system is therefore included in the document (University of the West
Indies, 1989: 3—7). This guide is, given its restricted audience and intent, lacking in
many of the conventions of a true orthographic guide, e.g. advice how to handle
phonological assimilations in rapid or relaxed speech and how to deal with mor-
pho-phomemic variation. The task of converting Cassidy system into a public
useable orthography and spreading this to the public by way of a reference guide is
yet to take place.

By contrast, the Beleez Kriol Glassary an Spellin Gide (Belize Creole Project
1997) has a very clear focus on orthography. It is produced in order to promote the
writing system originally designed by the Belize Creole Orthography Projectin 1994.
The spelling guide is detailed in outlining the sound values of the graphemes and
digraphs which it seeks to promote. Except for a short discussion on the use of
hyphens, however, the work restricts itself to acting as a spelling guide, and does not
address the wider issues involved in the development and use of an orthography.
The accompanying glossary provides an extensive Belizean Creole wordlist, written
in the prescribed writing system, along with its English equivalents, followed by an
English wordlist with its Belizean Creole equivalents. By contrast with the Jamaican
Creole work mentioned previously, in spite of its extensive listing of words, the
Belizean document does not attempt any planned lexical expansion or standardiza-
tion. It includes learned loanwords from English such as kriyaytivity from English
“creativity” and “spesifik” from English “specific”. It is difficult to avoid the conclu-
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sion that the approach of the Belize Creole Project on the issue of lexical expansion
reflects everyday practice amongst Belizean bilinguals, which is to treat any English
word as a potential Creole word.

4. Norm acceptance

Standard Caribbean English

Richard Allsopp, the editor of the Dictionary of Caribbean English Usage, has spent
several decades prior to the 1996 publication of the dictionary, promoting the
concept of Standard Caribbean English. The reason for this is clear. He needed
some level of public support in seeking financial assistance from public agencies
and institutions for the Caribbean Lexicography Project. The fact is that the Carib-
bean Lexicography Project did receive over time and continues to receive consider-
able material support from governmental and institutional sources. This suggests
that the notion of Standard Caribbean English was sold successfully to upper levels
of state and para-state decision-making bodies at the national and regional levels.

Given the location of the project within the University of the West Indies, an
institution which is funded by and which serves 13 contributing territories within
the Commonwealth Caribbean, the project was well placed to have the concept
spread amongst and by students being educated there. This has happened for at
least twenty years. One major avenue were the university’s first year English Lan-
guage courses which are compulsory for students across a wide range of disciplines.
Within one component of these courses, information about language varieties
within the Caribbean is examined and the concept of standard varieties of Carib-
bean English discussed.

According to Allsopp (1996: xx—xxi), one of the early stimuli for the Caribbean
Lexicography Project was a 1967 resolution by the Caribbean Association of Head-
masters and Headmistresses which called upon the University of the West Indies to
compile a list of lexical items for each Caribbean territory and to circulate this to
schools for the guidance of teachers. The project was subsequently conceived of as
having primary importance for the secondary school examination board, the Car-
ibbean Examination Council (CXC), set up in the 1970s to replace the United
Kingdom based examination boards. The relevance of the project to the CXC is
clear in that it provides the sole authoritative reference source for acceptable
English language usage across those parts of the Caribbean where English is the
official language.

Given its base within the only regional university, and its orientation towards
providing normative solutions for teachers and for examiners in regional examina-
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tions, the project, through the DCEU, is in an enviable position as a promoter of the
norms it is recommending. It is able to have its recommendations on usage institu-
tionalized, not by fiat nor by legal sanction, but by consensus among educators who
look to it as the sole available authority on Caribbean English usage.

English-lexicon Creoles

Generally, across the Caribbean countries under discussion, the process has been
one of Creole becoming generally acceptable in public formal domains. For ex-
ample, in the electronic mass media, Shields-Brodber (1998: 202) refers to “(t)he
gradual erosion of diglossia in Jamaica, accelerated by programmes such as phone-
in radio talk shows...” She describes a process by which hosts of such programmes

...code-switch frequently between English and Creole for a variety of pragmatic
purposes, and/or acts of identity, and who thereby provide a certain legitimacy for
the use of J[amaican] C[reole] in public/formal media... and callers with demon-
strably weak mastery of English, who shift to JC... (ibid.)

Drama, advertisements for products of mass consumption, live interviews, etc., also
allow for an increasing use of English-lexicon Creole languages. At this stage, the
trend is simply to use and to accept any variety of Creole with which the speaker
feels comfortable. There is as yet no regionally and socially neutral variety consid-
ered acceptable for public and formal use in the electronic mass media.

Performers of popular music are at the centre of the evolving language situa-
tion. The role of oral performers of Jamaican popular music, both traditional
reggae and its modern derivative, Dance Hall, is central to the process by which
Jamaican Creole is developing a norm. These performers have settled on varieties
which are relatively unmarked for regionalism, i.e. non-Western Jamaican varieties.
They have simultaneously marked it with an urban stamp, specifically that of the
capital and its surrounding areas, i.e. Kingston, St. Andrew and St. Catherine. Their
works are admired nationally and internationally and constitute a body of orature
which functions as model for creative language use in the speech community. The
consequence is a further entrenching of Kingston as the linguistic centre of the
country. This has strengthened normalization with varieties associated with
Kingston as the main reference point. The work of these performers in developing
both national and international Creole language consciousness is documented in
works such as Cooper and Devonish (1995) and Devonish (1998a).

As has already been mentioned, the audio-tapes produced around 1996 by the
Bible Society of the West Indies, consisting of translations of excerpts of the New
Testament, selected for use a variety of Jamaican Creole which was urban, more
specifically that of Kingston and its environs. These were played in churches and
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received considerable exposure on radio stations. The response is best described as
qualified public acceptance. A similar language variety choice was made on weekly
radio news broadcasts on Irie FM, a national radio station. For over a year, between
1993—4, there was a weekly news summary broadcast entitled “Big Tingz Laas Wiik”
on the programme “The Cutting Edge” hosted by the poet, Mutabaruka. The news
summary was extremely popular but stopped being broadcasted due to a lack of
resources to have them properly translated and voiced. More recently, during
March-April, 2002, another weekly news in review programme in Jamaican Creole
was aired by “Roots FM”, a radio station broadcasting to listeners who live in the
poor urban communities of Kingston and its environs (Ferril 2002). Again the
choice was the variety associated with Kingston and its environs. An evaluation of
audience response to the programmes, including the reaction to the choice of
Creole variety, was done by Kellyman (2002). The response is reported to have been
overwhelmingly positive.

5. Recent developments

The English-lexicon Creole languages

Up until the present, the only formal body set up for the planning and promotion
of an English-lexicon Creole language in a Commonwealth Caribbean country was
the Belize Creole Project. The Project is linked to the Creole Council of Belize
which is a voluntary organisation promoting the cultural and ethnic rights of the
ethnic Creole population in that country. As such, therefore, it is not functioning as
an agency of the state nor does it have as an immediate objective making Creole a
language of the Belizean state. Its main objective is to develop Belizean Creole as a
literary language (Belize Creole Project 1997: ii).

In Jamaica, major developments are taking place. Steps are being taken to set
up an officially sanctioned language-planning agency whose role would be to
develop norms for the public formal and official use of Jamaican Creole. This is the
outcome of language advocacy at the level of the legislature. Representations were
made to the Joint Select Committee of the Houses of Parliament set up in Jamaica
to consider a bill in the form of a Draft Charter of Rights which would become part
of the Jamaican Constitution. In the presentation made on 31 May 2001, Devonish
(2001) addressed 13-(2) of the Draft Charter of Rights which stated that

Parliament shall pass no law and no public authority or any essential entity shall
take any action which abrogates, abridges or infringes ... (j) the right to freedom
of discrimination on grounds of (i) gender, (ii) race, place of origin, social class,
colour, religion or political opinions.
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The presentation argued that, particularly in the context of Jamaica, this list
was incomplete. It was proposed that there be the addition of “(iii) language”. The
modification to the Draft Charter suggested here would serve to strengthen an
already existing provision, in 13-(2).(i) of the draft charter, which blocks Parlia-
ment, public authorities and essential entities from taking action which interferes
with “... the right to fair and humane treatment by any public authority...”. The
practical effect of the modification proposed would be to guarantee the right to
receive, from a public body, service in a language in which the citizen is competent.
It would also ensure that this service is provided in a courteous and respectful
manner. The services of public bodies are currently rendered, at least officially, only
in English. The proposed modification would have the effect of putting Jamaican
Creole alongside English as a language which the state and its officers are obliged to
use officially in its interactions with the public.

The response of the Joint Select Committee (Report of the Joint Select Com-
mittee 2001: 30) was to recognize the existence of language discrimination and the
desirability of providing constitutional protection against it. However, it expressed
concern about the ability of the agencies of the state to provide services in Jamaican
Creole given the absence of a standard writing system. In addition, it expressed
concerns about the problems which might present themselves in the event that all
public communications, in addition to being transmitted in English, had to be sent
out in Jamaican Creole. These concerns hark back to the issue of whether Jamaican
Creole can effectively function as a medium for certain types of more technical
communication. The issue here is one of whether the language could develop an
expanded and standardized lexicon for the technical concepts which officers of the
state would have to employ in the course of communicating with the public.

As a means of dealing with its concerns, the Report (2001: 30) recommended
that a language planning agency for Jamaican Creole be set up within the Depart-
ment of Language, Linguistics and Philosophy at the University of the West Indies,
Mona, that it report periodically to Parliament, and that its work form the basis for
the eventual constitutional guarantee of protection from discrimination on the
ground of language. What was achieved was a commitment to making a constitu-
tional amendment once corpus-planning work had been done, notably in the areas
of orthography standardization and lexical standardization and expansion. Inter-
estingly enough, here we have another language standardisation project, this time
one focusing on a Creole language, being located within the University of the West
Indies. The model had been pioneered with the setting up of the Caribbean
Lexicography Project with its focus on Standard Caribbean English usage.

The work of setting up the agency is proceeding. This is the first time in the
speech communities under consideration that a language-planning agency is being
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set up with official blessing. The situation creates the unprecedented opportunity
for the standardization and expansion of an English-lexicon Creole language in the
Caribbean, with a view to it become one of the languages used formally by the state.

5. Conclusion

Let us return to the earliest case of Caribbean Creole standardization discussed in
this paper, that of the eighteenth century missionary letters written in the then
Danish West Indies. There, we saw that there was the question of the relationship
between Dutch, Dutch with some degree of Negerhollands influence, a
Negerhollands with a high degree of Dutch influence, and finally varieties of
Negerhollands which showed minimal or no influence from Dutch. The first
variety was already being written. The second and then the third ended up in
writing, the fourth did not. In more general terms, what we had here was an
imported European standard language, an emerging Creole influenced local variety
mutually intelligible with European Dutch, and Creole in its more or less European
influenced forms.

This pattern was followed in those situations involving English in coexistence
with English-lexicon Creole languages. Thus, in these cases, we see (i) a process of
standardization of local, Creole-influenced varieties of English, assisted at a re-
gional level by the Caribbean Lexicography Project and its standardizing tool, the
Dictionary of Caribbean English Usage, and (ii) competing models of Creole lan-
guage standardization, one represented by that Belizean Creole, with its heavy
reliance on its relationship with English, and the other by that of Jamaican Creole,
which seeks a high level of autonomy from English.

There is a rational explanation for the difference in approach between Belize
and Jamaica. Although it is the lingua franca of Belize, Belizean Creole is the native
language of only a minority of its speakers, the ethnic Creoles. Native Creole
speakers are outnumbered by native speakers of Spanish, many of whom are
relatively new migrants from neighbouring Spanish speaking countries such as
Guatemala and Honduras. In addition, for the entire period of its independence,
Belize has been under threat by a border claim from the neighbouring, predomi-
nantly Spanish speaking country of Guatemala. The claim applies to the entire
territory of Belize, thus challenging the very existence of Belize as a state. Spanish is
the official language of the entire Central American region within which Belize
finds itself. Both the official language of Belize, English, and Belizean English-
lexicon Creole, are perceived as being under threat in the region. The promoters of
Belizean Creole, not surprisingly, therefore, are happy to lean on the internationally
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more powerful language, English, for support and reinforcement, hence the ap-
proach to standardization with English as a constant referent.

By contrast, Jamaica is an island state within which only two languages co-exist,
English and Jamaican Creole. Jamaican Creole is the native language of the vast
majority of Jamaicans. The use of one or the other of these languages has come to
symbolize the major social, economic and cultural divisions in the society. English
is associated positively with modernization, economic prosperity and education.
Negatively, it is seen as elitist and non-Jamaican. By contrast, Jamaican Creole is
viewed negatively as linked to poverty, backwardness and illiteracy. Positively, it is
seen as the language of the people and of the culture and identity of the nation. As a
consequence, most public discussion on the language issue takes place in binary
terms, Patwa (Jamaican Creole) versus English. The advocates of Jamaican Creole
in official functions, in fact, see it as co-existing with English in these roles. This is a
position that the Belizean Creole language advocates have said that they would not
adopt, given the much more varied ethno-linguistic nature of their own situation.
In the Jamaican case, therefore, the perceived need for Creole and English to coexist
in official functions produces an approach that seeks to maintain and reinforce the
distinction between the two languages.

Notes

1. The Language Bioprogram Hypothesis proposed in Bickerton (1981) argues that all
children are born with an innate default structure for language, a language bioprogram.
Children born into situations of extreme multilingualism such as existed in early plantation
slave societies were, it is argued, exposed to minimal and reduced adult language input, a
macaronic pidgin being the sole language in general use. To develop language, therefore,
these children had to rely in the main on what was innate, their language bioprogram.

2. Stein (1995) does recognize the possibility that the earliest forms of the written
Negerhollands may have represented the language as it was spoken at the time, and that the
written language diverging from Dutch came about in response to the spoken language
itself becoming more divergent. However, he points to evidence suggesting that these
divergent varieties long predated their appearance in writing.

3. Allsopp (1996:liv) defines Internationally Acceptable English as that common core
which unites the standard varieties of English in use across the world and which “...
accommodate a number of distinctive national features at all linguistic levels, chiefly in the
field of lexicon.”

4. In the Anglo-Saxon tradition, by contrast with that of France, for example, standardiza-
tion emerges as a result of social practice and private individual initiative, e.g. the eighteenth
century Samuel Johnson dictionary of English, rather than by the prescriptions of a lan-
guage planning agency such as the Academie Francaise in France.
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1. Historical background

Denmark has never been part of another state nor was it ruled by foreign powers for
longer periods of its history. The country was among the first to participate in the
process of nation-state building which started in Europe with the Renaissance and
Reformation around 1500. Since language standardization is commonly consid-
ered a most important process which accompanied and supported the creation of
the Europe of nation-states, we can expect to find the roots of the Danish Standard
language some 500 years back.

The language situation which had developed during the Middle Ages and
which served as the basis for the standardization process was characterized by three
features:

(a) Firstly, with the spread of Christianity in Denmark from around 1000, an
exoglossic standard, Latin, had been adopted as the appropriate language to be
used in many public domains and by the ruling institutions of society. From
the end of the fourteenth century, Danish, in competition with German (see
below), took over as the language used in writing by the royal administration
and legislation (see about rural law codes below), but Latin continued to be the
language of the Church (which used Danish only in communication with
“common” people) and of culture and education in general.

(b) Secondly, also the German language had a strong position in public domains of
Danish society around 1500. (1) Within the world of commerce, the Hanse era,
which reached its peak in the fourteenth century, brought many Low German
speaking merchants and craftsmen to Denmark and the other Nordic countries
(on the Hanse see Langer, this volume). It can be assumed that town popula-
tions were bilingual to a large extent, or (as proposed more recently, see e.g.
Braunmiiller and Diercks 1993; Jahr 1995) that Low German and Nordic
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(c)

languages were so closely related that semi-communication could take place.
In any case, the contact was of a kind which resulted in a lasting and most
significant influence from Low German on the Nordic languages. (2) Within
the world of government and administration, Low German had played a most
important role for a long time. A considerable part of the Danish nobility was
more familiar with Low German than with Danish, partly because many mem-
bers of this group had their roots in the border areas (Holstein, Schleswig),
partly because Low German was the language of prestige. In Southern Jutland,
Low German was the only language used in official writings. Starting with the
fifteenth century a number of Danish kings had a German background, and
some of them did not speak Danish themselves. (3) Within the world of science
and education, High German gradually grew in prestige from the fifteenth
century on as contact was made with the many new universities in Renaissance
Germany. At the end of the 1500s it had replaced Low German in all its
domains.

Thirdly, the use of Danish was characterized by regional variation, in writing as
well as in speech. The “dialect tree” model splits the traditional Danish dialects
into three main branches: Eastern Danish (spoken on Bornholm in the Baltic
Sea — and in Scania, Halland and Blekinge, i.e. the southern part of Sweden
which used to be Danish until 1658), Insular Danish (spoken in the islands of
Zealand and Funen, and the smaller islands to the south of these), and Western
Danish or Jutlandish (spoken in Jutland). This tripartite division manifests
itself in the manuscripts written in Danish from the thirteenth century, includ-
ing the three rural law codes which constitute the main documents in Danish
from this period, one for Scania, one for Zealand, and one for Jutland. In
addition to these regional differences which existed in speech and were
reflected in writing, writing itself was replete with variation which had no
relation to speech differences. One and the same sound could be written in
many ways, in the same text or even sentence. Superfluous letters were added
for ornamental reasons. The factual information in this paragraph, as in much
of what follows, is to a large extent based on the work by Peter Skautrup (1896—
1982), who wrote what is generally acknowledged as the standard work on the
history of the Danish language (Skautrup I-IV, 1944-1968). A major treatment
of the history of the German language in Denmark is Winge (1992).
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2.  Norm selection
The first “selection” of a Zealand/Copenhagen norm

In principle, then, at least three regional varieties of Danish were candidates to be
selected as the norm basis when the standardization process accelerated from
around 1500. In practice, however, no selection took place in the sense of a
deliberate choice; the choice followed as a consequence of other developments in
Danish society. In fact, it seems that the choice had basically been made already at
the time when the rural law codes were transposed from oral tradition to parch-
ment (in the first half of the thirteenth century; Skautrup I: 258). Although the
regional variation manifests itself over and again in the case of a number of
linguistic variables (this goes for the quality of unstressed vowels, in particular, i.e.
the main feature on which the tripartite division of the Danish dialect tree is based),
experts in these matters seem to agree that there already was a spelling tradition
which writers tried to follow as best they could and that this tradition reflected
Zealand speech more than either Eastern or Western dialects.!

Why Zealand? After all, towns like Ribe in Jutland and Lund in Scania were
important centres of religion and learning, and there was no geographical, adminis-
trative or political centre, the king and his court were always on the move. It is this
“polycentricity” which, to some extent, is reflected in the linguistic variation found
intherurallaw codes. Nevertheless, if Zealand speech was the spontaneously selected
norm basis for the budding writing conventions, the most likely reason is that the
noblemen and kings (the Valdemars) who headed the country’s political and
spirituallife from 1150 onwards were Zealand-based. Other towns than Copenhagen
were in the middle of events in those days (Roskilde, Vordingborg, Ringsted), but
Copenhagen’s importance increased rapidly from the fifteenth century. The town
got its university in 1479 and became the country’s “real” capital with the establish-
ment of absolute monarchy in 1660. Since then, Denmark has been a firmly mono-
centric state with Copenhagen as the uncontested centre in all respects.

Accordingly, it comes as no surprise that Zealand and Copenhagen are the
names that we encounter when the seventeenth century grammarians begin delib-
erating about the location of “the best language”. Zealand is the geographical
location pointed to by the first grammarians who address the matter around the
middle of the century, but the focus soon narrows down to Copenhagen — in
particular in the opinion of the bishop Henrik Gerner (1629-1700), 1678, and in an
anonymous manuscript (1727). In addition, it should be noted that the early
grammarians clearly refer to the social prestige of the speakers in their argumenta-
tion. In their opinion, the best language is Zealand or Copenhagen speech as heard
in the mouths of educated people (Skautrup II: 316-317). The works of Danish
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Grammarians from the middle of the seventeenth to the middle of the eighteenth
century are available in Bertelsen (I-VI, 1915-1929, reprinted 1979); vol. VI of the
1979 reprint contains an introduction to these grammarians and a comprehensive
guide to literature about them by Caroline C. Henriksen. Henriksen (1976) is an
edition of the anonymous 1727 manuscript with an introduction in English to the
grammarians of this period in general and to the 1727 manuscript in particular.

The subsequent “reconstruction” of a national norm

Language standardization is commonly thought to have two main aims: the cre-
ation of a common language (i) helps to facilitate communication, and (ii) has the
ideological function of uniting the people into a nation (e.g. Kaplan and Baldauf
1997: 65-67; Bourdieu 1991: 46—49). Therefore, norm selection will in most cases
only occur once. However, it may also happen — in connection with social and
political changes — that a new variety is selected as the norm basis (typically if the
centre of power is moved from one city to another), or that a new norm is
constructed (as this became possible with the advances of scientific linguistics after
1800, cf. the construction of Nynorsk by Ivar Aasen; on Norwegian see Jahr, this
volume). While no second or alternative norm selection has occurred in Denmark,
it is an interesting fact about Standard Danish that the “selection of norm” has
never come to an end, but continues to be negotiated. When reading the early
“norm selecting” grammarians, it is clear that the Zealand/Copenhagen variety was
seen as the best language, and that social prestige was a most decisive element in
that representation. However, in more recent writings about the history of the
Danish language the notion of Standard Danish is constructed somewhat differ-
ently. The Zealand/Copenhagen nature of Standard Danish, in particular, is com-
monly questioned and denied among linguists and laymen alike. Or, if the
Copenhagen roots of the Standard are acknowledged, then its prestige nature is
cried down instead. In what follows I will deal with the norm “revision” which
focuses on the geographical issue, and return to the “revision” which focuses on the
prestige issue below (under “norm acceptance”).

The written norm

In Skautrup’s account, Standard Danish is not defined in geographical terms from
the very beginning. He admits that, for linguistic reasons, the presence of a written
norm from around 1200 cannot stem from either Jutlandish or Scanian scribe
traditions, but at the same time Zealand is also dismissed as a norm centre.
Skautrup’s position is that “we should probably not try to localize the written norm
in geographical terms — except for the demonstration that it generally avoids any
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dialectal feature, i.e. it has been created in circles which were not narrowly tied to or
stamped by a regional dialect” (quotes from Skautrup I: 259-260, unless otherwise
stated, all translations in the article are mine). Skautrup points to “the highest,
secular and clerical, circles with writing skills” as the basis for norm formation. In
the Middle Ages, this written norm was promoted by the chancery, “not in any
capacity of a Zealandic language centre, but as a to-the-whole-country-common-
and-centrifugally-working radiation point”.2 There was only one written norm,
“which was above the local, and towards which the peripheral areas strove to the
best of their abilities”. The same conception (however, this time described from the
perspective of the periphery) reappears in Skautrup’s summary of the following
period 1500-1700: “The language itself, in writing and speech, was from the
beginning of the period subject to a centripetal tendency” (Skautrup II: 406).

Skautrup operates with two dimensions in his explanation of the beginning
standardization. Like the early grammarians he talks in terms of “high” and “low”
with reference to the social dimension, but unlike them he refers to geographical
categories only to deny their relevance: in his conception, “centre” and “periphery”
refer to a purely linguistic relationship.

The spoken norm

In contrast to several of the early grammarians, who did not distinguish clearly
between the written and spoken language, Skautrup of course makes this distinc-
tion. He locates the first developments towards a spoken standard language in the
sixteenth century, more than three centuries after the emergence of the written
standard. Skautrup’s reasoning about the geographical and social nature of this
spoken standard is basically the same as for the written standard; he downplays the
significance of geography and stresses the importance of social prestige:

The basis for this emerging spoken standard is Zealand speech, probably a
Copenhagen-East Zealand dialect (an @resund dialect), but it is not possible to
determine more precisely, at least not from the materials provided so far, either
the point of origin or to which extent this speech already differed from the dialect
as a separate language reserved for certain higher circles. (Skautrup II: 191;
translation T. Kristiansen)

Skautrup admits that “we will have to search for these circles first and foremost in
Copenhagen, the city of the court, the central administration and the university”
(op.cit.) butonlyin order to stress that what characterized those people was that they
came from everywhere and moved around: “In such circles, common denominators
of language were created and learned to the extent that individuals could liberate
themselves from their original dialect” (op.cit.). In this conception, the spoken
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standard is from the very outset and by definition something else than Copenhagen
speech; it is a norm created by and for a mobile social elite, a prestige variety.

Discussion

In comparing early and later grammarians and their acceptance versus refutation,
respectively, of the “Copenhagenness” of Standard Danish, it is important to
remember, of course, that prior to 1800 norm selection could not be based on what
we today see as a scientific understanding of how regional differences are related to
each other in terms of variation and change. In particular, it was not possible for the
seventeenth century grammarians to argue for one variety as being the “best”
language on the grounds that it was “in the middle” linguistically speaking. Their
argumentation for the best language had to be social. Nothing prevents us, how-
ever, from considering whether linguistic relationships may have played a role in
the choice of the Zealand/Copenhagen varieties. Geographically speaking, Zealand
and Copenhagen could easily be seen as being at the geographical and political
centre (at least until Scania was lost to Sweden in 1658). Whether the Zealand/
Copenhagen varieties were also easily felt to be at the centre linguistically speaking,
is harder to tell. From a modern dialectological point of view, these varieties were
“in the middle” with regard to some features (Eastern Danish dialects being the
historically more conservative ones, Jutland dialects the more advanced ones), but
also more “extreme” (i.e. historically more advanced) than both Eastern and
Jutland dialects with regard to some other features.

Arguably, then, we may not be entitled to totally exclude a role in language
standardization for a sense among users as to what is linguistically “the middle”. In
my view, however, the denial of the “Copenhagenness” of Standard Danish should
be seen as an ideological phenomenon. The roots of this phenomenon are not to be
found in a changed relationship between the capital and the provinces —
Copenhagen has remained the unaltered centre of the country — but rather in the
very nature of this relationship. The discursive “transfer” of the Copenhagen upper
class norm to a supra-regional (national) “neutral” variety is a contribution to the
ideological “resolution” of the social and political conflict between a dominating
Centre and a dominated Periphery. The construction of a generally acceptable
relationship between Capital and Province is a priority in any nation-building
project. In the case of Denmark, it is interesting to note that both of the two
opposite perspectives offered by the Capital versus Province conflict seem to urge
people to construe one and the same picture of the Standard norm: its
Copenhagenness is rejected. From the Province perspective, this may well be an act
of opposition, a way of reducing the glamour of Copenhagen. From the Capital
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perspective, denying the Copenhagenness of the Standard norm may be an attempt
at attenuating the oppositional Province, and thus securing the national unity
which is the whole idea in the first place.

3. Norm codification

The written norm

The choice of a script system for Danish followed from developments in the Nordic
societies in general and was no longer an issue around 1500. With the spread of
Christianity, the Gothic script replaced the runic script. It might be mentioned,
though, that the Scanian rural law code was still written in a runic version around
1300. The change to Roman letters arrived late in Denmark after having met with
strong opposition; despite numerous prior attempts the Gothic script was only
omitted in books from around 1860, and was removed from school teaching in 1875.

In addition to the twenty-six letters used in Latin, the Danish alphabet has
three extra characters: <a ¢ 4>. Originally these are variants of ligatures: <ee> and
<@> go back to Latin, <&> to fifteenth century Swedish. In Danish (like all Nordic
languages but unlike other European languages), these graphic symbols are treated
as independent letters with their own place at the end of the alphabetic order. With
regard to <a> and <@>, this has been the case since the first Danish dictionaries.
The letter <a>, on the other hand, replaced the digraph <aa> only in a 1948 reform,
and appeared as the very last letter in the official 1955 Spelling Dictionary (whereas
the <aa> digraph used to appear in first position with <a>).

There certainly was an element of orthographic standardization in the writings
of the medieval scribes. There existed various conventions for sound/letter corre-
spondence, which were followed by the scribes with varying degrees of consistency.
The invention of printing radically altered this situation from the second half of the
fifteenth century. As the printer and his machine appeared in between the writer
and the text, writing conventions changed and the printing technology created
both the possibility and the need for a further standardization of the written
language.

The first books were printed in Denmark at the end of the fifteenth century,
and during the following century the spread of printing technology and its prod-
ucts made a major contribution to the establishment of a written norm. Some of the
printers played a most decisive role in language codification. Most instrumental in
this respect was Christiern Pedersen (1480-1554), “the founder of the Danish
written norm” (Skautrup II: 176). Operating as a translator, editor and book
printer (he had his own printing house for a few years, 1533-36, located in Malme
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in Scania), he developed an orthography which by and large remained fixed and
gained acceptance from the 1530s on.

Already the first spelling conventions from the thirteenth century showed
archaic features when compared with the spoken language. For instance, the re-
flexes of postvocalic /p t k/ were written <b d g>, although there is plenty of
evidence that the lenition process had gone further to produce fricatives or
approximants. The sixteenth century codification mainly conserved and even on
some points accentuated this archaic character. The novelty of Pedersen’s codifica-
tion in comparison with earlier spelling habits consisted primarily in an extensive
simplification (removal of superfluous, ornamental letters) and a much greater
consistency. The principles, once established, seem to have been followed without
any discussion during the Middle Ages (Skautrup II: 186-187).

The subsequent history of Danish spelling, however, has been rich in ortho-
graphic discussions — yet these discussions had little impact on norm codification.
(Quite a few ambitious works dealing with spelling were never published, or were
published only in recent years in the interest of scientific research, like for instance
the anonymous 1727 manuscript already mentioned above.) The relatively com-
plex correspondence between sounds and letters was an issue already among the
seventeenth century grammarians. The more common position was to follow the
Italian poly-historian J. C. Scaliger (1484-1558) and to claim that “one should
write like one talks” (Scaliger 1540, Lib. I, I: 3). Later Danish grammarians and
linguists have often engaged themselves in the spelling issue in favour of phonetic
spelling reforms, as was the case with Rasmus Rask (1787-1832). Rask’s plan for a
spelling reform (1826) met with harsh resistance at the time, but provided an
answer to pedagogical demands. Due to the development of general education and
literacy schooling in the eighteenth century and the subsequent 1814 ordinance
which made schooling obligatory for all children, questions of appropriate literacy
teaching were increasingly debated by pedagogues. Most of Rask’s proposals were
carried out in the first official spelling rules issued by the government in 1889 to “be
used and strictly followed” in the state school system.

These rules were followed up in 1892 by a governmental decree which laid
down the principles of Danish orthography. In particular, the right use was stipu-
lated on three points where variation persisted: the spelling of vowel length (huus >
hus ‘house’), of diphthongs (<ei>, <@i> to <ej>, <@j>), and of earlier palatalized
velars (Kjobenhavn > Kobenhavn). In addition, the decree stipulated that <qv> was
to be replaced by <kv>, and that well integrated loanwords should be written
according to the same principles as Danish words. An old proposal (originally from
Jens Hoysgaard (1698—1773), 1743) to introduce a supplementary grapheme, <6>,
to match the two /@/-phonemes found in speech, was not included. Two other old
proposals also reiterated by Rask would form the core of Denmark’s last and only
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twentieth century spelling reform in 1948: in addition to the above mentioned
change in the script system from <aa> to <&> (as a reform proposal first found in
the 1727 manuscript), the initial majuscule in nouns was changed to a minuscule
(the use of initial majuscules was a German inspired custom — with roots back to
the Reformation literature — which had never gained full acceptance).

It should be pointed out that Denmark has a longstanding tradition of official
written norm codification. The first official codifying act in the history of Danish
orthography dates back to 1775 when a governmental decision stipulated that
spelling should be taught in schools in accordance with the orthography used in a
textbook still to be produced (edited by Ove Malling (1747-1829) and published in
1777). While the first Danish spelling dictionary (by Jacob Baden (1735-1804))
appeared in 1799, the first one to be officially sanctioned was published in 1872
(edited by Sven Grundtvig (1824-1883)). The 1892 decree mentioned above (sup-
plied by that of 1948) remained the basis of official norm codification until 1997
when two acts of Parliament clarified the legal foundation of norm codification. It is
now stipulated by law that norm codification is the responsibility of Dansk
Sprogneevn, i.e. the ‘Danish Language Council’ which has been in existence since
1955, and that the council accomplishes this by editing and publishing Retskrivnings-
ordbogen (‘The Spelling Dictionary’), of which four editions have appeared so far
(1955, 1986, 1996, 2001). The council can introduce only minor changes and
adjustments onits own account, and changes with regards to principles cannolonger
be the administrative acts of aminister buthave to be adopted by Parliament. The two
general coding principles to be followed are defined as the principle of tradition and
the principle of usage. The spelling of a word remains the same (tradition) until a
clear majority of “gode og sikre sprogbrugere” (‘good and confident language users’)
spellit differently (usage). The new formisincluded in the normas a variant and may
end up as the only correct form in alater edition of the Spelling Dictionaryif the older
form is no longer used. All of this amounts to little more than a clarification of the
legal foundation of a longstanding practice.

The official codification is limited to the spelling of words, including inflected
forms. Codification, in this sense, has to do with the relationship between the
written and spoken forms of a word. A characteristic of “good and confident
language users” is that they follow Danish spelling traditions as spoken Danish
changes, and foreign spelling traditions as new words are imported from other
languages. In consequence, a codification based on the principles of tradition and
usage has caused the sounds/letters relationship to become fairly complex in mod-
ern Danish. A further consequence of sticking to these two principles is that all
double forms included in the norm (to allow for change) reflect a struggle — either
between a foreign and a Danish spelling (mayonnaise vs. majonaese) — or between
differences which exist in spoken language within the one social group of “good
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and confident language users” (e.g. begonie/begonia, dubleant/dublant). The codifi-
cation principles secure that double forms will never reflect speech differences
between social groups. The inclusion of spelling variants reflecting regional differ-
ences, as practiced for instance in Norway, has never been considered a possibility
in Danish norm codification.

Today, due to the complexity of the sound/letter correspondences and the
conservative character of Danish norm codification, arguably no spoken variety has
a more direct relationship to the spelling than other varieties. It may be reasonable
to say, then, that codification at the level of sounds and letters is no longer based on
a prior selected variety: the codified norm has reached a position independent of
the plurality of varieties. At the level of morphemes, the codification may still be
said to reflect the Copenhagen variety more than other varieties. Two examples:
(i) Jutland dialects (used to) have a pre-positioned definite noun marker:

(1) e  hus
the house
‘the house’

The rest of Denmark, including Copenhagen, has a post-positioned marker:

(2) hus-et
house-the
‘the house’

(ii) In the Copenhagen variety, the nouns are distributed over two classes (gen-
ders); most other dialects, including the Zealand dialects surrounding Copen-
hagen, (used to) have a three-gender system. In both cases, the standard has the
Copenhagen variants.

The spoken norm

Thanks to its conservatism, written Danish is still close to written Swedish and
Norwegian. In contrast, spoken Danish, in all its varieties, has moved further away
from the common Nordic origin than any of the other languages (cf. Haugen 1976,
Viker 1995). This evolution continues up to the present day to the extent of
disturbing the mutual intelligibility between Danes and their Nordic neighbours.
As such, the gap between spoken and written Danish testifies to a limited
influence from the written code on the spoken code. While the phonetic spelling
approach has had minimal impact on the codification of Danish orthography, the
impact ofthe oppositeapproach which claims that “one should speak like one writes”
(defended among the early grammarians by Henrik Gerner) was equally small. This
is not to say that Danes are immune to the influences from written language on
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formal speech. A particular style of public speaking characterized by “reading
pronunciations” was commonly in use in the nineteenth century, arguably as the
result of a perceived need among “ordinary” people to speak appropriately as larger
sections of the population were gradually included in the administrative and
governmental affairs of society. This public speech style was stigmatized and disap-
peared at the end of the nineteenth century, and there seems to be little evidence that
it has had a lasting effect on the spoken norm (Pedersen 1997).

Scholars of Danish have disagreed on the influence of writing on speech,
however. Traditionally, writing is considered as the codifying force par excellencein
relation to the spoken standard, i.e. the written code has a codifying impact on
speech. Skautrup assumes that variation and numerous double forms still charac-
terized the language of the higher social circles around 1700 (“the language was still
in motion” (Skautrup II: 332)); however, a new force had entered the arena:

It was now possible to find stable points of reference in the fairly fixed written
language, and from now on we must expect an increasingly significant impact
from a recitation or reading language. The written language will have a say in the
further development. (op. cit.; translation T. Kristiansen)

According to Brandum-Nielsen (1891-1977), the main development of the spoken
language in the nineteenth century was characterized by restitutions of older
pronunciations, caused by “the power of the written language” (Brendum-Nielsen
1951: 92-94). In today’s standard work on the development of spoken Standard
Danish, however, Brink and Lund (1975) demonstrate that the majority of the
many changes which occurred in spoken Standard Danish during the nineteenth
and twentieth centuries enlarged (rather than reduced) the distance between
speech and writing. With reference to Brendum-Nielsen’s point of view, they
conclude their own discussion by stating that “from now on, all claims about
languages of culture which stabilize and fossilize in their phonetic form because of
writing etc. should come to an end” (Brink and Lund 1975: 736).

Both the prescription and description of pronunciation were not or only
unsystematically addressed in the dictionaries of Danish which have appeared over
the last two centuries. Their influence on the spoken norm has most certainly been
negligible. This also holds true for the main ‘Dictionary of the Danish Language’
(Ordbog over det danske Sprog I-XXVIII, 1918-1956) which gives somewhat more
systematic information on pronunciation; in spite of its considerable popularity,
this information is largely outdated as a result of the many completed and on-going
changes in modern Standard Danish. A first separate pronunciation dictionary was
published in 1991. Based on the work by Brink and Lund (1975), Den Store Danske
Udtaleordbog (‘The Great Danish Pronunciation Dictionary’, Brink et al. 1991)
presents a codification of the Standard norm which is non-conventional by its
broadness, including many social and regional variants for every entry.
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4. Norm elaboration

While the introduction of printing was the decisive prerequisite for the early
codification of Standard Danish, the victory of the Reformation (1536) formed a
most important basis for the beginning elaboration of the language. Both in print
(including the publication of Danish books with hymns and sermons, and the whole
Bible in 1550) and in speech, Danish soon became the only language used to spread
the gospel. Other texts genres which used Danish already in the manuscripts of the
Middle Ages were now also printed in Danish: statutory texts of many kinds
(including the three old rural law codes) and also texts with a general educational
purpose (e.g. medical advisers, almanacs, collections of proverbs). In other domains,
however, the transition to Danish took more time. German remained the language
of government, Latin the language of education and science (including theology). If
the Danish language was promoted by the leaders of the Reformation, this followed
from a practical need to reach the broad masses of the people, not from any
theoretical considerations as to the merits and virtues of the mother tongue.

This latter line of reasoning did, however, emerge in the seventeenth century
when national and humanistic reform ideas accompanied the establishment of an
absolute monarchy and an accelerated centralization of society. A number of
learned men were inspired by Renaissance ideas to advocate the study and use of
the vernacular. This advocacy was still performed in Latin, however. A more
theoretical interest gained momentum only in the second half of the seventeenth
century as the honour and glory of the mother tongue became a leading theme of
writings of the early grammarians. Their main aim — presented as a duty towards
the native country and the native language itself — was to demonstrate the excel-
lence of Danish as a language which in no respect was inferior to languages like
Latin, German, etc. The Danish language was “ill” from being misused or not being
used at all; the time had come to “cure” it — to use a favourite metaphor from the
grammatical works of the time.

The first Danish grammar by the bishop Erik Pontoppidan (1616-1678) was
written in Latin in 1664, printed in 1668, and the first one in the Danish language by
the pastor Peter Syv (1631-1702) appeared in 1685. These grammars established
Danish as a language with a grammar of its own, which could be used to deal with
serious matters such as the study of grammar. The efforts to find the “true nature”
of the Danish language had begun, including the fundamental issue of similarities
with and differences from other languages (among which Latin, of course, was the
principal for a long time to come), as well as the issue of terminology (Danish vs.
Latin/international). If these efforts and issues are still with us today, that is no
indication of failure, of course, but rather of great advances in this domain.
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Some of the early grammarians also engaged in lexicographic investigations in
order to realize their own demand for a Danish dictionary. However, most of the
early lexicographic work remained unpublished (including a monumental lexicon
by Mathias Moth (1649-1719), still unpublished), apart from being a very slow and
troublesome enterprise. In an attempt to exploit and continue the early achieve-
ments, the Videnskabernes Selskab, ‘Royal Danish Society of Sciences and Letters’,
founded 1742, published the first volume of its dictionary, Videnskabernes Selskabs
Ordbog, in 1793; its eighth and last volume appeared only in 1905. The first five
volumes remained the only reference dictionary for Danish until a comprehensive
two volume Danish dictionary (by Christian Molbech (1783-1857)) appeared in
1833. Unlike Moth’s unpublished lexicon, which included a wide range of social
and regional variation, both of the latter two dictionaries subscribe to prescriptive
principles and aim at including only words from the “good, pure, educated”
language. In contrast, the main twentieth century dictionaries of Standard Danish,
i.e. Ordbog over det danske Sprog (I-XXVIIIL, 1918-1956) and the recently finished
Den Danske Ordbog (I-VI, to appear within the next few years), were edited
according to descriptive principles (Lindegard Hjorth 1983 is a presentation of
“The History of Danish Dictionaries”).

A few other early books should be mentioned as examples of how the Danish
language slowly conquered new domains. In tune with the Renaissance interest in
native origins and traditions, the most famous narrative work from the Danish
middle ages (Gesta Danorum by Saxo Grammaticus, ca. 1200) was printed first in
Latin (by Christiern Pedersen, 1514) and later (1575) translated and published in
Danish (by Anders Serensen Vedel (1542-1616)). Subsequent efforts led to the
production of a Danish history book: Danmarckis Rigis Kronicke (‘Chronicle of the
Kingdom of Denmark’) written and printed 1595-1604 by Arild Huitfeldt (1546—
1609), final edition 1652. Notwithstanding the fact that High German was the
official court language during the reign (1670-1699) of Christian V, the first
common national law code, Danske Lov ‘Danish Law’ (1683) was written in Danish,
and both testified and contributed to an increased status for the Danish language in
the domain of official affairs.

In the domain of literature, the achievements of the seventeenth century were
mainly reworkings and translations of foreign language material. An increased
emphasis on originality and creativity in Danish literary production is tightly linked
to the name of Ludvig Holberg (1684-1754), who in only a few years (1722-27)
wrote 25 comedies for the Danish theatre in Copenhagen. In addition, as a univer-
sity professor Holberg produced numerous Danish works within various disci-
plines and scholarly genres (e.g. treatises on historical topics and conceptions of
justice, essays on ethics), and is generally recognized as the most important
“elaborator” in the history of the Danish language.
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Although several of the characters in Holberg’s comedies are being ridiculed
for their conceited linguistic habits, the author himself was only a moderate purist
and repeatedly defended the usefulness of imported words. The discussions of this
issue, which had started with the grammarians of the seventeenth century, culmi-
nated during the 1740s to the 1760s when a purist movement — including F. C.
Eilschov (1725-1750), J. S. Sneedorff (1724—1764) and others — made significant
and lasting theoretical and practical contributions to the elaboration of the Danish
vocabulary (Skautrup III: §67D). Inspired by the educational aspirations of
Holberg and German Enlightenment philosophers (e.g. C. Wolff, J. C. Gottsched;
see Mattheier this volume), the fundamental purpose of these linguistic efforts was
to make the scientific literature available to the common people in their native
tongue. Carried by the same intention, creative elaboration of vocabulary contin-
ued throughout the nineteenth century, particularly with regard to technical do-
mains. Besides his fame for the discovery of electromagnetism, the physicist and
chemist H. C. Qrsted (1777-1851) is remembered as “the greatest word-maker of
the 1800s” (Niels Age Nielsen, quoted in Galberg Jacobsen 1973: 28). Among his
lasting creations is #lf, the Danish word for oxygen. Against a background of
political conflicts and wars with Germany purist endeavours in the period from the
1840s to the 1950s were marked by a climate of anti-German and pro-Scandinavian
sentiments (e.g. in the 1930—40s Sven Clausen (1893-1961) and Dansk Forening til
Nordisk Sprogregt ‘The Danish Association for Nordic Language Cultivation’; cf.
Galberg Jacobsen 1973). While this climate had some impact on language codifica-
tion (cf. the orthographic reforms of 1892 and 1948), next to nothing resulted from
the attempts at cultivation in the field of vocabulary. Today, the accession of new
words, including loans from other languages, is closely registered by the Danish
Language Council, edited and published in dictionaries of new words with ex-
amples of usage (Jarvad 1999). Apart from a few occasional proposals to replace an
imported word by a “Danish creation”, the council abstains from interfering with
the spontaneous handling of imported words.

5. Norm acceptance
Danish instead of exoglossic standards

In the first half of the eighteenth century, as before, the great majority of the people
lived as peasants in the countryside. Reluctance to accept Danish, the only language
they spoke, would not come from them. In contrast, the social elites and many
townspeople had been highly involved with, and had accepted, the use of exoglossic
standards for centuries. At the end of the seventeenth century, French was increas-
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ingly used alongside Latin and German among the social elites. Skautrup (II: 305)
pictures this “Babylonic tinsel” at the court by reporting on an opera performance
on the occasion of the king’s birthday in 1699: Cupid spoke (sang) in Italian, Diana
in French, Mars in High German, Neptune in Danish, and Mercure in Low Ger-
man. In Holberg’s comedies, this Babylonic nature of the society is exploited for
social characterizations and humorous effects.

A hundred years later (1827), the linguistic situation of Holberg’s time is
characterized in a poem (by Christian Wilster (1797—1840)) as follows: “Each man
who drank deeply of wisdom/ On paper he only wrote Latin/ With the ladies
French, and German with his dog,/ And Danish he spoke with his servant” (Einar
Haugen’s translation, quoted from Viker 1995: 45). By the time these satiric lines
were written to celebrate the centenary of Holberg’s comedies, Danish had been
accepted as the main written and spoken standard language in Denmark and had
replaced Latin, French and German.

The acceptance process went through an initial phase of discursive advocacy
before it succeeded in achieving noticeable changes in linguistic behaviour. The
process was supported by nineteenth century romanticism and its support for the
idea of the national language. In Skautrup’s words: “By 1750, the centripetal forces
had acquired such strength, mainly thanks to the literary activity of Holberg, that
the written and spoken standards were stable and respected”. However, this use of
Danish was “respected only in a purely rational sense ... there had hardly been any
change in affective loyalty” (Skautrup III: 1, 130). Latin and German, and to a lesser
extent French, continued to be the preferred languages among members of the
social and cultural elites.

Although Latin remained prominent in the domain of education, the influence
of the Enlightenment gradually moved the focus of education from religion and the
classical languages to scientific disciplines and modern languages. In the so-called
Latin schools, which had existed since the Reformation, this development can be
seen in the statutory regulations from 1739 to 1903, when the Latin school was
finally replaced by the gymnasium. The watershed years lie around 1800 when the
regulations (from 1775, 1805-1809) refer to Danish as a school subject to be studied
in its own right. At the university, in spite of some lectures in Danish at the end of the
eighteenth century, the change came only with the 1830s. The first professor of
Nordic languages was appointed in 1845 (N. M. Petersen (1791-1862)), and from
1849 Danish was included as a subject in the final university examination within the
historical-philological discipline (besides Latin, Greek and History). The last doc-
toral thesis in Latin from the year 1900 was a true afterthought.

German continued to dominate in the domain of government; its position was
added to rather than diminished throughout most of the eighteenth century. The
kings and queens and the whole court continued to use German more than Danish.
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Germans were still called in great numbers to hold important governmental offices.
This culminated when J. F. Struensee (1737-1772), the king’s German doctor,
managed to usurp power for a period of two years (1770-1772), and started
realizing his radical reform ideas. He was removed and decapitated. In the wake of
these events, anti-German feelings lead to a series of measures aimed at reducing
the influence of all things German in the handling of public affairs (Skautrup III:
23, 134-135). The conflict which followed between the German-oriented and the
Danish-oriented groups within the social and cultural elite declined gradually,
however, and had come to an end by 1830. Affective loyalty to the Danish language
was becoming a priority as the elites of society engaged in the construction of a new
sense of Danishness, a national identity.

The written norm

The leaders of the Reformation, e.g. Hans Tausen (1494—1561), Peder Palladius
(1503-1560) as well as a number of anonymous men who contributed to the
publication of the Bible in 1550, regulated their linguistic habits in accordance with
Christiern Pedersen’s codification (Skautrup II: 177, 187). To them and to other
literate people, the formal reform of language was no issue at all in comparison with
the substantial reform of the church they were writing about. Basically, this has
been the situation ever since: the great majority of people are interested in acquiring
and observing the norm, period. Of course, it is hard to imagine that even minor
changes can be introduced in a written code without reactions of both acceptance
and rejection. There have always been members of especially the cultural elite
(including linguists) who have questioned certain aspects of the norm and have
deliberately deviated from it in their own writings. The use of minuscules instead of
majuscules in nouns as well as the use of <d> instead of <aa> prior to the 1948
reform, can serve as examples. As already noted, the impact of these counter-
arguments and alternative practices has been limited. Although the just mentioned
1948 reform might seem a sanctioning of certain practices, it really testifies to the
decisive importance of the general historical and attitudinal climate. The changes
introduced had been on the reformers’ program for a long time, and the arguments
supporting these reforms were well known. In 1948, however, the anti-German
(majuscules > minuscules) and pro-Scandinavian (aa > &) connotations of the
changes had been significantly augmented by World War II. Subsequently, these
changes were accepted in a few years time by all newspapers and publishing houses.
It might be added, in this context, that observance of the spelling rules is compul-
sory for people working in the educational and governmental systems.
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The spoken norm

The issue of acceptance with regard to a spoken Danish standard becomes interest-
ing only with the nineteenth century when linguistic loyalties moved away from the
exoglossic standards and positive attitudes developed towards Danish speech. The
question is: towards which kind of Danish speech? Was it towards Copenhagen
speech? Or was the budding prestige variety something else than Copenhagen
speech, as argued by Skautrup (see above)? Is Standard Danish today something
else than Copenhagen speech, as is commonly thought in the Danish speech
community? In other words, it is necessary to return to the selection issue in order
to deal with the acceptance issue in relation to speech.

Standard Danish = Copenhagen speech

Compared with Skautrup’s view of the relative importance of “Copenhagen” and
“prestige” to the notion of Standard Danish, Brink and Lund’s (1975) conception is
very much the opposite: the Copenhagenness of the spoken standard is fore-
grounded, its prestige is downplayed. Brink and Lund (1975: 764) refer to the
common assumption that the standard “is based on” Zealand dialect(s), often
narrowed down to East Zealand, and argue that this assumption is unnecessarily
imprecise. They check all the available material on how the dialectsin the area related
to each other around 1840, and end up concluding that the Copenhagen dialect had
to be characterized as a dialect “in the middle”: it sided with Scanian dialects and
came out as historically more archaic than the surrounding Zealand dialects with
regard to many variables; on other (somewhat fewer) variables the Copenhagen
dialect came out as historically more advanced together with the surrounding
Zealand dialects (op cit.: 769-772).

Having thus demonstrated the position of the Copenhagen dialect in “the
middle of” the dialect continuum, Brink and Lund do not speculate any further
about the existence of a special radiating and uniting centre within or above the
geographical dimension. Their definition of the spoken standard is based on the
abstractnotion of aset of linguistic forms found in all parts of the country. Theyargue
— on empirical grounds— that such a set covering all points in the language existed
from around 1825 (i.e. with people born at that time). Since all the forms in this set
can be shown to originate from Copenhagen the standard language can thus be
described historically as “Copenhagen dialect spread to the whole country” (op. cit.:
769). According to Brink and Lund, people with exclusively Standard forms in their
language can be found only in Copenhagen and in the larger towns on Zealand.
Except for a few percent old dialect speakers, the rest of the population speaks
Copenhagen/Standard Danish with some local colouring (see also Pedersen 2003).
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Copenhagen speech is the society’s prestige variety

Equating Standard Danish with the Copenhagen dialect implies, of course, a rejec-
tion of the idea that the standard is a kind of cross-regional, common denominator
developed by a national upper class. Brink and Lund demonstrate in their work that
the vitality of the Copenhagen-based standard variety is deeply rooted in the lower
social classes of the capital city. Their very comprehensive study of social variation
and change in Copenhagen speech from 1840 to 1950 (informants’ years of birth),
illustrates that most changes originated with the working classes. As the standard-
ization process (acceptance in usage) works its way to all the corners of the country,
the socially related variation in Copenhagen speech spreads with it. Variationist
studies both on Zealand and in Jutland show young people to use more “low” than
“high” Copenhagen variants (Normann Jergensen and Kristensen 1994; Jul Nielsen
1998; see also Kristensen 2003).

This picture of acceptance in terms of usage may be difficult to reconcile with a
picture of acceptance in terms of prestige — for two quite different reasons. Firstly,
the vitality of the “low” Copenhagen features is in clear contradiction with the overt
stigmatization of many of these features. Secondly, if standard speech is nothing
else than generally accepted and adopted Copenhagen speech, many, especially in
the Provinces, might not be prepared to accept that this happens for prestige
reasons, since it would be tantamount to admitting that many provincials (includ-
ing oneself!) hold positive attitudes towards Copenhagen speech. In the latter case,
it might be in the interest of norm implementation to downplay the prestige factor
in explanations of the linguistic “Copenhagenization” of the country.

Brink and Lund’s solution is to offer a neogrammarian type of explanation.
The notion of sound laws is central to their interpretation of the advance of the
Copenhagen dialect; the mechanisms of change are discussed in terms of physiol-
ogy, perception and linguistic structure. They do accept that prestige may have a
facilitating function in some cases of spread, but warn against an interpretation of
language variation and change in terms of prestige, and socio-psychological factors
in general (Brink and Lund 1974).

Both Skautrup’s and Brink and Lund’s account of the standardization process
can be seen as attempts at securing its acceptability to all Danes: Skautrup believes
in the prestige nature of the spoken standard and is forced by the logic of the
“national-unity-building” discourse to minimize its “Copenhagenness”. Brink and
Lund insist on the “Copenhagenness” of the spoken standard and save the “inno-
cence” of the Copenhagen advance by attributing it to sound laws instead of
prestige. The sociolinguists’ story about spoken norm acceptance unites the two
positions in stating that Copenhagen speech is effectively spreading as the society’s
prestige variety.
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It is not possible to give a detailed and precise picture of the gradual spread of
Copenhagen speech, but current information about demographics and language
usage makes it reasonable to assume that the general acceptance took place in the
1960-1980s. Since then, the traditional dialects have been dying in the sense that
they no longer serve as peer group languages to the younger generations in any
region. In addition, it should be stressed that variationist studies have found little
evidence in support of the possible existence or development of new regional
standards as alternatives to the Copenhagen-based standard (Kristiansen forth-
coming). A study in Arhus, the second largest city in Denmark and the most likely
centre for an opposition against a continued linguistic “Copenhagenization” of
Jutland, is concluded as follows: “The role of Arhus as a pioneering town in the
language domain seems to be limited to a somewhat faster appropriation of pro-
nunciations which originate elsewhere (stated point-blank: Copenhagen)” (Jul
Nielsen 1998: 77). The comment in parenthesis relates to, and testifies to, the
reluctance of many to acknowledge the Copenhageness of the spoken Standard.

Moving from the level of usage to the level of attitudes, it is no easier to trace
the precise development of Copenhagen speech as the generally accepted modern
prestige variety, but the process is certainly linked to the development of the public
domain of society, beginning with the 1814 introduction of seven years of compul-
sory schooling for all children. At that time and ever since, it has been an undis-
puted fact in the Danish school system that the standard language is the only
possible school language (i.e. medium of instruction). In spite of the orthography’s
relative independence of all speech varieties, the teaching of reading and writing
skills has always been based on the idea that there is only one way to pronounce a
written word in reading (aloud), and that this pronunciation must be learned in
order to learn how to spell (Kristiansen 1990). Neither in 1814 nor today do the
children begin to speak the standard language in informal contexts as a result of this
pedagogy, but they learn to accept — as a matter of course — that there is a “best”
and “correct” language, which is different from their own, surveyed by authorities,
and indispensable to anyone who wants to become a success and avoid ridicule in
the greater society. With the adding of broadcasting to the many public domains in
which the standard language is a matter of course, this lesson was learned even
more effectively, particularly as the TV set became the central piece of furniture of
every home from the 1960s. Again, the TV set may not have prompted the children
to speak standard Danish, but it certainly did install that variety in their passive
linguistic competence, and it did prompt them to search for linguistic norm ideals
in the national society rather than in the local group.

The school and the media have played a crucial role in Denmark in the
propagation of the standard language ideology (Milroy and Milroy 1999) to the
extent that the whole population accepts that there is a “best” language (Kristiansen
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1990). Whatever people may say to the contrary when asked, representations of the
“best” language seem to be quite generally associated with Copenhagen speech, at
least among young people. Speaker evaluation studies have been carried out in
different parts of Denmark in a way that prevented informants from becoming
aware that they disclose their language attitudes. The results show that young
people evaluate both “low” and “high” Copenhagen speech more positively than
their own language, even if this differs from Copenhagen speech only by a few local,
mostly prosodic, features. Both the usage and the prestige of Copenhagen speech
are unquestionable (Kristiansen 1998; Kristiansen, Bruun Clausen and Havgaard
2002; Maegaard 2001).

6. New tendencies

Language standardization was an important force in the construction of the nation-
state. The late twentieth and early twenty-first century have been and are character-
ized by forces which in many ways are said to be eroding the foundation of the
nation-state. This raises once again the question of exo- and endoglossic standards.
As the language of globalization, English has become a new exoglossic standard in
many domains of Danish society: universities, business, cultural life. This has
caused some concern and has lead to public discussions about language of a kind
rarely seen in Denmark; the central issue being the need for an official language
policy in face of the advance of English. No decisions have as yet been made (for
research on the English influence and attitudes towards it, see Jarvad 1995; Preisler
1999; for a further discussion of the issue, see Davidsen-Nielsen et al. 1999).

As to the standards of written and spoken Danish, the natural and interesting
question to ask is whether we can trace any beginning of a destandardization
process. In fact, recent years have also seen public discussions about the written
norm. The introduction of minor changes in new editions of Retskrivningsordbogen
(‘The Spelling Dictionary’) have provoked very strong reactions in parts of the
public. The introduction of majoncese alongside mayonnaise, and a few other such
double forms, resulted in a so-called “mayonnaise war” (fought in the press in
1986). The introduction of an English-like comma system alongside the earlier
German-like system, resulted in a “comma war” (2002). Of course, such reactions
should not be seen as manifestations of an evolving non-accepting attitude towards
the very idea of a linguistic norm, but rather as rejections of the codifiers and their
attempts at regulating the norm. In fact, the phenomenon as such can only be
understood in terms of an absolute and unconditioned acceptance of the tradi-
tional, existing norm.
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As to the spoken norm, the speaker evaluation studies mentioned above indi-
cate that young Danes may be said to operate with two spoken standards: one for
the media and one for the school (Kristiansen 2001). While speakers with “low”
Copenhagen features are evaluated more positively on dynamism traits (such as
self-assurance, straightforwardness, efficiency), “high” Copenhagen speakers do
just as well or better on superiority traits (such as intelligence, ambition, trustwor-
thiness). Arguably, this evaluative distinction reflects the division in modern public
life between the domain of education and business (superiority) and the domain of
the modern media (dynamism). In terms of overt attitudes (attitudes openly
reproduced in the elite discourse of standard ideology), “low” Copenhagen is better
known as the voice of dullness and slowness. Why would young people’s covert
(more “private” and “subconscious”) attitudes hold it to be the voice of dynamism?
The answer is probably to be sought in the kind of “liberation from formality”
which characterizes the modern media. It may be difficult to construct informality
without changing to a more “relaxed” variety. The increasing frequency of “low*
features even in media contexts which used to be reserved for “high“ Copenhagen
speech, is probably best seen as a way of constructing informality. In sum, the
conception of the spoken Standard is changing in the sense that what people
perceive and value as “the best way of speaking Danish” is changing. At the same
time, the “best language” remains associated with Copenhagen speech. Young
Danes appear to accept the idea that there is and should be a best way of speaking
the language. The standard language ideology seems as strong as ever before
(Kristiansen 2003).

Notes

1. Originally, the language had “full” vowels — /a/, /u/ and /i/ — in endings, a system which
was more resistant in Eastern Danish than in Insular Danish and Jutlandish. While the
islanders merged the three vowels into a “schwa” vowel (which they wrote <&> or <e>;
today only <e> is used), the Jutlanders dropped them altogether in final position.

2. The Danish chancery was not located in any particular place as it followed the king who
was constantly on the move.
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1. Introduction

Even as of today the famous medieval animal epic Van den Vos Reynaerde (‘Reynard
the Fox’) is still considered by many critics to be the most outstanding piece of
literature ever written in Dutch. It was originally created during the thirteenth
century in the County of Flanders, the southwestern part of the language territory,
and consequently, it was written in Flemish, the then most prestigious variety of
Dutch. In present day Standard Dutch, though, Flemish is not the most prominent
component anymore. Yet, it certainly has contributed massively to the codification
and elaboration of the Dutch language. In the present article I will analyze the
(extra-)linguistic factors that account for this evolution.

Dutch is the/an official language of three countries: Belgium, The Netherlands
and Surinam. As far as the standardization process is concerned, the evolution in
the latter country is not relevant and will, consequently, not be discussed here. For
the same reason I will not go into the situation in the Dutch overseas territories
known as The Antilles (i.e. Aruba, Bonaire, Curagao and some smaller islands in the
Caribbean).

The Kingdom of Belgium (10 million inhabitants) is a trilingual and federal
country, consisting of four different language areas: the Dutch speaking commu-
nity (called Flanders; 58% of the population), the French speaking one (called
Wallonia; 32%), the small German speaking community (0.6%) and the Dutch-
French bilingual community of Brussels (9.5%). Since regional governments have
legislative powers the frontiers of their jurisdiction, being language borders, are
defined in the constitution (Treffers and Willemyns 2002). An estimated six million
Dutch speakers live in Belgium and approximately 16 million in The Kingdom of
The Netherlands. Although other languages are used on a more or less regular basis
by important groups of immigrants (Van Bree and De Vries 1996: 1144), there is
only one indigenous minority language in The Netherlands, viz. Frisian, which has
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regional official status in the province of Friesland (approximately 4% of the total
population; see Hoekstra, this volume).

Today Dutch is a pluricentric language (cf. Clyne 1992), but this has not always
been the case. Therefore, I will, whenever necessary, diversify the story of the
development and standardization of the language according to what is relevant for
which country. Language development in general and standardization in particular
proceed in a specific way in the case of pluricentric languages. A common charac-
teristic to all peripheral language territories is that linguistic usage and variety
distribution diverge to a certain extent from the centre (Bister-Broosen and
Willemyns 1988). This occurs in the internal periphery as well as in the external
periphery. In the latter case the centre of gravity is situated outside the country. In
the Dutch language area Flanders is the external periphery and, consequently,
language standardization in Flanders can never proceed along exactly the same
lines as in the centre of gravity, the northern Randstad (the area comprising the
cities of Amsterdam, Rotterdam, the Hague and Utrecht).

2. Historical background

We know of only a few written records of Dutch that were produced prior to the
twelfth century’.! Although Dutch was definitely used in writing earlier than that,
we have to wait until the second half of the thirteenth century to see the beginning
of an uninterrupted written tradition.? Traditionally, Low Franconian is seen as the
Germanic basis of Dutch. Ingvaeonic elements played a part as well, but there is no
unanimity as to its amount or real impact (Buccini 1992). In spite of the fact that
the earliest Dutch documents originate from the eastern part of the language
territory, it is definitely Flanders that emerges as the cradle of Dutch. When in the
course of the thirteenth century Latin was gradually replaced by Dutch as the
administrative language in the Low Countries, it appeared that Brugge (Bruges)
rapidly emerged as the centre of written Dutch as far as the administrative as well as
the literary variety of the language was concerned (Gysseling 1971). As Flanders
merged with the Duchy of Burgundy in 1384, Brugge became the most flourishing
trade capital of that empire and also culturally a most important trend-setting city.
Brugge’s language variety has contributed decisively to the development of Dutch
(Willemyns 1971). Yet, Burgundian rule also marked the increase of administrative
bilinguality in the Low Countries (Armstrong 1965) and thus created the Dutch-
French language contact that would be so decisive for the formation of Dutch.
From the very beginning of the Middle Dutch writing tradition a linguistic
contrast between an eastern and a western variety can be witnessed. The written
language of the Middle Dutch period was firmly western (specifically Flemish) in
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its roots even in the non-Flemish parts of the language territory.? In the sixteenth
century, though, the economic and political centre of gravity of the Dutch lan-
guage area shifted to Brabant, the central area of the language territory. An early
standard variety began to take shape based on the language varieties of both
Flanders and Brabant. The practices of certain book printers may give us an idea of
an implicit norm. Willemyns (1997a) shows in detail how the Antwerp printer Jan
van Ghelen replaced almost all West-Flemish forms in a selection of the works of
the West-Flemish playwright Anthonis de Roovere (1430-1482) in 1562, not by
their Brabantic dialect counterparts, but by more or less “unmarked” forms which
still exist in the present-day standard language.

This standardization process, though, would very soon change its course dra-
matically. The revolt of the Low Countries against their Roman Catholic Spanish
rulers and the subsequent political split of the Dutch language territory during the
second half of the sixteenth century had a dramatic impact on the history of Dutch.
The centre of gravity of standardization gradually passed from the South to the
North (more or less the present-day Netherlands), which had come out victori-
ously and as an independent nation from this war. From 1585 onwards the Low
Countries were divided into two separate parts (more or less the present-day
Netherlands and Belgium), each with its specific political, cultural, religious, and
social development. The large number of (mostly wealthy, influential and highly
educated) southern immigrants accounted for permanent contact with Southern
(i.e. Flemish and Brabantic) Dutch, which was, at that stage, still the prestige variety
of the language. Yet, it was gradually ruled out as far as its influence on the
evolution of Standard Dutch was concerned. My account of the standardization of
Dutch will start at this point.

The Netherlands’ seventeenth century is known as its “Golden Age”, reflecting
both economic and cultural prosperity. Influential writers such as Vondel (1587-
1679), Hooft (1581-1647), Bredero (1585-1618), Cats (1577-1660) and Huygens
(1596-1687) shaped the writing standard in a Republic that had developed into one
of the superpowers of that time, the economical centre of which was situated in the
provinces of North and South Holland. The southern Low Countries, on the
contrary, stagnated culturally, economically and intellectually. In the North, the
standardization of Dutch, although still strongly influenced by the southern tradi-
tion, gathered momentum in a specifically Hollandic way.*

As a result of the Spanish War of Succession (1702—1713), the southern “Bel-
gian” territories were passed on from the Spanish to the Austrian branch of
Habsburg, ruling through the end of the eighteenth century. The consolidation of
French as the more socially acceptable tongue continued and Dutch lost a number
of its functions to French and its contribution to the elaboration of the Dutch
standard language decreased and eventually stopped. In the North the glory of the
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Golden Age faded and gave way to what is known as the pruikentijd (‘the age of
dullness’).

In 1795 the “Belgian” territories were annexed by France. Their inhabitants
were considered citizens of the newly created French Republic, and for the first
time in history there was a massive official attempt to change the linguistic habits
of the masses by suppressing the Dutch language (Deneckere 1975). The Nether-
lands were overrun by French revolutionary troops as well, however, here no
conscious effort was made to suppress the vernacular language. It was during the
French time that two of the main instruments for the standardization of Dutch
were published, viz. Siegenbeek’s spelling and Weiland’s grammar, which will be
discussed further below.

The short-lived reunion of the “Belgian” territories and The Netherlands as
one United Kingdom of The Netherlands (1814—1830) was of the utmost importance
to the Flemings, who rediscovered their language for administration, politics, the
courts, and education; that is, areas where it had but seldom been used for almost
two centuries. Although the reunification period was too short for the official
policy of “Dutchification” to really succeed in the “Belgian” region, a small group of
cultural leaders and intellectuals were strongly influenced by both the Dutch
standard language and the new linguistic opportunities, a fact which was decisive
for the eventual success of the Flemish Movement.

By 1830 Belgium had become an independent constitutional monarchy with a
parliamentary system dominated by the bourgeois elite, for whom French was a
“natural” choice as the language of the state, the administration and public life in
general. The government appointed only French-speaking civil servants and the
discrimination of Dutch throughout the nineteenth century was generalized and
deliberate (Witte et al.1997). Hence, despite the fact that Dutch speakers consti-
tuted the majority of the population, no legal means were provided for their
language.> The abovementioned Flemish Movement was started up almost imme-
diately and fought a long lasting battle for cultural and linguistic rights for Dutch
speakers. It took until 1898, though, to declare Dutch and French the two official
languages of the country. Only in 1930 was Dutch introduced as medium of
instruction at the tertiary level, and two sets of laws (1932 and 1963) guaranteed
what had been the ultimate goal of the Flemish Movement i.e. the official and
complete “Dutchification” of Flanders. As the Walloons, however, were opposed to
widespread bilingualism throughout the country, Belgium gradually turned to the
territoriality principle to accommodate the various linguistic groups. Further revi-
sions of the constitution in 1970, 1980, 1988 and 1993 (Coudenberg 1989; Witte
1990; Alen and Suetens 1993) finally turned Belgium into the federal country it is
now, with cultural autonomy and a considerable amount of self-determination for
the linguistically divided parts of the country.
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As far as the language-political background for standardization is concerned,
the history of the northern part of the Low Countries after 1830 was decidedly less
eventful. The only real language conflict that emerged during that time was the
“Frisian problem”. The linguistic consequences of the de-colonization are dis-
cussed in Van Bree and De Vries (1996).

3. Selection and codification of norm

Language planning and standardization prior to the nineteenth century

From the early sixteenth century onwards, efforts were made to regulate the Dutch
language by means of corpus planning devices, such as dictionaries and grammars.
The shift of the centre of gravity from Flanders to Brabant, which drew attention to
linguistic diversity and variation, may have been one of the triggers for standardiza-
tion; the need, mainly created by the Reformation sweeping over the Low Coun-
tries, to produce texts for large religious audiences in various parts of the language
territory, certainly was another one.

In the course of the sixteenth century Dutch has, as De Vries, Willemyns and
Burger (1995: 59) put it, “come of age”; it was now “a language to speak and to
write, to praise God, to pursue science, alongside with being the language of poets
and administrators it had been for centuries already”. The lingua franca at the
European level, though, continued to be Latin. As more and more people urged the
use of the mother tongue in as many domains as possible, the awareness grew that it
needed some “refinement and uniformization” (Van den Branden 1956) in order
to be able to assume the kind of functions performed by the classical languages. The
Naembouck (‘Name book’, c.1551), a dictionary published by the Ghent printer
Joos Lambrecht (1490—1556) was one of the very first corpus planning instruments.
He, and many of his successors, had commercial motives as well: the more people
were able to read a particular language variety, the more books they could sell. This
explains why so many printers were involved in the “language unifying business”.
Lambrecht, as well as all those coming after him, condemned and stigmatized
loanwords from other languages, especially French.

Status planning was provided e.g. by scientists who wrote their treatises in the
vernacular. The famous botanist Rembert Dodoens (1517—-1585) from Mechelen
published his Cruijde Boeck (‘Book of plants’) in 1554, the Ghent surgeon Carolus
Baten his treatises on medicine in 1589 and 1590. By far the most productive
linguistic innovator of his age, though, was Simon Stevin (1548-1620) from Brugge,
an all round scientist (mathematician, musicologist, engineer, astronomer) who
invented many Dutch words for scientific terminologies which previously existed
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only in Latin, and which are still in use today (e.g. in the domains of mathematics
and physics). Stevin, and with him many other scientists, had come to the conclu-
sion that Dutch, the language of their home country, was the “best” language in the
world. The idea that languages have intrinsic qualities was rather common at the
time and was propagated by scientists and “language experts” in several countries.
Joannes Goropius Becanus (1518—-1572), the author of the Origines Antwerpianaein
1569 not only claimed Dutch to be the “best” but the oldest language as well; he was
convinced that it was the language spoken by Adam and Eve in paradise (Hagen
1999a: 16-18).

Creating some kind of “general” Dutch, a variety understood by as many
people as possible, was not only the ideal of the book printers. It was shared by those
propagating Luther’s and Calvin’s religious reforms. Both the preaching and the
Bible reading necessitated some kind of a standardized language variety and,
consequently, some of the preachers turned into “linguists”, trying to establish a
standard language. Some even tried to create a mixed language, which would be
understood in both the Dutch and the Low German areas. None of them was very
successful, though (De Vries, Willemyns and Burger 1995: 60-62). It took until
1637 for the Statenbijbel (‘Bible of the states’) not only to create, but also to
implement and spread a standardized language, which influenced modern Stan-
dard Dutch more than anything else (Van Dalen-Oskam and Mooijaart 2000).

At the same time, the sixteenth century was a period in which scores of
spraakkonstenaars(‘grammarians’) were struggling with spellingand grammar (con-
sidered by most to be one and the same thing). The same Joos Lambrecht already
mentioned as the first lexicologist, was also the author of the first spelling treatise: his
Nederlandsche Spellijnghe (‘Dutch spelling’) was published in 1550. Yet, in the realm
of spelling and grammar the ideal of a common language was less obvious and most
ofthe spraakkonstenaarswerelooking for creatinga norm based on their own dialect.
The most important, though not necessarily the most influential one was Pontus de
Heuiter (1535-1602) from Delft, whose Nederduitse Orthographie (‘Dutch orthog-
raphy’) published in 1581 was the only one based on an intended general language
instead of a particular dialect (Dibbets 1968). Although appreciated by present-day
linguists, his proposal was not very popular with his contemporaries. The most
important sixteenth century grammar was the Twe-spraack van de Nederduitsche
Letterkunst written by Spiegel (1549-1612) and published by the Amsterdam rede-
rijkerskamer “De Eglantier” in 1584 (Hagen 1999a: 14-16).° This popular and
influential grammar is usually seen as the real beginning of a tradition of prescriptive
grammarsin Dutch, based on the rules of the Latin grammar. The author emphasized
that his language, and therefore his norm, is not that of the common Hollander, but
thesociolect of the cultivated and educated classes. This marks the beginning ofa new
approach in the standardization debate: as far asthe elaboration and implementation
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of the norm were concerned, the social prestige variable grew ever more important,
to the detriment of the regional variable.

Scientific lexicology in the sixteenth century prospered even more than gram-
mar. After Joos Lambrecht’s Naembouck a couple of professional lexicographers
appeared on the scene. The Antwerp master printer Christoffel Plantijn (1520-
1589) wrote, as well as commissioned, important and innovating dictionaries
(Claes 1970). His own Tetraglotton, a quadrilingual dictionary combining Latin,
Greek, French, and Dutch, was probably partly edited by Cornelis Kiliaan (1528—
1607), who also was the author of one of the most famous dictionaries in the Low
Countries ever, the Etymologicum Teutonicae linguae sive Dictionarium Teutonico-
Latinum, first published in 1574, but best known in the revised third edition of
1599. Kiliaan not only described the vocabulary of Dutch, he also included etymo-
logical comments and indicated in which regional dialects the listed words were
used. Finally, he added the translation in both High German and Latin. He defi-
nitely produced the first scientific dictionary of a vernacular which was second to
none in Europe. This dictionary was the most important status planning instru-
ment of the Dutch language in the field of lexicology; Spiegel’s Twe-Spraack has to
be attributed the same status in the field of grammar.

Yet, by the time both books were published, an event had taken place that
would change the evolution of Dutch more decisively than any language planning
effort ever, viz. the so-called Eighty Years War, the revolution of the Low Countries
against their Spanish, Catholic rulers. In the summer of 1585 the Spanish com-
mander-in-chief Alexander Farnese (1545-1592) recaptured Antwerp, the last of
the important cities of the Low Countries to fall into Spanish hands. The split of the
country was a fact now. The massive exodus of inhabitants of the southern Low
Countries to England, Germany, but mostly to the North (i.e. The Netherlands)
reached its climax. Antwerp emptied: in a few years its population decreased from
100 000 to 42 000. Amsterdam’s population increased from 50 000 to 100 000 by
the end of the century, even 150 000 by 1650. A census taken in 1622 revealed one
third of Amsterdam to be of southern origin, in Haarlem it was 50% and in Leiden
67%. As to their social status, the immigrants were not only skilled craftsmen: in
1611 half of the 310 most important merchants of Amsterdam were southerners
(Van Leuvensteijn 1997). Holland became the economic and cultural centre of
Europe, but the glory of the Golden Age of The Netherlands was largely paid for by
money coming from Flanders and Brabant.

The massive exodus was also a “brain drain”, emptying the southern Low
Countries of its influential philosophers, scientists and artists. Many of them were
“men of words” and the people of The Netherlands were now taught by southerners,
heard southern sermons in their churches and were entertained by southern
rederijkers playing in their theatres. The spoken word in Holland was heavily
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accented with a southern flavour and a lot of that Flemish and Brabantic influence
was there to stay in Standard Dutch forever, be it mostly in the more formal written
variety. We may conclude that, although the sixteenth century bubbled with lan-
guage planning activities, it is not easy to identify an explicit norm for the standard-
ized language, or to understand how exactly the language was built up and what
were its main components.

From the very first decades of the Golden Age of The Netherlands, we witness the
appearance of a large number of treatises on grammar and spelling. The most
influential one, De Nederduytsche spraec-konst ofte tael-beschrijvinghe (‘Dutch gram-
mar or language description’; 1633) was written by the mathematician Christiaen
van Heule. The main objective of these grammars was to prescribe a norm and to
change the language accordingly. Influenced by their admiration for the classical
languages, the authors were eager to introduce rules based on the rich system of
conjugations and declinations known from Latin and Greek. In addition, the
acclaimed writers of the time were, of course, influential in their own right, both by
the way they wrote and by what they had to say on language usage. Jacob Cats, the
most popular of them, tried to contribute to “general” Dutch, by successfully mixing
elements from Zealand (his province of origin) with such from Holland and Brabant.
Accordingto Vondel, the most famous poet of the time, the norm of the language was
to be found in the sociolect of the upper classes of both Amsterdam (“the most
magnificent mercantile centre of the world”) and The Hague (“the capital”).” Once
again we see how the social variable superseded the regional one.® Until well into the
nineteenth century having a regional accent would be deemed less of a problem
than having the wrong social accent (up to a point this is still the case today in The
Netherlands).

The most influential language planning instrument by far, though, was the
Statenbijbel mentioned above. The executive body of the northern protestant state
commiissioned a translation of the Bible that was carefully checked for both reli-
gious orthodoxy and the linguistic North-South balance. As a result, the language
of the Statenbijbel, actually created for the purpose, combined northern and south-
ern characteristics and became the basis for the northern writing tradition, thus
preventing northern and southern varieties of the language of growing too far
apart. A detailed account of both the translation procedure and the resulting
language forms is to be found in De Vries, Willemyns and Burger (1995: 82-87).

Itis generally thought that the impact of eighteenth century grammarians on the
evolution and standardization of northern Dutch was rather limited. Yet, there are
quite a few influential grammarians to be mentioned. The Nederduitsche spraekkunst
(‘Dutch grammar’, 1706) by Arnold Moonen (1644—1711) was very popular (there
were at least four reprints) and was, according to its author, following the Greek and
Latin grammatical tradition as well as being inspired by the work of the famous
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German grammarian Justus Georg Schottel (see Mattheier, this volume). In the
equally famous Nederduytsche Spraekkonst (1708) the author, Willem Sewel (1654—
1720), explicitly stated that, in his opinion, Hollandic, i.e. the language variety as
used in the province of Holland, was definitely to be considered the “best” kind of
Dutch (De Bonth et al. 1997: 367). In the eighteenth century grammars, we also
witness the breakthrough of a new and inspiring grammatical principle, viz. that
grammarians ought not to invent rules but only should propagate those rules which
can be derived from real language usage. Lambert ten Kate (1674-1731)
first formulated this point of view in his internationally famous Aenleiding tot de
kennisse van het verhevene deel der Nederduitsche sprake (‘Introduction to the
knowledge of the superior part of the Dutch language’, 1723).° Although he proved
to be an excellent analyst of language change and linguistic evolution, less gifted
colleagues of his were more successful and influential. Their work deepened the gap
between the spoken and the (over-formalized) written language and their linguistic
views came to be known as “language despotism”. Its most famous representative
was Balthazar Huydecoper (1695-1778), who, in his Proeve van taal- en dichtkunde
(1730) criticized the “ungrammatical” language as used by Vondel (De Vries,
Willemyns and Burger 1995: 99 ff.). Thanks to Ten Kate, we also know that in the
early eighteenth century a more or less “general” spoken Dutch did definitely not
exist. He, and some of his colleagues, pointed out that the language differed from
province to province and even from city to city (quoted in De Bonth et al. 1997: 363).
Yet, his statement that language “unity” did exist in the written language must not
necessarily mean that a standardized variety, comparable to the present one, had
already emerged.

In the second half of the century language planning activities regained some of
the popularity they enjoyed during its initial decades. One of the most noticeable
signs of this revival is the foundation, in 1766, of the Maatschappij der Nederlandsche
Letterkunde; a ‘Society for Dutch Literature’, in which the study of “literature”
included that of “language”, and which continued to exist until the present day.

Meanwhile, in the southern Low Countries, Dutch was gradually losing more
functions to French. Although Dutch was still spoken and written by the large
majority of the population and used for administrative purposes on a local level, it
had lost its prestige and, because it lacked contact with the North, did no longer
participate in the language standardization process that took place over there.
Although most of the many southern grammarians advised their readers to con-
form to the northern norm, the southerners had no way of knowing how language
was developing in the northern parts. The same, evidently, applied to the grammar-
ians themselves who prescribed rules of their own, mostly based on their personal
regional dialect. One of the most popular grammarians was Andries Steven (16762-
1747) from Kassel (now in the North of France, at that time still part of the Dutch
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language area), whose Nieuwen Nederlandschen Voorschriftenboek (1711) enjoyed
numerous reprints and was in use in some schools as long as the early nineteenth
century (Smeyers 1959). More influential still was Jan des Roches (1740-1787).
This former teacher from The Hague was the secretary of the “Imperial Academy of
Sciences” in Brussels and the most important advisor to the Austrian rulers in the
fields of language and education. He published both a grammar De nieuwe Neder-
duytsche Spraekkonst (‘The new Dutch grammar’, 1761) and a dictionary Fransch-
Nederduytsch woordenboek (‘French-Dutch dictionary’, 1782). Although a number
of grammarians can be identified in the southern Low Countries during the annex-
ation to France and the United Kingdom of The Netherlands, nothing spectacular
emerged since most of them carried on in the eighteenth century tradition. Smeijers
(1959) gives a detailed overview of their production (see also De Groof 2002).

4. Language planning in the nineteenth century

The selection of norm in the South

The first leaders of the Flemish Movement were trained during the reunification
time (1814—1830). Their views on language evolution and the way it could possibly
be planned were entirely dominated by the political goals they wanted to achieve.
Language planning indeed was not an aim in itself but a tool in a much broader
social, cultural and political plan. It appeared very soon that to obtain linguistic
rights for Dutch-speakers was only possible by means of a linguistic legislation,
which in its turn could only be brought about by enhancing the prestige of the
language. At the same time increased linguistic rights for Dutch speakers were a
necessary condition for influencing language development. Consequently, several
problems emerged simultaneously, one of them being that the Dutch language had
lost so many functions that it was not equipped to assume the tasks its advocates
had in mind. The Dutch language needed standardization, it needed to be trans-
formed into a tool fit to perform all the functions a language had to perform in a
modern, industrialized state. The situation, therefore, was favourable for language
planning activities.

Two factions may be discerned: those who were advocating a domestic stan-
dardization, based on the local, regional varieties, the so-called particularists and
those who insisted that the northern model should be followed, in other words,
that the Flemings should take over as much as possible the standard language as it
already existed in the North. They were called the integrationists. After a few
decades it clearly appeared that the integrationist solution had prevailed, and their
victory was never to be seriously challenged afterwards. One of the reasons for this
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victory was undoubtedly a socio-political one: the only possibility for successfully
repelling the competition of French — it was generally felt — was the elaboration
of a language that could be accepted as being the same as the one used in The
Netherlands, in order to profit domestically from the prestige the language had
acquired abroad (Willemyns, De Groof and Vandenbussche 2002). As to its imple-
mentation, the strategy used to convince the population was quite simple and
straightforward (and indeed the same as the one used to beat the particularistic
adversaries): if you want rights for your language (and for those who speak it) you
should use the prestige variety which, in the course of centuries, has only been
preserved in Holland. To adopt it now means only to gain repossession of the
heritage which has always been there for you to collect! It is obvious that this
action was essentially ideological, appealing to political and nationalist feelings
which, as years went on, grew more and more intense in large portions of the
population. The results of this first period of language planning in modern Bel-
gium were, therefore, essentially of an attitudinal nature, in that language activists
tried to convince the population to adopt the same language as their northern
neighbours (Willemyns 1996).10

Integrational efforts and the codification of the norm

An intellectual elite, which had acquired experience with using Dutch in adminis-
trative, literary and scholarly writing was the first group to experience that it was
necessary to unify, modernize and standardize the language. Most of them were
part of the integrationist faction that suggested to organize a Nederlandsch Congres
(‘Dutch Congress’) in 1849 (De Vroede 1950). This North-South reunion was to
serve a double purpose: (a) to strengthen the Flemish movement, and (b) to
establish contact with “men of letters” from The Netherlands which would favour
“the advancement of the Dutch language and literature”.

Though the particularistic faction did not attend, and the Dutch in general
were rather indifferent to the cause of the Flemish activists as they did not want to
interfere in what they considered to be “domestic Belgian policy” (Vanacker 1982),
the First Congress on 26 August 1849 at the University of Ghent started a tradition
of congresses (called Nederlandsch Taal- en Letterkundig Congres ‘Dutch Congress
on Language and Literature’) which was to continue until 1912 (De Clerck 1975).
Despite their limited influence on the course of the Flemish Movement and the
status of Dutch in Belgium, the congresses positively contributed to intensifying
contact with fellow Dutch speakers of the North and to gaining sympathy and
support in The Netherlands for the Flemish cause (Willemyns 1993).

One of the most important practical results of the congress (on the corpus
planning level) was the decision, in 1849, to commission an extensive dictionary
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(De Vries, Willemyns, and Burger 1995). The Dutch linguist Matthias de Vries
(1820-1892) was the first author of the very extensive Woordenboek der Neder-
landsche Taal (‘Dictionary of the Dutch Language’), which was to be written in the
tradition of the Deutsches Worterbuch of the Grimm brothers, and which would
become a major instrument in both the elaboration and the implementation of the
integrationist norm. The dictionary has only been brought to a successful end in
1998, when the fortieth and final volume was published, making the WNT the
largest dictionary in the world (Moerdijk 1994). From the very beginning financial
support was provided by both the Dutch and the Belgian governments. Later it was
carried on by the bi-national Instituut voor Nederlandse Lexicografie (‘Institute for
Dutch Lexicography’) in Leiden, which still coordinates the official lexicographic
efforts of the Low Countries under the auspices of the Nederlandse Taalunie
(‘Dutch Language Union’, see below).

Tus et norma loquendi

In the Low Countries a language in contact situation with French has always
existed. Yet, it is undoubtedly in the South that it had the most penetrating
influence on language usage and on the structure of the languages (Willemyns
1996b). It even interfered in both corpus and status planning, since the language
policy of the advocates of French considerably influenced the debate and the course
of the standardization of Dutch in the nineteenth century. The struggle for the ius
loquendi has definitely influenced the norma loquendi.

Until recently the tendency prevailed to underestimate the perversity of the
purposeful official discrimination of Dutch by the first “Belgian” rulers. One single
quotation may suffice. In 1830 the provisional government issued a decree to justify
why only French could function as the official administrative language of Belgium,
and why the majority language apparently could not be used in this function:

Considérant d’autre part que les langues flamande et allemande, en usage parmi
les habitans de certaines localités, varient de province a province, et quelquefois de
district a district, de sorte qu’il serait impossible de publier un texte officiel des lois
et arrétés en langues flamande et allemande. (‘Considering on the other hand that
Dutch and German, used by the inhabitants of certain places, may vary from
province to province and even from county to county, it would be impossible to
draft an original official text of laws and decrees in either Dutch or German.’; cited
in Peeters 1930: xiv; translation R. Willemyns).

In spite of the obvious malevolence (laws and decrees had been drafted exclusively
in Dutch from 1824 to 1830) as well as the downright offence of calling the language
of the majority of the Belgians a “language used by the inhabitants of certain
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places”, the opinions expressed in such texts were taken to heart by the Flemish
activists and generated a kind of “minority complex” which has influenced the
standardization policy and the semi-official language planning for more than a
century and a half. By the same token this helps us to understand why the Flemings
were so obsessed with wanting to convince everybody (and the French speakers in
the first place) that their language was not a mere bunch of varying dialects, but a
real standard language instead. And this, they believed, could only succeed if that
standard language was the same one as the language used in Holland. This is yet
another justification of the integrationist discourse.

Although French may not have been the language of the majority of Belgians, it
surely was the country’s prestige language, and its societal superiority was not only
held responsible for the discrimination of Dutch but for its “corruption” as well.
Nineteenth century integrationist language reformers, the most famous of which
were Willem de Vreese (1869-1938) and Hippoliet Meert (1865-1924), have con-
stantly repeated that the language of even the best educated Flemings had been
corrupted because of the language in contact situation with French, which inevita-
bly led to numerous calques and Gallicisms (De Vreese 1899; Meert 1899). Some
quotations may serve to illustrate this point of view. Meert, e.g., explains:

Hoe zou de Vlaming nu, die een slordig onderricht in zijn taal ontving, die geen
steun vindt in eene algemeene, beschaafde omgangstaal, hoe zou hij zuiver Neder-
landsch kennen? ... Zoo menige Fransche uitdrukking blijft ons in ‘t hoofd
hangen, waar wij de Nederlandsche weerga niet van leerden kennen, dat wij ze
onbewust vertalen. (‘How could you expect the Fleming, who received sloppy
instruction in his mother tongue, and who, consequently, cannot turn to a gen-
eral, civilized daily language [i.e. a standard language, RW] for support, how
could you expect that Fleming to master pure Dutch? ...so many French expres-
sions are locked in our head, the correct Dutch equivalent of which we never
acquired and which, therefore, we unwittingly translate.’; Meert 1899: 21; transla-
tion R. Willemyns).

His colleague Willem de Vreese, combines a similar complaint with a theoretical
justification of the integrationist views :

Het is onloochenbaar dat wij Zuid-Nederlanders, onder den invloed van allerlei
betreurenswaardige omstandigheden en oorzaken, waaraan tot nu toe nog zeer
weinig, ja niet verholpen is, nagenoeg alle taalgevoel verloren hebben, en ik meen
dat wij, zoolang die toestand voortduurt, het best doen onze taal opnieuw te
leeren bij hen die ze kunnen, d.i. bij de Hollanders. (‘It cannot be denied that we,
people of the southern Low Countries, because of all kinds of deplorable circum-
stances and causes, which have hardly or not been remedied so far, have lost our
language flair almost completely, and I am convinced that, as long as this situation
continues, our best option is to learn our language again from those who master it
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[i.e. those who never lost its command, RW], viz. the Hollanders.’; De Vreese
1899; translation R. Willemyns).

De Vreese’s status as an academically trained linguist allowed him to let language-
political arguments overshadow purely linguistic ones:

Ik zie alleen heil in een nauwe aansluiting bij het zoogenaamde Hollandsch [...]
Liever Hollandsch dan Fransch. Dat is mijne manier om Flamingant te zijn. (‘The
only possible solution I see is to rely as much as possible on Hollandic. I prefer
Hollandic over French. That is my way of being a Flemish activist.’; Verslagen en
meededelingen van de Koninklijke Vlaamsche Academie van Taal- en Letterkunde,
1899; translation R. Willemyns).

The responsibility of the governmental Frenchification policy for the “language
corruption” is also demonstrated by Haest (1985). Her investigation of the syntax
of Antwerp newspapers shows that 2% of all attested Gallicisms in her corpus
appeared in 1700, 6,8% in 1750, and 12,2% in 1800. After the foundation of
Belgium the percentages increased: in 1850 the total reaches no less than 44,6% and
slows down to 34,1% in 1900. The explanation is quite simple, she says: “the
complete and systematic Frenchification of education and administration in the
young Belgian state, where now not only the upper class but the petty bourgeoisie
as well has almost daily contact with the French language” (Haest 1985: 112).
Ongoing investigations of my Brussels research team consistently confirm that real
Frenchification in Flanders has mainly started from 1830 onward, i.e. after the
Belgian state was founded. Only from the 1930s (i.e. with the “Dutchification” of
the university of Ghent) was it possible to bring actual language performance in line
with the convictions and attitudes discussed above, since only by then had Dutch in
Belgium become a language used in and for science.

Official language planning: the spelling

As mentioned, 1777 is the year that saw the first official spelling norm in
The Netherlands, viz. Jan des Roches’ Nederduytsche spraek-konst. In the North
Siegenbeek’s spelling (Verhandeling over de spelling der Nederduitsche taal en bevor-
dering van eenparigheid in derzelve, ‘Treatise on the spelling of Dutch and on how to
increase its uniformity’, 1804), commissioned by the government of the Bataafsche
Republiekwas the compulsory guideline in education as well as administration from
1804 onward.

Yet, in the course of the nineteenth century, both the spelling system and the
political situation of the Low Countries changed often and considerably, and so did
the outcome of their interplay. From 1795 through 1814, during the annexation of
the southern Low Countries to France, French was the only official language and its
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use was obligatory in all official circumstances. An official spelling for Dutch,
consequently, did not exist. In the United Kingdom of The Netherlands (1814—
1830) the use of Dutch as an official language was compulsory by law from 1824
onward. The Siegenbeek spelling system was obligatory in the North, but the
government never issued a decree to make it compulsory for the southern part of
the realm as well. To a certain extent, therefore, its usage may have been a sign of
political allegiance.

After 1830, French was the sole administrative language of the newly created
Belgium. Its use was not compulsory, but was firmly encouraged by the govern-
ment. Many city and other administrations switched to French to the detriment of
the Dutch majority language. Yet, during all that time, documents were written in
Dutch in all Flemish city halls (albeit in very varying quantities) and, consequently,
those who wrote them had to make decisions regarding the orthographic system. It
is only later that the Royal Decree of 1 January 1844 made the so-called “Commit-
tee-spelling” official. Finally, in November 1864 the “De Vries and Te Winkel”-
system, which was used in the North as well, was made compulsory by Royal Decree
(Couvreur and Willemyns 1998).

The so-called “Committee-spelling” resulted from a struggle between the op-
posing particularists and integrationists. The dissolution of the United Kingdom of
The Netherlands in 1830 had given way to a renewed feeling of uncertainty and
insecurity as far as the norm of the language and its spelling was concerned. In order
to remedy this situation the Belgian government, strongly lobbied by integrationist
organizations, held a competition to design a spelling system and installed a com-
mittee to judge the entries. The jury unanimously rejected all twelve submitted
entries and, in 1839, published a system of its own, known as de commissie-spelling
(‘the committee-spelling’). With only a few exceptions the committee-spelling
mirrored the Siegenbeek-spelling in use in The Netherlands and in so doing the
committee practically introduced the orthographic unity between the North and
the South (De Groof 2001).

In spite of the fierce opposition of particularists the Belgian government made
the committee-spelling official by Royal Decree. In order to grasp the impact of this
decision, one has to realize that at this time orthography was still considered as an
integrated part of the language or, even more to the point, that the spelling was the
language. Taking over the northern spelling system consequently was seen as taking
over the northern language variety. The symbolic value of this decision was enor-
mous. The particularists experienced the decision as a harsh defeat, whereas the
integrationist supporters cheered it as a decisive victory. And from that moment
onwards indeed, the particularists never again succeeded in really influencing the
views of the mainstream Flemish cultural elite.
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Ongoing research on the way city officials reacted to these language planning
measures and spelling norm changes, are currently yielding insights on two differ-
ent levels, viz. language choice and language use which are new and rather fasci-
nating. This research can be summarized as follows (Willemyns and Vanhecke
forthcoming):

a) Language choice in the chancelleries of smaller cities is completely different
from what could be expected on the basis of the prevailing assumptions.

b) In spite of the rapid succession of spelling systems the scribes appear to have
been remarkably well informed about them.

¢) The clerks and scribes must have made some kind of an agreement as to which
spelling system to use.

d) The spelling inconsistency is rather restricted and the amount of spelling
“variation” does not even remotely match the amount found in non-profes-
sional lower and lower middle class texts.

e) Itremains unclear so far whether switching to another orthography at the onset
of a new political regime is an expression of political allegiance, but it seems a
plausible assumption.

f) It is not yet sure whether pressure has been exerted and by whom, but it is
remarkable that the scribes had the competence to adjust to new rules, regard-
less of the question whether they were forced to adjust or not.

g) Corpus planning appears to have been quite successful, at least in the profes-
sional scribes examined so far.

As far as the written language of the majority of the Flemish population was
concerned, this remained largely unaffected by language planning activities: most
Flemings did not conform to any official or unofficial spelling norm, but made use
of highly individual spelling systems instead (Vandenbussche 1999). Only towards
theend of the nineteenth century did standardized spelling finally spread in Flanders,
apparently from the higher towards the lower social classes (Vandenbussche 2001).

The codification of Standard Dutch in the North (The Netherlands)

In The Netherlands, a country without language conflicts and limited language
contact, there was no reason in the nineteenth century for language planning
measures aimed at enhancing the status and prestige of Dutch, which was the sole
official language of the country. Consequently, the activities of language purists,
teachers and linguists alike were concentrated on that particular language, on
prescribing how it ought to be normalized, standardized and used.

The early nineteenth century saw the real beginning of “Netherlandistics” as
a scholarly, academic discipline and its two pioneers were Matthijs Siegenbeek
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(1774-1854) and Petrus Weiland (1754-1842), the authors of the official and
authoritative spelling and grammar. Weiland’s grammar (Nederduitsche spraak-
kunst, 1805) consisted of two volumes, the first on phonetics and morphology, the
second on syntax. Like Siegenbeek’s orthographic treatise, these two volumes are
the typical, and probably also “best” representations of the so-called “normative
tradition” which characterizes the linguistic activity of the early nineteenth century
(de Bonth 1997: 380 ff.).

In the mid-nineteenth century the normative tradition gave way, as far as
scholarly linguistics was concerned, to historic-comparative linguistics, a develop-
ment which would also affect the standardization process. The aforementioned
Matthias de Vries was a prominent scholar of historical linguistics as a professor of
Dutch philology, and he felt it was necessary to devise a new orthography of Dutch
for the publication of the Woordenboek der Nederlandsche Taal (WNT).!! The
orthography was primarily designed by De Vries’ co-author of the WNT, Lammert
Allard te Winkel (1809-1868). The spelling system, known as the De Vries-Te
Winkel- system, was made compulsory by the Belgian government in 1864, and was
officially accepted by the government of The Netherlands shortly after. It was this
system which definitively established orthographic unity in both parts of the Low
Countries, albeit that in the North, for lack of legal compulsory measures, numer-
ous literary authors continued to use a spelling system of their own.

Hulshof (1997: 455) described the outgoing nineteenth century in The Nether-
lands as “a period of transition from an unnatural written language to a civilized
spoken language”.!? From various sides indeed, the slogan schrijf zoals je spreekt
(‘write as you speak’) was heard and this principle was to be the basis of a language
planning action, mainly supported by writers and linguists in order to, as Kollewijn
putit, “simplify the written language” (De Vries, Willemyns and Burger 1995: 159).13
The main literary impulse came from famous poets like Kloos (1859-1938), Gorter
(1864-1927), Van Deyssel (1864—1952) and other so-called Tachtigers, as well as the
novelist Multatuli (pseudonym of Eduard Douwes Dekker, 1820-1887).14 The main
literary journal propagating those views was De nieuwe Gids, and as far as linguistics
is concerned, a similar role was played by Taal en Letteren, succeeded in 1907 by De
nieuwe Taalgids.

Whereas the norm of the written language was, at least, “identifiable”, this was
hardly the case with the spoken language which around 1900 was still very much
characterized by regionally different features. As the spoken language was pro-
claimed the main source of the language during the nineteenth century, this
generated a new kind of norm problem. Again, the social variable was paramount:
the only spoken language deemed fit to imitate in writing was the so-called be-
schaafde taal (‘civilized language’) of the small social and intellectual elite (Hulshof
1997: 458). Even half a century later, the famous Dutch linguist G. G. Kloeke
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(1951) estimated that competence in ABN was limited to some 3% of the popula-
tion of The Netherlands. Anyway, as Hulshof (1997: 477) rightly observes, at the
end of the nineteenth century, the linguistic picture in The Netherlands is still
firmly characterized by a regionally flavoured spoken variety on the one side and a
normative, slightly old-fashioned written language variety on the other.

5. Twentieth century: Elaboration and implementation

The Netherlands, prior to World War II was, as Van den Toorn (1997: 479)
reminds us, a conservative country and “that applies to the Dutch language as well:
there were no substantial changes until long after 1940” (ibid.). Between 1920 and
1940 the main language planning focus was on “the longing for and the pursuit of a
standardized language” (ibid.). As far as linguistic characteristics were concerned,
the basis of that emerging ABN is the language used by the better situated classes in
the larger western cities (the Randstad). This Hollandic variety has won acceptance
and has subsequently been implemented through the educational system as well as
through the influence of existing (newspapers) as well as the new media (radio).
According to Van den Toorn, the acceptance and usage of ABN had become “a
characteristic of civilization and a product of disciplining: it was a voluntary effort
to accept a general norm” (op. cit.: 480). Yet, gradually, he says, the western flavour
grew more important than the “general” characteristics and whereas in the first half
of the twentieth century the traditional definition of an ABN-speaker, in imitation
of Jespersen’s famous words, still was somebody whose speech did not betray his
geographic origins, in the century’s second half “somebody whose speech does
betray his western origin” was the more adequate description. All of this, as well as
Kloeke’s (see above) and other people’s estimations of the amount of ABN-speak-
ers, clearly depends on how the standard language is perceived and defined, and
what is considered to be its norm; in other words, on the amount and the kind of
norm variation one is prepared to accept. This is further discussed below.

During the whole nineteenth and part of the twentieth century the lack of
direct and frequent contact with The Netherlands made the implementation of the
standard norm in Belgium a precarious and difficult problem. The practical ob-
stacles, for one, were so huge that it was only after World War II that substantial
success could be expected and actually occurred. The popularization of radio and,
afterwards, television was undoubtedly the first major development helping to
overcome practical problems. Yet another was the massive “entrance into battle” of
the core of Flemish linguists. Especially in the sixties and seventies the Flemings
were not only constantly exposed to the northern norm in the media, but the
Flemish media also contributed actively by giving academic linguists the opportu-
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nity of addressing their audience and of spreading their views. All radio and
television channels had a prime time program and almost every newspaper had a
daily column to help Flemings to gain proficiency in the northern flavoured
standard language which was, as was constantly repeated, their own. Most of these
programs were of the “do not say ... but say...” kind. Following the column title
(Uit de taaltuin, ‘From the language garden’) of one of the prestigious newspapers
all of these activities were called language gardening, and mostly the “gardeners”
were established linguists and university professors. The results of this combined
efforts were quite amazing and basically succeeded in what is a very tough and
unusual task, viz. to provide almost an entire population in a couple of decades
with a more or less new language or, to put it more correctly, with a less known
variety of their own language. As opposed to The Netherlands, during the larger
part of the twentieth century the focus was on eliminating regional accents, rather
than on stressing the social component. Yet in Flanders too, the “civilized” compo-
nent of ABN (General Civilized Dutch) used to be heavily stressed.

Another unusual factor should also be emphasized, viz. that this massive
language status planning effort was performed with almost no official government
involvement. Although there can be no doubt that the integrational policy enjoyed
the moral support of almost the entire cultural establishment, there was but very
little official governmental backing and the main effort was performed through
private initiative. There was substantial governmental action on the corpus plan-
ning level, though (cf. Willemyns and Haeseryn 1998).

Since Dutch was the mother tongue and vehicular language of at least 60% of
the Belgian population, it would seem altogether natural for the Belgian govern-
ment to be concerned with its promotion and to be anxious to remain in perma-
nent contact with the government of The Netherlands. As history reveals, the
Belgian government has for a long time been hostile to the language of the majority
of its subjects and this has limited such contacts until after World War II, when the
so-called Cultural Agreement (officially the “Convention on the Cultural and
Intellectual Relations”) between both countries was ratified. It has always been the
ultimate goal of the Flemings to associate the Dutch to their efforts and this has
often proven to be a tough job. The conclusion of the “Cultural Agreement” has
been acclaimed as an important step in the desire for integration.!> It was, however,
undoubtedly the Taalunieverdragwhich has been felt to be the real consecration of
these efforts. The Nederlandse Taalunie (‘Dutch Language Union’) was installed
under a treaty passed by the Dutch and Belgian governments in 1980, transferring
to this international body their prerogatives in all matters concerning language and
literature.'® The Taalunie is composed of four institutions: a Committee of Minis-
ters, comprising ministers of both countries; an Inter-parliamentary Commission,
comprising MP’s of both countries; a Secretary General and a Council for Dutch
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Language and Literature (Willemyns 1984). Aiming at “integrating as far as possible
The Netherlands and the Dutch Speaking Community of Belgium in the field of the
Dutch language and literature in the broadest sense” (art. 2), the Nederlandse
Taalunieis undoubtedly a remarkable piece of work and a very unusual occurrence
in international linguistic relations, since no national government has so far con-
ceded to a supra-national institution what is generally considered to be its own
prerogative, i.e. to decide autonomously on linguistic and cultural affairs. The
activities of the Nederlandse Taalunie lie both in the fields of corpus and of status
planning.

As stated above, the traditional definition of Standard Dutch — as it exists in
the general public consciousness — has always been: the language which is used by
educated and cultivated people in the western part of The Netherlands. In its first
edition (1984) the authors of the ultimate normative instrument for the grammar
of Dutch, the Algemene Nederlandse Spraakkunst (‘General Grammar of Dutch’;
called the ANYS), state that is has been written in order to enable language users “om
zich een oordeel te vormen over de grammaticaliteit en de aanvaardbaarheid van
hedendaags Nederlands taalgebruik” (‘to judge the grammaticality and acceptabil-
ity of the present-day usage of Dutch’; ANS 1984: 10). They then explain what has
to be considered present-day usage of Dutch, and in so doing almost officially
define the norm. I quote:

De ANS geeft in principe een beschrijving van het moderne Nederlandse
taalgebruik, zoals dat tot uiting komt in de standaardtaal. We verstaan daaronder
de taal die in alle regio’s van het Nederlandse taalgebied bruikbaar is in zgn.
secundaire relaties, d.w.z. in het contact met ‘vreemden’. De standaardtaal is
bovengewestelijk en algemeen bruikbaar: het gaat hier om taalvormen die niet
gebonden zijn aan een bepaalde stijl (dus bijv. woorden, vormen of constructies
die alleen maar in de schrijftaal of alleen maar in de spreektaal verschijnen), aan
een bepaalde regio (dus bijv. taalvormen die alleen maar in het zuiden of alleen
maar in het oosten van ons taalgebied voorkomen) of aan een bepaalde groep (dus
bijv. taalvormen die alleen maar door de beoefenaars van een bepaald beroep
gebruikt worden). Standaard-Nederlands is dus de taal waarmee men in
secundaire relaties altijd en overal in het Nederlandse taalgebied terecht kan.
(‘The ANS gives a description of the present-day usage of Dutch as it emerges in
the standard language. We consider the standard language to be the language
which can be used in all parts of the Dutch language territory in so-called second-
ary relations, i.e. in contact with strangers. The standard language is a supra-
regional variety which is usable in all kinds of circumstances, which is not
restricted to a specific style (e.g. words, forms or constructions limited to the
written or to the spoken language), a specific region (e.g. only in use in the south
or the east of the language territory) or a specific group (e.g. only in use in the
jargon of a specific profession). In sum, Standard Dutch is the language which
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guarantees contact in secondary relations in the Dutch language territory always
and everywhere.’; ANS 1984: 12; translation R. Willemyns).

In the second edition of 1997 the above definition has disappeared and has been
replaced by a more extensive description of language variability. The only thing
remaining in the way of a definition is that Standard Dutch is “de taal waarin geen
elementen of structuren voorkomen die duidelijk opvallen als niet-algemeen” (‘the
language variety containing no elements or structures which definitely strike as
being ‘non-general’; ANS 1997: 16).

Attempts in other grammars or dictionaries to define what Standard Dutch is
or to locate its norm are equally vague. For the most part, the amount of variation
which is allowed within the confines of the norm is not theoretically specified,
presumably because there is no way of describing or delineating it. Yet, it often
occurs that particular utterances are labelled either “substandard” or are described
by any other term that indicates a deviation from the norm. Such labels may, of
course, vary in the course of time.'”

Dutch being a pluricentric language, it is not only normal that the actual
realization of the norm may vary slightly according to region, but even that the very
notion of the norm itself is not necessarily identical in all parts of the language
territory. In Flanders, as we have seen in the controversy between nineteenth
century particularists and integrationists, such discussions have a very long tradi-
tion. But although nowadays the consensus on the norm is much larger than it used
to be, different views may still set apart the Randstad from the internal or external
periphery. Most people, be it professional linguists or amateurs, explicitly or im-
plicitly accept the norm to be a changing notion, i.e. a device which may change in
time or from region to region. Yet, the view that the norm is something unchange-
able does still exist and can still be heard in similar discussions as well. Both as far as
the arguments on regional and social variation as well as on the status of the norm
in the Dutch language area are concerned, I am confining myself to two references,
viz. De Vries (1987) and Willemyns (1987), which were published in the same
volume and offer a fair overview of arguments as well as opposing points of view
regarding the status of the norm.

Finally, as far as the norm instruments are concerned, there is a general
consensus on where they are to be found: Van Dale’s dictionary (Groot Woorden-
boek der Nederlandse Taal) and the Algemene Nederlandse Spraakkunst (ANS) are
undoubtedly the generally accepted reference works in norm discussions. They also
function as prescriptive instruments, although their authors prefer to consider their
works to be descriptive. The Woordenlijst der Nederlandse Taal, published under
the auspices of the Nederlandse Taalunie, is the official guideline for the spelling of
Dutch.
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6. Present day distribution of standard and non-standard varieties

The Netherlands

Almost half of The Netherlands’s sixteen million people live in the Randstad, the
area where the modern Dutch standard language took shape from the seventeenth
century onwards. It spread geographically as well as socially over the rest of the
territory, at first only within the borders of The Netherlands, and afterwards also
into Belgium. A map shown in Hagen (1989) illustrates how dialect use and
mastery increase the further one moves away from the Randstad. Yet, more recent
studies (all discussed in Willemyns 1997b) demonstrate that very often matters are
much less straightforward. Both the acceptance of and the attitudes towards lin-
guistic varieties are determined by the fact that the western flavoured standard
language is not only a supra-regional means of communication but also the
sociolect of the so-called “better situated” classes in the country at large. Socially
determined linguistic attitudes are the strongest in the Randstad itself: the habitual
varieties of the popular classes in this highly urbanized region (called stadsdialecten
‘urban dialects’) mostly provoke negative attitudes. Despite the fact that, from a
purely linguistic point of view, the so-called regiolecten differ more widely from the
standard than the urban dialects, the attitudes toward them are generally more
favourable, mainly because they (still) lack the social stigma.!®

Although, overall, dialects appear to be losing ground rapidly, there is no
unanimity among scholars as to the pace of their disappearance. A discrepancy has
indeed been observed between positive attitudes towards the dialects on the one
hand, and yet a rapid decrease of those dialects on the other hand. Also, there
appears to be no direct relationship between dialect proficiency and dialect usage:
even in places where proficiency is still high a dramatic and rapid decrease in dialect
usage has been observed (Willemyns 1997b).

It has never been possible to identify a clear-cut border between the dialects
spoken on both sides of the Dutch-German border. Yet, due to dialect decline and
the ever-increasing penetration of the respective standard languages on both sides
of the border, what used to be a dialect continuum is rapidly falling apart into two
different language areas. Studies edited by Bister-Broosen (1998) detail all aspects
of this evolution and demonstrate how nowadays the differing standard languages
even affect the dialects themselves.

As far as the state border between The Netherlands and Flanders is concerned,
the most relevant observation is that not one single distinctive bundle of isoglosses
is running parallel with it (cf. the map in Weijnen 1966). Consequently, the West-
and East-Flemish dialects constitute a continuum with those spoken in the Dutch
province of Zealand, as do the dialects of the Belgian provinces Antwerpen, Vlaams-
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Brabant and Limburg with those of the Dutch provinces of Noord-Brabant and
Limburg. Yet, here too, dialect decline is disrupting linguistic ties of old, but since
these dialects are “roofed” (iiberdacht) by the same standard language nothing as
dramatic is happening as on the German-Dutch border.

Flanders

The present day language situation in Flanders is characterized by a rather compli-
cated use of several codes. The theoretical range of the linguistic continuum reaches
from dialect to Standard Dutch, with several intermediate codes in between. The
decisive criterion is dialect interference: the more one goes into the direction of the
standard, the less interference can be noticed. The diglossic and bilingual situation
as it existed in the nineteenth century has gradually been dissolved during the first
half of the twentieth century. Linguistic legislation already mentioned and the
gradual loss of all functions for French led to Flanders becoming strictly monolin-
gual. Dialect loss and dialect levelling gained momentum after WW II and are
responsible for the disappearance of the former diglossic situation in Flanders (with
the exception of the province of West-Flanders where the former situation, al-
though changing as well, may still be said to persist; Willemyns 1997b).

During the last few decades the mastery and use of regional dialects have
declined dramatically and, at the same time, the use of and the proficiency in the
standard variety has considerably increased. Consequently, the communicative
habits of most youngsters and of most inhabitants of the central regions of Flanders
have shifted towards the standard pole of the continuum. Although the social value
of the codes and the discriminating use made of them by members of various social
classes is still less explicit than it is in many other West European communities and
in The Netherlands in particular, code usage is increasingly socially determined.

The close contact which exists between French and Dutch in Belgium in
general and in bilingual Brussels in particular has led to a considerable amount of
linguistic interference. This contact situation also entailed consequences for the
standardization process of Dutch itself.

South-North variation

In order to adapt their linguistic performance to the northern norm, the Flemish
standard language learner/speaker had to come to grips with pronunciation, lexical
aspects and morphological and syntactic issues.

Pronunciation is the aspect which caused the least trouble and convergence
towards the northern norm was reached very early (i.e. before World War II;
Goossens 1985; Cassier and Van de Craen 1986). Recent research has established
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that the southern Standard Dutch pronunciation has hardly changed over the past
half-century. The norm seems to have remained the pronunciation standard as it
has been laid down by Blancquaert in 1934: the /%/ is velar and shows no signs of
rasping ( the zachte g ‘soft g); the place of articulation of the /r/ is mostly alveolar
(tongpunt-r ‘tongue tip r’), with the uvular (huig-) r as a valuable alternative and the
/w/ is usually bilabial instead of labio-dental. Mostly “ee” en “00” are pure
monophthongs; the voiced pronunciation of word initial /v/ and /z/ is the habitual
one (Van de Velde 1997: 56). The same used to be the case in what Van de Velde
calls Older Northern Standard Dutch, i.e. the variety recorded between 1935 and
1950. In Present Day Northern Standard Dutch (i.e. after 1950) a number of charac-
teristic novelties appear: a very distinct devoicing of /v/ and /z/ in word initial
position, a strong uvular vibration of the /%/ and the diphthongization of /e/ and
/o/. The vocalic realization of /r/ is rapidly gaining field and trilled realizations of
postvocalic /r/ have disappeared almost completely. Van de Velde (1997) concludes
that there is no evidence that the norm has really been abandoned neither in The
Netherlands nor in Flanders over the past sixty years. Yet, around 1935 the Dutch
started to slowly shift away from the norm which used to be also theirs. This shift
has gained momentum over the past decades, but has not been followed in Flanders
(Van de Velde 1996). Also, it has to be noted that most speakers in the southern
part of The Netherlands, i.e. the internal periphery, are much nearer to the Belgian
than to the northern pronunciation.”

In the lexical field the picture is slightly different. The discussion of nineteenth
century particularism has revealed that tenacious and often bitter debates took
place regarding the amount of southern vocabulary that ought to be retained or
even introduced into the general norm. Vocabulary is undoubtedly what appeals
most of all to the imagination of the public and lexical change hardly ever passes
unnoticed. In general, Flanders displays a strong attitude towards stigmatizing
French influence, so much so that language planners advocating the northern norm
have quite a problem in dealing with over-zeal resulting in hypercorrection. South-
ern dialects have retained numerous French loanwords and so does Standard
Dutch. The problem is that they are not always the same ones and so overzealous
“Dutchifiers” have established a habit of finding a Dutch alternative for most loans.
In some cases where southern dialects and the northern standard have the same
French loanword, the southern substandard has a number of “Dutchified” equiva-
lents (so-called purisms) which exist neither in the dialects nor in the northern
standard (Goossens 1975). Most of the remaining lexical variation can be attributed
to the following categories: official terminology, archaisms, dialectisms, loanwords
and neologisms. An extensive analysis of all categories is to be found in Willemyns
(1990).
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Anyway, in the lexical field too, recent investigations reveal that North-South
levelling is a still continuing process. Between 1950 and 1990, as Geeraerts,
Grondelaersand Speelman (1999) discovered, lexical convergence between Flanders
and The Netherlands has constantly increased. As to the direction of this conver-
gence, Deygers and Van den Heede (2000) demonstrate that in most cases the South
adapted to the North, rather than the other way around. As to the procedures, both
theoretically possible mechanisms do occur: taking over “typically northern” items
as well as gradually dropping “typically southern” expressions. The latter mecha-
nism, though, appears to be more frequent than the former one.

North-South convergence in the field of morphology and syntax has been less
well investigated so far and variation, therefore, often passes unnoticed. A notori-
ous exception, though, is the discussion on the pronominal system with respect to
the forms of address. Most southern dialects have a one-pronoun system of address
(viz. gij), as opposed to the so-called T-V distinction in Standard Dutch. For a long
time and despite language planning efforts, this one-pronoun system remained
characteristic of the standard language of many southerners to the extent that it was
sometimes considered to be a core value of southern language usage. The advocates
of the northern norm succeeded in even taking this stronghold. Yet, replacing a
one-pronoun system by a T-V system is not only a matter of attitude and goodwill
but may lead to practical problems, even for those who made the conscious
decision to adopt it. The existence of two systems in one individual (i.e. a one-
pronoun system in the dialect or Umgangssprache and a T-V system in the standard
language) inevitably leads to interference, especially for those who display a lack of
confidence and security in their use of the standard language. Switching from one
system to another and especially using T and V forms in inappropriate conditions
(even in some very formal and guarded circumstances) are some of the characteris-
tics of what I described as a pronominal chaos (Willemyns 1990), a frequent sign of
linguistic insecurity in a transitional period. As a consequence of the destandardiza-
tion wave to be discussed below, there seems to be a revival of some kind of the one-
pronoun southern (Brabantic) system.

7. The future evolution and potential destandardizing tendencies

In The Netherlands some linguists are currently detecting increasing variation away
from the conventional norm of spoken Standard Dutch. I am referring here to what
Stroop has called Poldernederlands (Stroop 1997 and 1998). An equally centrifugal
evolution seems to be occurring in Flanders where we witness the development of a
spoken linguistic variety often referred to as tussentaal (Taeldeman 1993, Jaspers
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2001), Verkavelingsvlaams (Van Istendael 1993) or, more recently, as Schoon
Vlaams (Goossens 2000). For a constantly growing part of the population, both in
the North and in the South, the conventional norm of the standard language
appears to be no longer the target language in an increasing number of settings. The
fact that both centrifugal developments, although unrelated, occur simultaneously
may decisively influence the evolution of Dutch as a pluricentric language in the
twenty-first century.

The most prominent characteristic of Poldernederlands is the pronunciation
aai for the diphthong /ei/: tijd > taaid ‘time’, klein > klaain ‘little’. Yet, a similar
change appears to affect other diphthongs as well: /ui/ turns into au (buik > bauk
‘belly’, huis > haus ‘house’) and /ou/ turns into aau (getrouwd > getraauwd ‘mar-
ried’); Stroop 1998: 25-26). The trigger for this lowering of diphthongs, Stroop
argues, is the diphthongization of the long vowels, a process which has been in
progress in the western part of The Netherlands for decades. The real origin, he
continues, is socially and not geographically determined. The group of speakers
responsible for both the origin and the very fast spread of Poldernederlands are
young, highly educated females.

In the South the centrifugal tendency has led to the development of a variety,
based on essentially Brabantic characteristics often referred to as Verkavelings-
vlaams or as Schoon Vlaams. The most characteristic way in which this Schoon
Vlaams differs from the norm is not pronunciation or even the lexicon, according
to Goossens (2000), but grammar and the grammatical features in question have
been directly borrowed from central, southern dialects (he discusses adjective and
pronominal inflection as examples). It has not — in my opinion — been empha-
sized strongly enough so far that the genesis of Schoon Vlaams has to be related to
the current process of dialect loss, that one is indeed a direct, and probably also an
inevitable consequence of the other. The process of dialect loss and levelling, which
has started considerably later in Flanders than in The Netherlands, is now gaining
momentum. Thanks to a considerable number of investigations over the past
decades (an overview in Willemyns 1997b), we know that in many cases the variety
replacing the dialect is not the standard language but an equally informal variety,
i.e. an Umgangssprache or regional standard which very often has a decidedly
Brabantic flavour even outside the Brabant region.

Successful language changes, i.e. developments that eventually succeed, are
mostly the result of compromises between what is called taalnatuur (‘language
nature’) and taalcultuur, (‘language culture’), i.e. developments located between
the natural language evolution on the one hand, and language planning efforts
directed at bringing about these changes on the other hand. Since in these particu-
lar cases taalnatuur has been allowed to proliferate, it is quite comprehensible that
the call for remedying interventions is growing louder. Yet, let us not forget that all
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of this is highly speculative. Poldernederlands is a very neatly defined linguistic
notion but whether it will have the projected far reaching consequences surely
remains to be seen. Verkavelingsviaams, on the other hand, is a rather confused
notion, since it has become sort of a collective name for various different tenden-
cies, which may still develop in diverging directions.

Most of all, from a historical perspective everything discussed so far is short-
term change, brought about and used by specific portions of the population in
different parts of the language community. However attractive structural explana-
tions may appear, the question whether short-term change will eventually evolve
into long-term change, in durable change affecting the language and its norm, will
depend upon sociolinguistic factors determining the spread of change through
time and space. The usual variables like social and occupational class, age group,
gender, as well as domain specification and language planning factors are likely to
interfere with this process. Predictions, therefore, are not very helpful, except for
this one: the linguistic evolution of Dutch in the twenty-first century promises to be
an exiting and thrilling affair, worthwhile to participate in and to be closely ob-
served!

Notes

1. One of the best-known texts is a psalm translation called De Wachtendonckse Psalmen. It
is supposed to have been written in the ninth/tenth century in the Rhine-Meuse region
(Krefeld/Venlo) in an eastern variety of Dutch, labeled Old Low Franconian by some. An
edition with ample comments and an overview of recent and former research is to be found
in De Grauwe (1979).

2. Willemyns (1979: 16-19) gives an overview of all the available texts written down during
the thirteenth century. The so-called Corpus-Gysseling is an annotated edition of all texts
written prior to 1300 (Gysseling 1977).

3. Van Loey (1937) lists some of the Brabantic (=eastern) regional characteristics that were
gradually abandoned in Brabantic texts of the thirteenth and fourteenth centuries, due to
the influence of the more prestigious Flemish (=western) writing tradition.

4. Adiscussion of the English terminology with respect to regional varieties of Dutch can be
found in Donaldson (1983).

5. 2 300 000 Dutch speakers as opposed to 1 200 000 French speakers (Ruys 1981: 47).

6. A rederijkerskamer is a play writing and play performing literary society. They were very
popular and very prestigious all over The Netherlands.

7. In his Aenleidinge ter Nederduytsche Dichtkunste (1650). The relevant, extensive quota-
tion is also to be found in Hagen (1999: 27).
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8. In the same sentence, Vondel states that the “old Amsterdam” language is too ridiculous
and the “old Antwerp” language too disgusting to be able to function as the basis for a
“civilized” standard language.

9. Ten Kate was also the first linguist to discover the regularity of the system of strong verbs
in the Germanic languages and one of the pioneers of historical linguistics.

10. Unfortunately, the term “particularists” is not only used for those language planners
advocating a domestic standardization or a more extensive share of southern vocabulary in
anortherly flavoured standard language. The term “second generation particularists” is also
used to refer to a particular branch of the particularist movement that was very active
during the final quarter of the nineteenth century in the province of West-Flanders, for
whom the language aspect was only a by-product of a religious fundamentalist movement
and whose main purpose was to safeguard the strict catholic character of (West-)Flanders
(Willemyns 1997¢).

11. It were two students of his, Jacob Verdam and Eelco Verwijs who were the authors of the
ten volume Middelnederlandsch Woordenboek (‘Middle Dutch Dictionary’), the first volume
of which appeared in 1885.

12. In the original Hulshof uses the very familiar abbreviation ABN (Algemeen Beschaafd
Nederlands ‘General Civilized Dutch’) which has been used for decades to designate, both in
The Netherlands and in Belgium, the normative standard language. It has now been
replaced by AN (=Algemeen Nederlands ‘General Dutch’).

13. Kollewijn devised a new spelling system for which he succeeded to gather so much
support that he founded a Vereniging tot vereenvouding van onze schrijftaal (‘Organization
for the simplification of our written language’). His system was never officially imple-
mented, though.

14. A famous poetry movement named after the decade it started in (tachtig ‘eighty’).

15. In January 1995 this Cultural Treaty has been replaced by a new one, this time con-
cluded between the Government of The Netherlands and the autonomous Government of
Flanders, to which the constitutional reform had granted the right to conclude treaties with
foreign nations.

16. The Nederlandse Taalunie (‘Dutch Language Union’), has been established as a conse-
quence of the “Treaty between the Kingdom of Belgium and the Kingdom of The Nether-
lands concerning the Dutch Language Union” on 9 September 1980; the instruments of
ratification were exchanged in The Hague on 27 January 1982. The text reads that “His
Majesty the King of the Belgians and Her Majesty the Queen of The Netherlands ... have
decided the instalment of a union in the field of the Dutch language”. The seat of the
Taalunie is in The Hague.

17. A few decades ago the (slight) diphthongization of the long vowels /e/, /o/ and /e/ was
deemed “substandard” whereas of today it is considered the “normal” pronunciation not
only of the Randstad, where it originated, but in Algemeen Nederlands in general (even
though it does not often occur in the pronunciation of southerners).

18. According to Hoppenbrouwers (1990), the regiolect is a complex of non-standard
varieties in a given region.
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19. In The Netherlands the so-called zachte g is seen as a shibboleth, even a stigma for the
southern provinces Noord-Brabant and Limburg.
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Foreword

Linguistic standardization tends to follow different time lines and to reach varying
degrees of uniformity depending on the structural and functional domain under-
going the process. A nationwide standardization of the English language began with
spelling and morphology in the fifteenth century. By the mid-seventeenth century,
English spelling had become relatively fixed, and few significant changes have taken
place in the printed word since then. English orthography therefore provides a
good match for the first half of Einar Haugen’s (1966 [1997: 348]) definition of a
codified standard with “minimal variation in form”.

On the other hand, English vocabulary had not yet started to be codified in
monolingual dictionaries when its conscious elaboration began in the sixteenth
century — a process that is bound to go on uninterrupted as long as English
continues to fulfil the other half of Haugen’s definition of a standard language
assuming “maximal variation in function”. To do justice to the complex history of
a pluricentric language like English, this chapter approaches Einar Haugen’s four
dimensions of standardization (selection, acceptance, codification, and elabora-
tion) as processes that vary not only according to the domain but also according to
the national status of the language to be standardized. For historical reasons, the
rise of Standard English in England will provide the backbone of the discussion.

1. Sociohistorical background

Historical discontinuities

The English language has a long written history. One of the first texts in Old English
to have come down to us is Ceedmon’s hymn, a poem about Creation attributed to
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a seventh-century monk by the name of Ceedmon. The poem has been preserved in
several Old English dialects (from the eighth to the eleventh century), including the
original Northumbrian and a later West Saxon version.! The first two lines of the
poem run as follows:

Northumbrian:

Nu scylun hergan hefaenricaes uard,

now-shall (we)-praise heaven kingdom’s-guardian
metudces maecti end his modgidanc
creator’s-might and-his-mind thought (purpose)
West Saxon:

Nu sculon herigean heofonrices weard,

now-shall (we)-praise heaven kingdom’s-guardian
meotodes meahte and his modgepanc
creator’s-might and-his-mind thought (purpose)
Modern English:

Now we shall praise the kingdom of heaven’s guardian

The might of the Creator and his purpose

The late West Saxon written dialect is sometimes referred to as standard Old
English. But it never became the standard at a national level, for in the Anglo-Saxon
period England did not constitute one single nation with shared linguistic norms.
By quirks of history neither is West Saxon the dialectal ancestor of modern Stan-
dard English. West Saxon was spoken in the area of England that is now the West
Country, one of the country’s most conservative dialect areas, while the rise of the
modern standard can be traced back to the capital region in the East Midland area.
By contrast, many spoken aspects of modern Scottish Standard English go back to
the Northumbrian dialect.

The continuity of West Saxon and other written varieties of English was
interrupted by the Norman Conquest in 1066, which replaced English with Anglo-
Norman French as the medium of administrative, literary and religious writings.
England was in fact trilingual as Latin also continued to be used in the administra-
tion and as the language of the church and higher education throughout the Middle
Ages. But as French gradually declined in official use, the form of English that
spread to the rest of the country as the first nationwide model in the early fifteenth
century was the written language of the government documents issued by the
King’s writing offices, the largest of which was the Chancery.

Several “local” types of writing tending towards regularization of spelling and
morphology had already emerged during the fourteenth century. One of the best
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known is the Central Midland Standard, which is attested in a large number of texts,
including the religious writings (bibles, sermons, tracts) of John Wycliffe and his
followers. Another local norm is found in mid-fourteenth-century official docu-
ments in the London area. A later type of London writing appears in texts copied in
the late fourteenth century, which contain, for instance, The Canterbury Tales by
Geoffrey Chaucer. Vernacularization and spelling regularization were also under
way in other genres at the time, including medical and other scientific writing.?

Early literacy and urbanization

In the fifteenth and sixteenth centuries, at the juncture of Late Middle and Early
Modern English, forms of written English converged to the extent that most of
them became unlocalizable. This is what might be predicted by cultural historians,
who often associate language standardization with other phenomena compounded
under “modernity”, including urban as opposed to rural residence, geographical
mobility, and contact with mass media. In all these respects the London area, the
urban cluster of the City of London, Westminster and Southwark, emerges as the
hub of activity in late medieval and early modern England.

To begin with mass media, the first English printing press was set up by
William Caxton (c. 1421-1491) in 1476 in Westminster, the seat of the Royal Court
and the central government of the country. Movable type provided the means of
disseminating written texts in multiple copies to a number of people simulta-
neously, spreading certain forms and conventions, while ignoring and suppressing
others. From Caxton’s time on, London was the capital of the book trade: about
98% of the books published in England between 1500 and 1700 were printed in the
capital. It took, however, some time before the impact of printing began to be felt:
the number of titles published in 1500 was only 54, by 1550 it had quadrupled,
amounting to 214. In 1640 the corresponding annual figure was already 577
(Gorlach 1991: 6-7, 13).

The rise of printing is also inextricably connected with literacy. Around 1500
the proportion of English people who could both read and write was not large.
Cressy (1980: 141-177) estimates that it amounted to about ten per cent of the
male and one per cent of the female population at a time when the total population
was no more than two million. Full literacy was, however, much higher in London
than elsewhere. By 1640 it had reached an estimated average level of 30 per cent of
the male population in the entire country, but already some 60 per cent of the male
population of London. The social dividing line between the gentry and the non-
gentry surfaces in literacy figures: while the overall literacy of women in the
seventeenth century lagged behind that of men considerably, we may assume that
all gentry could both read and write by this time.
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Early modern England was predominantly a rural society: in 1500 only ten to
twelve per cent of the population of over two million is estimated to have lived in
towns. However, large-scale migration began to take place from the fifteenth
century onwards. People moved from densely populated farming regions to unde-
veloped land and from the countryside to London and other cities. The importance
of migration to the capital cannot be underestimated at a time when London’s
population quintupled from roughly 100,000 in 1550 to 500,000 in 1700, account-
ing for over ten per cent of the population of five million in England around 1700
(Finlay and Shearer 1986: 42-51). The role of migration to London becomes even
more vital if we consider that London’s death rate often exceeded its birth rate
because of epidemic and endemic diseases. On the basis of court records Coleman
and Salt (1992: 27) conclude that no more than fifteen per cent of Londoners had
been born in the capital in the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries.

The fact that the country’s politics, central government, trade and fashion
largely concentrated on the capital helped to make London speech widely under-
stood throughout England. On the other hand, the unprecedented growth and
urbanization that took place in early modern London made it a focal point for
dialect contact, and something of a linguistic melting pot. Circumstances like this
are apt to lead to language variation and change today (Milroy and Milroy 1985). If
London English had already become a model for wider use, as was suggested above,
this demographic mobility would lead us to expect that it was liable to be moulded
by a good deal of dialectal variation in the course of time.

Overseas expansion

The expansion of English began in the Middle Ages when the language first gained
ground in the Celtic-speaking areas of the British Isles. The history of Scots can be
traced back to Anglo-Saxon times (see note 2, above, and the chapter on Scots in this
volume). English first spread to Wales as a consequence of the Norman Conquest,
butit only came under the English rule, politically and linguistically, in the sixteenth
century. English involvementin Ireland also goes back to the Middle Ages, but efforts
were taken in the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries to strengthen it throughout the
country. By the mid-nineteenth century, Ireland had been made part of the United
Kingdom and English had also become the dominant language there. Because of this
political, economic and cultural dominance, English English set the standard-
language norm throughout the British Isles. Hence the term British English.

The expansion of English reached global proportions in the seventeenth cen-
tury when it was transported to North America. Four major waves of immigrants
have been distinguished: (1) puritans from East Anglia to Massachusetts Bay, 1629—
1641; (2) gentry and their servants from the south of England to Virginia, 1642—
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1675; (3) Quakers from the North Midlands to the Delaware Valley, 1675-1725;
and (4) common people from the north of England, northern Ireland and Scotland
to the Appalachians, 1717-1775 (Fischer 1989: 16, 226227, 421, 608—609). The
population of the United States reached four million by about 1790. In the course
of time, the separation of the American colonies from the mother country led to
their languages developing in different directions. In their new environment, the
English settlers had contacts with speakers of native American languages, African
slaves, and immigrants from elsewhere in Europe. Despite the political and eco-
nomic significance of east-coast cities like New York, there was however no one city
in the New World that would have equalled London in linguistic prestige.

Canada has its own complex settlement history, but the major influence shap-
ing Canadian English as we know it today was northern American English in the
eighteenth century. English and English-based creoles were also introduced to the
Caribbean as a result of the African slave trade, which began in the seventeenth
century and was only abolished after the American Civil War in the nineteenth (see
Devonish on Caribbean creoles in this volume).

Australia came to be used as a British penal colony in the last decades of the
eighteenth century, and “free” immigration there reached significant numbers by
the mid-nineteenth century. British control in New Zealand and South Africa was
also established in the course of the nineteenth century. Due to geographic separa-
tion and diverse contact influences, growing linguistic divergence can be detected
between the southern hemisphere extraterritorial Englishes and Standard British
English in the twentieth century. Because of their much shorter settlement history
and close cultural and political links with Britain, however, this divergence has not
reached the same proportions as in North America.

Today the English language enjoys an official or special status in at least 75
countries around the world. According to statistics published by the British Coun-
cil, the number of native English speakers is estimated at about 375 million.
Another 375 million are estimated to speak English as their second language, and
some 750 million people are believed to speak it as a foreign language. English has
made a particularly strong impact as a second or official language in West Africa
and in the Indian subcontinent, where the British Empire expanded in the eigh-
teenth century.*

2.  Norm selection and acceptance
The Old English example quoted above suggests that the dialects of Old English

were probably mutually intelligible. This was also the case of Middle English dialects
in the fourteenth and fifteenth centuries, although there is some literary and
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anecdotal evidence suggesting that misunderstandings could arise in the spoken
communication especially between northern and southern dialect speakers. In
the course of the Middle Ages, northern English dialects had been substantially
influenced by contacts with Scandinavian languages arising from Viking invasions,
settlements and trade. These long-term contacts had left their marks not only in
place-names but also in phonology, vocabulary and morphology; the verb form are,
pronoun theyand preposition till, for instance, are all Scandinavian loans in English.

One reflection of the increased distance between northern and southern dia-
lects may be the rise of varieties such as the Central Midland Standard in the
fourteenth century, mentioned above. The Central Midland counties, especially
Northamptonshire, Huntingdonshire and Bedfordshire, formed an intermediate
dialect area between the north and the south and their dialect could therefore be
widely understood throughout the country. However, the Central Midland area
was not where the country’s official business was conducted.

Written language

It was during his second campaign to France in 1417-22 that King Henry V (1387-
1422) took the decision to dispatch most of his official correspondence home in
English rather than, as had been customary before, in French. His reasons for doing
so were perhaps not only strategic, prompted by enemy intelligence, but also
financial: to enlist support from the citizens of London. Or the decision may have
been part of the King’s domestic policy to justify the Lancastrian claim to the
throne by promoting English nationalism (Fisher 1996: 20-23). But, irrespective of
the actual motivation, the decision meant a leap forward in the process of the
functional elaboration of the vernacular. When implementing English as a language
of the central administration, the clerks of the King’s Signet Office also came to
select the reference variety to be used for the purpose. Although there had been two
local norms in the London area in the fourteenth century, no direct continuity can
be traced between this first supra-local written norm and its local predecessors
except that all three were southern rather than northern in their basic dialectal
make-up.

It is assumed that it was the Signet Office, the King’s personal writing office,
which provided the model for the other Westminster offices, the Privy Seal and the
Chancery. Their usages then spread when administrative and legal documents were
copied and disseminated in English both within the Chancery and throughout the
country in the decades that followed. The principal Chancery clerks were also active
in training their staff and other clerks and common lawyers to master the form and
content of documents in Latin, French and presumably in English as well. Chancery
Standard s the general term introduced by Michael Samuels (1963) to describe the
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language produced by the central bureaucracy from the 1430s to the 1470s, before
printing was introduced into England. In principle, though not in all details, the
first printers also accepted the reference variety selected by the Chancery for repro-
duction through the printed medium.

In dialectal terms, the English of the fifteenth-century Chancery texts is East
Midland-based, southern rather than northern in outline. It draws on both London
and Central Midland usages containing features such as the southern third-person
verbal ending -th, as in hath, sayeth (v. northern -s; has, says) and the plural be/ben
(v. northern are). Some Midland features that go back to northern dialects, how-
ever, also occur commonly, such as the personal pronouns they, them and their (v.
southern forms with h-); adverbs ending in -ly (v. southern -lich); suffixless plural
forms of verbs (v. southern forms with -(e)n); and past participles without the
prefix y-, as in called (v. southern ycalled; Fisher 1996: 50-51, 76). These features
may have been reinforced by the number of Chancery clerks who came from the
northern counties in the Lancastrian era.

Spelling in the Chancery texts often tends to be conservative and does not
mirror ongoing phonetic developments. The grapheme <gh> is used as a reflection
of the velar fricative in words like high and knight, although the vocalization of the
consonant was already under way in speech. Similarly, the initial <h> is present in
French loanwords such as heir and honour, where the initial consonant was almost
certainly no longer pronounced. The final <e> is often treated unsystematically in
unstressed positions. On the other hand, there are spellings that reflect southern
rather than northern pronunciations, including the use of <y> for /j/ in ayen
(‘again’) and yeue (‘give’; Fisher 1996: 50-51, Fisher et al. 1984: 28-33).

As the last two examples show, Chancery spellings were not the only source for
the standard spelling system, which has evolved over time. The practices of the
Westminster writing offices were also far from fixed in the fifteenth century, as can
be easily seen from the number of variant forms and spellings of ordinary words
that appear in official documents. A couple of typical examples may illustrate the
situation. Although the spelling such, with or without a final <e>, is the preferred
Chancery form, a number of alternative forms are found in these government
documents in different proportions, including sich, sych, seche, swich and sweche.
Similarly, notis the preferred spelling of the negative particle with nat as a minority
form, but there are also clerks who frequently prefer to spell the word with <gh> or
<3> after the vowel (Fisher et al. 1984: 27, 30).

Although the Chancery Standard clearly falls short of the requirement of
“minimal variation in form”, it represents a decisive move towards it. As the use of
the vernacular expanded in the course of the fourteenth and fifteenth centuries, a
number of new contexts emerged in which English had not been committed to
writing before. When this happened, it was done by men with little or no training in
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writing their own mother tongue. This was therefore a period with a record amount
of spelling variation, when a common word like through could have something in
the order of five hundred different spellings, ranging from thurgh, thorough, porowe
to hardly recognizable forms such as drowgz, yhurght, trghug and trowffe (Smith
1996: 68). Compared to this, the 14 variant forms found in 70,000 words of
Chancery documents represents a considerable reduction.’

Spoken language

It is a truism that what grammatically and lexically counts as Standard English can
in principle be spoken in any accent (Trudgill 1999a: 119). Standards of pronuncia-
tion are also not fixed like orthographic standards but national pronunciation
norms continue to emerge in various parts of the English-speaking world. This on-
going rise of new reference accents in modern times bears some resemblance to the
emergence of local written standards in the fourteenth and fifteenth centuries. This
section will give an outline of the selection of the first supra-local pronunciation
norm in England. Processes of re-selection of new norms in the United States and
elsewhere in the English-speaking world will be discussed below.

Endorsements of a supra-local speech norm start to appear from the mid-
sixteenth century onwards, explicitly advocating a southern variety as the one to be
imitated. In The Arte of English Poesie (1589: 120-121), a handbook of rhetoric
intended for aspiring poets, George Puttenham (c. 1529-1591) specifies it as “the
vsuall speach of the Court, and that of London and the shires lying about London
within Ix. myles, and not much aboue”. Puttenham’s norm is also a sociolect, the
speech of “the better brought vp sort”. The reasons listed by Puttenham in support
of his recommendation fulfil the textbook criteria for norm selection: the norm has
the aristocratic authority of the Royal Court while at the same time being demo-
cratic (“the most vsuall of all his countrey”); it has aesthetic value (“well sounding”)
and is deemed suitable as a literary medium (“English poesie”; Gorlach 1990: 25).
But no doubt the first reason carried the most weight. Haugen (1966 [1997: 349])
notes that “if a recognized élite already exists with a characteristic vernacular, its
norm will almost inevitably prevail.”

Puttenham is not alone, nor indeed the first to propose the upper social ranks
of the capital as a model of spoken language worth aspiring to. An earlier proposal
to the same effect was made in the mid-sixteenth century by the London orthoepist
John Hart (d. 1574), who was faced with the problem of finding a consistent basis
for a spelling reform. He hoped to develop a spelling system that would reflect the
spoken language of the time better than the conservative norm which was becom-
ing fixed in the sixteenth century. Like Puttenham after him, Hart (1570: IIIb)
looks up to “the Court and London, where the flower of the English tongue is vsed”.
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An early phonetician, John Hart also gives a fair description of what the metropoli-
tan norm was like in his day. Just like other varieties of English at the time, it was
rhotic: post-vocalic /r/ was pronounced in words like car and door. Similarly, there
was no qualitative difference between the vowels in words like trap and path. In
these respects, this “proto-standard” resembled what is now American English
more closely than the modern non-rhotic norms of English, Australian, New
Zealand and South African English. No difference was also made in the sixteenth
century between the vowels in words like foot and strut or put and cut (both
pronounced with /u/ as in northern dialects in England today). On the other hand,
the vowels in meet and meat and other similar word pairs were distinct (containing
a close and open long /e/, respectively).

The variety that Hart describes contains /o/ in long and strong, whereas the
contemporary northern English dialects pronounced these words with /a/, as in
langand strang. The metropolitan norm was distinguished from the West Midland
dialects in that it had an unrounded vowel in land and hand as opposed to the
rounded one common in the west (lond, hond). The proto-standard also differed
from regional dialects further south. A case in point is the voicing of initial
fricatives, as in zeven (‘seven’) and vour (‘four’), which occurred in dialects from
Kent to Devon. It was one of the stock features stigmatized on the London stage.
However, although regional pronunciations like this were generally ruled out,
many of them found a permanent place in English vocabulary. Southern initial
fricative voicing is retained, for instance, in the standard feminine form vixen,
which corresponds to the mainstream voiceless initial fricative in fox.®

Re-selection of reference norms

This sixteenth-century speech norm was neither fixed nor yet codified, but it was
“focalized” in social and regional terms in that it was associated with the upper
ranks in the south-east of England, especially in the capital region. This reference
accent underwent changes over time, some of which were shared by the majority of
accents in England, while others were more localized. The accent also provided a
norm for British overseas colonies — and continues to do so to a certain extent in
the present-day southern hemisphere varieties of Australian, New Zealand and
South African English. Extraterritorial varieties of English distinguish between foot
and strut, put and cut, and similar word pairs, but merge meet and meat, see and sea,
for instance. Both are features of southern English dialects and the London refer-
ence accent. The split of foot and strut words took place in the seventeenth century,
and the merger of meet and meat was completed by about 1700, before the Ameri-
can Declaration of Independence in 1776 or English settlements in Australia, New
Zealand and South Africa.
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But we can talk about resetting of norms when northern hemisphere varieties
ceased to follow the development of the British English model, and re-selected their
reference accents. Scottish, Irish and North American English pronunciation stand-
ards are still all rhotic, and so do not share the development of /r/-dropping in
postvocalic contexts, which took place in the eighteenth century in many southern
dialects in England, including the reference one. Despite notable southern influence
on Scottish Standard English, which was strengthened after the Union of England
and Scotland in 1707, the Scottish reference accent has retained its distinctiveness
and never lost features such as rhoticity.

The mid-eighteenth century marks the end of the shared development of the
predecessors of the modern British English reference accent, known as Received
Pronunciation (RP), and its counterpart in the United States, General American
(GA). Resetting the norm did not happen abruptly, however. It is reported that
even in the early 1800s, Americans travelling in England could pass as Englishmen
(Fisher 2001: 73). /R/-dropping, for instance, had been imported to North Ameri-
can English, to eastern New England and the coastal southern states. But after the
American Civil War (1861-1865), prestige shifted away from the regions associated
with the former British elite to northern and mid-western rhotic dialects. These
dialects do not, for instance, make a qualitative difference between the vowels in
words like trap and bath, which were differentiated in southern English dialects in
the course of the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries. Some later developments in
the North American reference accent that distinguish modern GA from RP include
unrounding /o/ in words like lot and bother, dropping /j/ in news and tune, and
voicing the intervocalic /t/ in words like later and writer.”

Received Pronunciation is also losing ground today as a reference accent in the
southern hemisphere varieties of English, notably Australian, New Zealand and
South African English. They have evolved a continuum of accents from Cultivated
to General and Broad. The Cultivated or Conservative varieties are still focussed on
RP to some extent, but the General ones are distinctly local. The General varieties
are not stigmatized but may not, however, be the obvious accent of choice, for
instance, for all electronic media (Lass 1990: 272-273).

3. Codification and elaboration

The question of an academy

Unlike French or Italian, Standard English was not codified by a language academy,
although a number of appeals to that effect were made after the English Civil War
and Restoration of the monarchy in 1660. The Royal Society, a national academy of
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science founded in 1662, set up a committee in 1664 with the aim of improving the
English language. The committee included John Dryden (1631-1700), John Evelyn
(1620-1706) and other men of letters, but failed to produce any concrete results.

A famous individual appeal for establishing an English equivalent of the French
Academy was made by Jonathan Swift (1667-1745), himself an Irishman, in a
public letter addressed to Robert Harley, the first Earl of Oxford and Lord Trea-
surer of England, entitled A Proposal for Correcting, Improving and Ascertaining the
English Tongue (two editions published in 1712). Swift advocated that this society
should not only establish proper linguistic usage but that it should also “ascertain
and fix” the English language permanently. His proposal met with approval; it was
only attacked by John Oldmixon, a Whig, who opposed Dean Swift on political
grounds. However, the proposal came to nothing, according to some contemporar-
ies because of the untimely death of Queen Anne in 1714, which left it without a
royal sponsor. But as the eighteenth century advanced doubts began to be cast in
Britain on the feasibility of securing the stability of the English language by means
of an academy (Baugh and Cable 1993: 263).

The situation was different in the United States, where many organizations
have been formed from the early nineteenth century onwards tasked with the job of
refining and preserving the American language. Among them, the American Acad-
emy of Language and Belles Lettres was founded in 1820 with John Quincy Adams
(1767-1848) as its president, and the American Academy of Arts and Letters was
formed around 1908. But despite their institutional status, their net effect on
language usage has apparently been imperceptible (Venezky 2001: 346-347).

What these appeals to authority reveal is the entrenchment of the “ideology of
standardization” after the Restoration (Milroy and Milroy 1991: 36), including a
public awareness of and attention to questions of linguistic uniformity and author-
ity. This section discusses the various processes which affected different structural
domains of the language at different times, most of them continuing until the
present day. This is also the crux of the matter: all living languages are liable to
change, which means that few aspects of natural languages can be permanently
codified. Proposals for language academies therefore keep resurfacing from time to
time. One recent appeal comes from John Honey (1997: 163—164), who argues that:

So what the English language needs is a form of authority that can easily be
appealed to for guidance as to the uses which are acceptable compared with those
which are not — an authority based not on an individual’s irrational likes or
dislikes but on the genuine consensus of educated opinion ... There are two ways
of doing this: by creating an official Academy on the French model, or by encour-
aging the formation of an unofficial group of respected users of the language who
will offer guidance on a whole range of specific points ...
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Orthography

The codification of English spelling was virtually completed in print by about 1650.
The process was remarkably rapid in view of the fact that the basic principles were
still debated by orthoepists and grammarians in the sixteenth century. They in-
cluded issues such as whether English spelling should be phonemic, reflecting
pronunciation as closely as possibly, or logographic, distinguishing homophones
by spelling them differently. John Hart published several books, including Methode
(1570), advocating a more phonemic spelling system; other contemporary spelling
reformers working along similar lines were Sir John Cheke (1514-1557), Sir Tho-
mas Smith (1513-1577), and William Bullokar (1530?2-1609). In the sixteenth
century printers were generally less occupied by theoretical aspects of spelling
codification and only expressed their views indirectly by adopting certain printing
practices. John Rastell (died 1536) was one of the earliest printers to issue a set of
spelling recommendations in 1530 (Salmon 1999: 16-20).

The idea of a spelling reform based on the spoken idiom also met with strong
opposition. Richard Mulcaster (1532?2-1611), an influential London schoolmaster,
for instance, denounced this idea in his Elementarie (1582). His reasons were
practical: there was too much variation in speech, especially in regional dialects, to
recommend pronunciation as a basis for orthography. Appealing to Quintilian and
other classical authors, Mulcaster relied on established usage to provide the guide-
lines for spelling, stating that “[t]he vse & custom of our cuntrie, hath allredie chosen
akinde of penning, wherein she hath set down hir relligion, hir lawes, hir priuat and
publik dealings” (Elementarie 1582: 98). He expressed the need for a dictionary to
supply the “right writing” of words, and appended to his Elementariean alphabetical
spelling list of more than 8,000 common English words. Over half of them are
identical with the modern standard; if we discard the contemporary convention of
using <i> for both <i> and <j>, and <v> word-initially and <u> medially for both
the vowel and the consonant, the proportion is much higher (Barber 1997: 86).
Incidentally, Mulcaster’s list includes again and giue, showing that here northern
custom had prevailed over southern (see Written language, above).

Textbooks for reading and spelling like Mulcaster’s had a direct impact on how
English orthography was taught and learned. Edmund Coote’s (1562?-1610) The
English Schoole-maister (1596), which contained a spelling-book and a hard-word
dictionary, was one of the most popular texts at the time and went through more
than fifty editions in the seventeenth century. By 1650 the printed word in England
was characterized by a remarkable degree of orthographic uniformity. A fixed
spelling system had become an area of technical specialization in the printing trade,
and printers’ standards were imposed on texts to be published. Needless to say, a
good deal of spelling variation continued to be found in private writings at the time.
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Throughout the seventeenth century the progression of spelling in the Ameri-
can colonies followed the same path towards stability as in the mother country. The
first printing press was established in Cambridge, MA, in 1638-1639, and the
second in 1675. It may be argued, however, that even after political independence
the printing press exercised a less direct influence on the fixing of those American
spellings that are distinct from the British than the dictionaries and spelling books
published in the late seventeenth and early eighteenth centuries.® It is a sign of their
great popularity that The American Spelling Book (1783) by Noah Webster (1758—
1843), also known as the “Blue-backed speller”, went through over 250 printings in
sixty years in several revised editions; in the 1850s, a million copies a year are
estimated to have been sold. This small book and the influential dictionaries
published by Webster codified such American spellings as the suffix <or> in words
like favor, harbor, <er> in center, theater, and <se> in defense and offense (Crystal
1995: 80).

Lexis

The position of traditional spellings was reinforced by publication of monolingual
English dictionaries, often highly derivative works, which until the eighteenth
century were mostly “hard-word” dictionaries. The first slim volume, A Table
Alphabeticall, was published in 1604 by the Rutland schoolmaster Robert Cawdrey,
who largely relied on Coote (1596). Unlike word-lists appended to reading manu-
als, which merely listed word forms, dictionaries contained definitions of “hard
vsuall English wordes”, and so also contributed to the codification of the borrowed
lexical element in English, which was not readily accessible to those without the
benefit of a classical education.

Heavy lexical borrowing from the classical languages, Latin in particular, was
characteristic of the conscious elaboration of the vernacular in the sixteenth and
seventeenth centuries. It was prompted partly by what was felt to be the insuffi-
ciency of the English language as a written medium — Francis Bacon (1561-1626)
and Isaac Newton (1642-1727), for instance, continued to publish in Latin in the
seventeenth century — and partly by the Renaissance literary ideal of lexical
variation, copia verborum, which encouraged borrowing for the sake of synonymy.
The influence of Latin was all-pervasive throughout the period; it provided not only
a repository of technical terminology for new domains of use such as science but
also frameworks for stylistic and grammatical analysis of the emerging standard
language (Adamson 1999: 570-576; Nevalainen 1999: 358—360).

The codification of technical vocabulary began very early on. Well over a
hundred publications, monolingual glossaries and dictionaries, defining technical
terms appeared between 1475 and 1640 alone. They included translator’s glossaries,
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which were typically appended to texts translated from Latin dealing with medicine,
religious instruction, education and polemics. Specialist terminologies were com-
piled in a wide variety of fields ranging from alchemy and architecture to law, logic
and military fortification (Schifer 1989: 74-75). The influence of French can also be
seen in technical terminologies such as the first English law dictionary, the printer
John Rastell’s Expositiones terminorum legum anglorum, published in the early
1520s. Its later editions all contain an English translation of the French text like, for
instance, the 1579 edition, An Exposition of Certaine Difficult and Obscure Words,
and Termes of the Lawes of this Realme. It has entries for terms still in technical use in
Present-day English, including baile, burglarie, contract, morgage and voucher.

Specialist terms also appeared prominently in seventeenth-century “hard-
word” dictionaries such as the ones compiled by John Bullokar (fl. 1616), Thomas
Blount (1618-1679) and Elisha Coles (1640?-1680). It was not until the beginning
of the eighteenth century that monolingual English dictionaries began to record the
most common everyday words. The most notable among them were the works
published by John Kersey (fl. 1720) and Nathan Bailey (d. 1742), and the two-
volume milestone of early English lexicography, A Dictionary of the English Lan-
guage (1755) by Samuel Johnson (1709-1784). Illustrating usage by citing examples
from “the best writers”, Dr Johnson’s dictionary was an English equivalent to the
Italian Vocabolario degli Accademici della Crusca, first published in 1612, or Le
dictionnaire de ’'Académie frangaise, first issued in 1694. However, Johnson did not
only describe usage but he also considered it the duty of the lexicographer to correct
and proscribe “improprieties and absurdities” of the language. For him they in-
cluded words such as lesser and noways. This normative attitude to language
codification was shared by contemporary and later eighteenth-century grammar-
ians (see Grammar, below).’

Sir William Craigie (1867-1957), one of the editors of The Oxford English
Dictionary and A Dictionary of American English on Historical Principles, has argued
that until 1820 the passage of new words and senses across the Atlantic was from
Britain to America, the major exception being terms for objects peculiar to the New
World. But after 1820, the direction of the traffic changed, with a large number of
new words and word senses originating in America. The term “Americanism” is
attributed to John Witherspoon, a Scot appointed in 1768 president of the College
of New Jersey (later Princeton University), who admits to coining it on the analogy
of “Scotticism”. “Americanisms” for him were ways of speaking peculiar to America
“even among persons of rank and education” (Fisher 2001: 67-70). It was the first
major dictionary of American English, Noah Webster’s An American Dictionary of
the English Language, published in 1828, which consolidated not only many words
(e.g. chowder, hickory and skunk) and word senses established in the Unites States
but also most of the spellings that distinguish American forms from British today.
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Certain inconsistent and reformed spellings that had not caught on such as ake, bild,
tung, and iland were, however, dropped from the second edition.

The latter half of the nineteenth century marks the rise of new descriptive
scholarly approaches to the study of language in general. One of its fruits in English
lexicography is the most comprehensive lexical repository of the English language
to date, The Oxford English Dictionary (OED). The compilation of A New English
Dictionary on Historical Principles (NED), the name it was first known by, began
under the editorship of James Murray (1837-1915) in 1879 with the aim of record-
ing the entire vocabulary of the English language from the Early Middle English
period (c. 1150) onwards. The first part of the dictionary was published in 1884, the
first full edition completed in 1928, and reissued in twelve volumes and a supple-
ment in 1933. More new material from North America, Australia, New Zealand,
South Africa, South Asia, and the Caribbean was included in the four new supple-
ments, which were incorporated into the 20-volume second edition, which came
out in 1989. The third, on-line version of the dictionary was launched in March
2000. The OED aims at a comprehensive coverage of the English language, its
entries showing if a word or a sense is restricted to a particular geographical area
(Australia, North America, Scotland), to a given register or style (colloquial, poetic,
slang, etc.) or to a branch of knowledge or field of activity (anthropology, politics,
veterinary science, etc.). In the new revised edition, British English is viewed as only
one of the varieties to be recorded:

When the First Edition of the Dictionary was published, it documented the
language of the British Isles in greater detail than the varieties of English which
were established or emerging elsewhere. Since that time, a considerable amount of
major lexicographical work has been conducted in other areas where English is
used, and the current revision is able to benefit from this scholarship. Material
from such texts as the Dictionary of American English and the Dictionary of Ameri-
canisms, the Dictionary of Canadianisms, the Dictionary of South African English,
the Australian National Dictionary, the Dictionary of New Zealand English, and
many others, supported by the Dictionary’s own reading programme, has enabled
the editors to enhance the coverage of varieties of English worldwide. The English
of the British Isles now becomes one (or indeed several) of these varieties, whereas
previously standard British English may have been regarded as the dominant form
of English.

(http://www.oed.com/public/guide/preface_4.htm#varieties; 8 Sept., 2002)

Most of the comprehensive dictionaries of the various national varieties of English
mentioned in the quote were published in the latter half of the twentieth century, A
Dictionary of Canadianisms in 1967, A Dictionary of South African English in 1978,
The Australian National Dictionary in 1988, and The Dictionary of New Zealand
English in 1997.
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While the OED aims for maximally comprehensive coverage, codifying not
only the common core of English vocabulary but also its varieties and registers,
one of the most influential dictionaries published in the United States, Webster’s
Third New International Dictionary of the English Language (1961) edited by Philip
Babcock Gove, focuses on “general” English. Scholarly opinion varies concerning
the extent to which national varieties diverge from a lexical common core. John
Algeo, an American lexicologist, minimizes these differences: “the vocabulary of
the English-speaking world is so intertwined that it must be treated as a funda-
mental unity, with only marginal national variation” (1998: 61). This does not,
however, do away with the fact that the English-speaking world displays extended
variety-specific synonymy of thousands of items such as elevators and lifts, subways
and undergrounds, and gasoline and petrol, and that only one variant form is
codified in national dictionaries as belonging to the national standard (Crystal
1995: 306).

Grammar

The first grammars of English were meant for either foreign learners or for students
who needed to have a grasp of the structure of their mother tongue in order to learn
Latin. These grammars were directly modelled on Latin, and covered parts of
speech and accidence (plus spelling, pronunciation and word-formation), but paid
little or no attention to syntax. The first brief grammar of the English language to
appear in English was William Bullokar’s (1530?-1609) Pamphlet for Grammar
(1586), and the first one to be based on an analysis of actual language material was
John Wallis’s (1616-1703) Grammatica Linguae Anglicanae (1653), intended for
foreign learners of English.

Textbooks are implicitly normative in that they teach how a language is to be
used. Wallis, for instance, is remembered by his shall and will rule, which specifies
that to mark the future tense (predictio) shall is used in the first person and will in
the rest. But in his description of the preterite and past participle forms of irregular
verbs Wallis is not explicit but gives alternative forms without evaluating them
except in terms of frequency. He cites, for instance, three preterite forms for a verb
like spin (spun, span and spinned; Wallis 1653: 118—120). A similar proliferation of
irregular forms is found in Christopher Cooper’s (d. 1698) Grammatica Linguae
Anglicanae (1685), which specifically aims to describe good usage. The number of
variant forms cited is significantly reduced in eighteenth-century grammars. While
recording some variation, A Short Introduction to English Grammar (1762) by Dr
Robert Lowth (1710-1787), for instance, gives only one preterite and/or past
participle form to many of these verbs. Moreover, quotations of “improper” forms
are appended to the text in footnotes (Lass 1994: 98—108). These denouncements of
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“false” grammar were to become the hallmark of English grammars in the latter half
of the eighteenth century.

Earlier grammars, altogether thirty-two published in the seventeenth century,
did not proscribe usages. The increased concern, and market, for grammatical
correctness in the eighteenth century is also reflected in the sharp rise in the
number of grammar books published in the latter half of the century (see Figure 1,
based on Michael 1970: 588-594).
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Figure 1. English grammars published in the eighteenth century (in absolute figures).

These soaring figures no doubt reflect what Carey McIntosh (1998: 8-9, 169—194)
calls a general “commodification” of language in the eighteenth century. The
personal correspondence of the eighteenth-century bookseller Robert Dodsley
(1703-1764) reveals that the idea for Lowth’s A Short Introduction to English
Grammar (1762) did not come from Lowth himself but from Dodsley. It there-
fore turns out to be a similar kind of “bookseller’s project” as Dr Johnson’s
Dictionary (1755), which, according to Johnson’s biographer James Boswell, was
also conceived by Dodsley (Tieken-Boon van Ostade 2000: 28). As a representa-
tive of the booktrade, Dodsley here joins ranks with the publisher-codifiers a
century earlier who were instrumental in regularizing the spelling of English, and
is followed by such best-selling publishers as the Merriam brothers, George
(1803-1880) and Charles Merriam (1806—1887), in the United States. They pur-
chased the unsold copies of the second edition of Webster’s An American Dictio-
nary of the English Language in 1841, and secured the rights to compile new,
revised editions of that work.1?
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Eighteenth-century grammarians had three basic aims: (1) to codify the facts of
English grammar; (2), to decide on variant forms, showing one of them to be the
correct one; and (3) to point out what in their opinion were common errors of
language use. Lowth’s Short Introduction states that it is not enough that a grammar
shows what is right; it must also point out what is wrong. Lowth condemns, for
instance, double negatives, forms such as between you and I, different than/to, and
who is it for (the offending form here shown in bold). At least twenty-two editions
of the grammar came out in the eighteenth century, and it had scores of imitators.
As grammar norms were to a large extent shared on both sides of the Atlantic,
Lowth’s work was highly influential throughout the English-speaking world. It was
used by Harvard students well into the 1840s and influenced the grammatical
thinking of such active promoters of American English as Noah Webster (Finegan
2001: 365, 371).

Another best-selling grammar throughout the English-speaking world was
published in 1795 by Lindley Murray (1745-1826), an American businessman and
lawyer, who had retired in England. The popularity of his English Grammar, heavily
indebted to both Lowth’s Short Introduction and Joseph Priestley’s (1733-1804) The
Rudiments of English Grammar (1761), continued in the nineteenth century when it
was translated into many other languages. Altogether some 300 editions of Murray’s
grammar have been recorded, making it the most frequently reprinted grammar of
English during the nineteenth century (Tieken-Boon van Ostade, ed., 1996).

Eighteenth-century grammars took their illustrations of erroneous usage from
literary sources published in the early 1700s or in the previous century. In the
sample of nearly two hundred normative works included in A Dictionary of English
Normative Grammar, 1700—-1800 (Sundby et al. 1991: 35) the most frequently cited
sources are, in this order, Swift, The New Testament, Hume, Addison, Pope, The
Spectator, The Old Testament, Shakespeare, and Dryden. The attitudinal labels given
to proscribed forms and usages range from simply disapproving (“bad”, “censur-
able”, “inadmissible”, “unpardonable”) and some more or less elusive qualities of
decorum (“affected”, “barbarous”, “harsh”, “inelegant”) to social and register
colloquial”, “vulgar”), regional provenance (“Scotticism”) and
many other aspects of linguistic variation (“new”, “obsolete”, “rare”; see Sundby
etal 1991).

In the nineteenth century, attitudes to “bad grammar” changed, as linguistic
purity began to be associated with moral and religious rectitude. This was already
clearly visible in Murray, who encouraged error-hunting in English teaching. As
shown by Finegan (2001: 375-388), the practice was taken to an extreme by some
nineteenth-century American writers such as Samuel Kirkham and Goold Brown,
who appointed the grammarian — not custom or the “best authors” as earlier
prescriptivists had done — as the arbiter of correctness. The notion of linguistic
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variation (“cant”,
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correctness coupled with moral value led especially amateur grammarians to noting
errors in the usage of their linguistic enemies and social inferiors. This process of
social indexing of grammatical usage is connected with the rise in the nineteenth
century of the scientific study of language, which “urged grammarians to accept what
xenophobiaand social snobbery prompted them to disdain” (Finegan 2001: 384).1In
England and among some American literati, grammatical purists directed their
attention to Americanisms, which they feared were a corrupting influence on the
English language.

The linguistically informed grammar-writing tradition produced a vast num-
ber of descriptive grammars of English in the twentieth century. The pioneering
works, such as Otto Jespersen’s six-volume A Modern English Grammar (1909—
1949), are historically oriented, but in the second half of the century synchronic
grammars of Present-day English predominate. The team of Randolph Quirk,
Sidney Greenbaum, Geoffrey Leech and Jan Svartvik published two substantial
one-volume grammars, A Grammar of Contemporary English (1972) and A Com-
prehensive Grammar of the English Language (1985), which both aim to describe the
“supra-national” element of English grammar with some discussion of register
variation and varietal differences between British and American English. In their
preface to the first volume the authors specify the variety of English they describe:

Moreover, our Grammar aims at this comprehensiveness and depth in treating
English irrespective of frontiers: our field is no less than the grammar of educated
English current in the second half of the twentieth century in the world’s major
English-speaking communities. Only where a feature belongs specifically to Brit-
ish usage or American usage, to informal conversation or to the dignity of formal
writing, are ‘labels’ introduced in the description to show that we are no longer
discussing the ‘common core’ of educated English. (Quirk et al. 1972: v).

One of those instances where a label is used occurs with the first-person auxiliary
choice between shall and will expressing intention: shallis given as the more typical
alternative in British English. In the first-person singular of questions will is,
however, asterisked as universally ungrammatical: Shall/*Will I come at once? (Quirk
et al. 1972: 99).

Register variation is foregrounded in the Longman Grammar of Spoken and
Written English (1999) co-authored by Douglas Biber, Stig Johansson, Geoffrey
Leech, Susan Conrad and Edward Finegan. One of the goals of this grammar, which
is based on a large corpus of British and American English, is “to describe the
patterns of variation that exist within standard English, and to account for those
patterns in terms of contextual factors” (Biber et al. 1999: 18). The authors sub-
scribe to the notion of a “common core” and note that the core grammatical
structures are relatively uniform across dialects but that grammatical differences
across registers are more extensive than those across dialects. They also admit,
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however, that the distinction between standard and non-standard English in con-
versation is sometimes unclear (Biber et al. 1999: 20-21). Here no dialect label is
given to the first-person use of shall and will. Although shallis found to be generally
rare, its use as a volitional modal is observed in academic prose (AcaD) and
conversation (CONV); in the latter it is typically used in questions acting as offers
(Biber et al. 1999: 496-497):

(1) We shall here be concerned with only s and p orbitals. (Acap)
(2) Shall we wait for them? (conv)

It is obvious that the grammar of colloquial speech is not codified to the same
extent as the grammar of written Standard English. This may not present a problem
for those who define standard-language grammar the way Quirk et al. (1972) do as
the common core of educated English. But difficulties arise if the grammarian wants
to draw a line between standard and non-standard conversation: even educated
native speakers, who constitute the reference group in most Standard-English
grammars, often speak and write differently. Biber et al. (1999: 191) found that
forms like I says and he don’t, for instance, were frequent in their corpus of
colloquial speech. They argue that spoken-language features like this form chunks
where the individual elements are not chosen independently. In general terms, this
means that spoken and written language have partly different grammars, and that
standard and non-standard varieties of English cannot always be distinguished in
colloquial speech.

The prescriptive tradition continues to prosper in usage guides, many of them
shared by British and American markets. The names associated with this tradition
include H. W. Fowler, Ernest Gowers and Eric Partridge. Fowler’s The King’s
English (co-authored with his brother F. G. Fowler) and Modern English Usage have
become household names in the field, with Modern English Usage described as “a
volume that occupied the family bookshelf alongside the Bible and a dictionary”
(Bex 1999: 93). It first appeared in 1926 and has since been reissued in numerous
reprints and several new editions. The most recent one, The New Fowler’s Modern
English Usage (1996) edited by Robert Burchfied, updates the original by lifting the
ban on “legitimate modern practices”, such as the use of who as an object pronoun.
However, the criticism levelled against changes like this in the New Fowler espe-
cially in the United States shows how deeply entrenched prescriptive attitudes have
become in the public mind (Morton 1998).

Pronunciation

Compared with the early selection of a reference accent, the codification stage of
the British English pronunciation standard comes relatively late. There is evidence
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from the seventeenth century to suggest that the degree of focusing may have
vacillated much more in pronunciation than in the other domains of language use
(Mugglestone 1995: 14). Pronunciation entries began to be included in dictionaries
in the course of the eighteenth century. Johnson’s Dictionary (1755) marked fea-
tures such as word stress using the notation introduced by Nathan Bailey and
presented foreign sounds as an educated Englishman might pronounce them. A
great deal of variability, however, existed in the pronunciation of individual words
well into the late eighteenth century, as was noted by the Irish-born actor and
elocutionist Thomas Sheridan (1719-1788), who published A General Dictionary of
the English Language in 1780. To create more uniformity and, as he states on the
title-page, “to establish a plain and permanent Standard of Pronunciation”, he
urged imitation of the speech patterns of “people of education at court”, devoting
an appendix to the “chief mistakes” made by the Irish, Scots and Welsh (Sheridan
1780: 60—62; MacMahon 1998: 382-384).

Perhaps the most authoritative account of British English pronunciation in the
late eighteenth and early nineteenth century was A Critical Pronouncing Dictionary
and Expositor of the English Language compiled by the London actor and elocution-
ist John Walker (1732-1807), first published in 1791 and reissued over a hundred
times between 1791 and 1904. Walker’s pronunciation entries came immediately
after each headword with each word divided into syllables, and vowel qualities
marked by superscript numbers placed over vowels to indicate their values as they
were specified at the beginning of the book. Walker’s norm was based on “good
usage”: “sounds ... most generally received among the learned and polite, as well as
the bulk of speakers” (Walker 1791: viii; MacMahon 1998: 387). Walker followed
Sheridan’s normative practice and provided rules for natives of Ireland and Scot-
land for attaining “a just pronunciation of English”; he listed common errors made
by Londoners, Cockneys in particular (such as /h/ dropping), and gave directions
to foreign learners of English.

The first pronunciation dictionaries appeared in the United States in the early
nineteenth century but most of them did not show any particular sensitivity to
current American forms. “American pronunciations” were, however, already ob-
served by Noah Webster in his dictionaries; the first edition of his Dictionary of the
English Language (1828) also contains a critique of Walker (1791). On the other
hand, British English norms had their supporters in lexicographers like Joseph
Worcester (1784-1865), who published three dictionaries between 1830 and 1860.
Where American pronunciations differed from British, Worcester preferred the
British forms regarding them as “better”, “more accurate” and “more harmonious
and agreeable” (Bronstein 1990: 139). For the better part of the nineteenth century,
the codification of English pronunciation in the United States was divided between
two centres: educated usage at home and in England.
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The dialectologist Alexander Ellis (1814-1890) is commonly credited with
coining the term Received Pronunciation (RP) (“received” here meaning ‘generally
accepted’). In his On Early English Pronunciation (1869: 23) he defined it as the
educated accent “of the metropolis, of the court, the pulpit, and the bar”, and so re-
established these social domains as the centres of focusing where English accent
norms were set. Ellis maintained that this Received Pronunciation could be heard
throughout the country, but noted that those who came from the provinces were
likely to retain traces of their regional accents in their speech. Geographical focus-
ing was still in evidence, and the educated pronunciation of the capital city could be
distinguished from other educated accents. This variability continues until the
present day, and terms like “modified regional pronunciation” and “regional RP”
have been introduced to describe the more regionally coloured RP-like accents
(Gimson 1980: 87, Cruttenden 1994: 80).

Detailed codification of RP only became feasible when the International Pho-
netic Alphabet (IPA) came into existence and began to be used by phoneticians in
the late nineteenth and early twentieth century. An Outline of English Phonetics by
Daniel Jones (1881-1967) was first published in its entirety in 1918 and went
through nine editions. An English Pronouncing Dictionary came out in 1917 and
underwent a series of revisions first by Jones himself, and subsequently by A. C.
Gimson and Susan Ramsaran (fourteenth edition, 1977). Its fifteenth edition by
Peter Roach and James Hartman appeared in 1997, and the sixteenth, edited by
Roach and Hartman together with Jane Setter, in 2003. John Wells’s Longman
Pronunciation Dictionary came out in 1990, and its second edition in 2000. Both
Wells and the recent editions of Jones give RP and General American pronuncia-
tions using the IPA notation. Wells also gives information on variant forms,
according to age groups and registers, recording e.g. colloquial pronunciations
such as /tweni/ alongside /twenti/.

These efforts to keep abreast of the more recent trends in the variability of RP
show that pronunciation cannot be standardized in the same way as spelling. A. C.
Gimson (1970: 88) distinguishes three distinct kinds of RP: conservative, general,
and advanced. According to him, conservative RP is used by the older generation
and certain professions, and general RP is typified by the pronunciation adopted by
the BBC, whereas advanced RP is associated with young people of some exclusive
social groups and certain professional circles. Widely used in higher education,
Gimson’s textbook An Introduction to the Pronunciation of English (1961) reached
its sixth edition, produced by Alan Cruttenden, in 2001.!!

The use of the label General American (GA) by Wells (1990) and others to refer
to the pronunciation of US speakers with no noticeable eastern or southern accent
may suggest that the accent has been extensively studied and codified. This is not
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the case. One of the few detailed descriptions of “General American” is John
Kenyon and Thomas Knott’s A Pronouncing Dictionary of American English (1944,
1953), which was intended as the American counterpart to Daniel Jones’s dictio-
nary. Like Jones, Kenyon and Knott based their description on the colloquial
speech of educated speakers. Bronstein (1990: 146—147) notes that the work re-
mains “the only significantly comprehensive pronunciation lexicon for American
English, despite the fact that linguistic/phonetic research over the past 40 years does
render it somewhat out of date”. Although a new edition of Kenyon and Knott was
published in 1975, specialist works like this have not been in great demand. It
appears that general-purpose dictionaries can cater for the pronunciation informa-
tion on American English needed by the EFL market, while scholarly efforts are
mainly directed at recording the regional and social variation of the language with
less interest in determining the standard.

4. Concluding discussion

National standards

This chapter has viewed standardization in English as a set of processes that have
applied variably to the different structural and functional domains of the language.
These processes have been shaped by the emergence of new, postcolonial varieties
of English around the world. Maximal standardization has been achieved in or-
thography, where there are relatively few national differences among English-
speaking countries. At the other end of the scale, pronunciation has two distinct
standards in England and North America, with a striking difference in their status
and distribution. General American, to the extent that it can be determined (many
scholars are reluctant to do this), is a levelled norm spoken by the majority of
educated Americans. By contrast, Received Pronunciation is much more focused,
and general non-regional RP is spoken by only three to five per cent of the
population of England (Trudgill 1999b: 2-3).

The standard varieties of English around the world are also characterized by
substantial lexical differences. David Grote’s British English for American Readers
(1992), for instance, lists nearly 6,500 entries. A large number of these words appear
in both varieties but differ in their denotations or connotations or both (Crystal
1995: 306). In grammar absolute varietal differences are fewer, but divergent pref-
erences of alternative usages can often be detected (Biber et al. 1999). It may
therefore be argued that although the standard common core may be relatively
uniform, national varieties have parcelled out the non-core features differently in
their respective standards.
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General attitudes to Standard English also appear to differ to some extent in the
United States and England. In England, the standard continues to be associated
with Received Pronunciation, reflecting what Lesley Milroy (1999) calls a class-
based language ideology, an “accent bar” created by elite education. In the United
States, negative attitudes are focused on race and ethnicity more than on social
class. Dennis Preston’s studies in perceptual dialectology (1996) indicate that
ordinary people can rarely agree where the best American English is spoken, but it is
much easier for them to reach a consensus on where and by whom the worst US
English is spoken (by Southerners, New Yorkers, African-Americans, Asians, Mexi-
can-Americans, etc.).!?

International standards?

Standard English can be termed “pluricentric” in that there are two major national
standard varieties of English in the world today, American and British. Several
scenarios have been proposed as to the global future of English in general, and
Standard English in particular. One is presented by John Honey (1997: 243-253),
who predicts that the world will divide neatly into two linguistic spheres of influ-
ence. The British variety is expected to dominate in the European Union, Eastern
Europe, the states of the former USSR and Africa. American English, by contrast, is
found to set the model for South America. In Asia, British English has gained a
powerful position in the subcontinent of India and most of Oceania, led by Austra-
lia and New Zealand. Honey (1997: 245) envisages the main “battleground” to be
in those populous Asian states which he classifies as still uncommitted, China and
Indonesia. Although this account favours the British variety as a global model,
Honey anticipates that its larger native-speaker population will give American
English a powerful edge.

A largely different scenario is put forward by Tom McArthur (2002), who
argues that global English has no centre today, because it is prominently present on
every continent. He presents a number of sources suggesting that English will share
the fate that Latin had after the fall of the Roman Empire: it will continue changing
in different directions until regional varieties become mutually unintelligible, while
a modified form of the “classical” language emerges as a lingua franca between
speakers of these new regional varieties. Some writers refer to this would-be global
variety as International Standard English, others as General English. The proponents
of the latter notion describe it as a variety that excludes obvious local and regional
dialects but has a wider distribution than Present-day Standard English(es) in that
it accommodates spoken language and much-used grammatical forms such as he
don’t (Gramley 2001: 2-3).
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Notes

1. The entire poem can be accessed at the following web sites (7 Oct., 2002):
http://www.library.utoronto.ca/utel/rp/poems/caedmon1.html
http://www.georgetown.edu/labyrinth/library/oe/minor-poems.html

2. However, Standard Scottish English is usually not taken to be a direct descendant of
older forms of Scots, but the result of a contact situation with southern English from the
sixteenth century onwards. See Frank (1994) and Dossena’s contribution on Scots in the
present volume.

3. On local Middle English standards, see the classic article by Samuels (1963). The Chan-
cery Standard is discussed and illustrated at length by Fisher et al. (1984), McIntosh et al.
(1986: 47-49), Benskin (1992), Fisher (1996) and Smith (1996: 68-73); on medical writing,
see Taavitsainen (2000). As many writers note, work on this topic is still in progress.

4. More detailed settlement histories can be found, e.g., in Crystal (1995) and Bauer (2002).
The British Council figures come from their web site (accessed 10 Sept., 2002):
http://www.britishcouncil.org/english/engfags.htm#howmany

5. The amount of variation, both dialectal and random, in the written language of the
period is carefully documented in A Linguistic Atlas of Late Mediaeval English (McIntosh et
al. 1986). Grammatical variation in the fifteenth and sixteenth centuries is considered by
Nevalainen and Tieken-Boon van Ostade (forthcoming).

6. Hart’s phonology is discussed by Danielsson (1963) and Early Modern English pronun-
ciation in general by Lass (1999); on the history of regional variation, see Trudgill (1999b).

7. For a systematic comparison of the two regional norms, see e.g. Wells (1982). Accent
differences in the major international varieties of English are also discussed by Trudgill and
Hannah (1994).

8. For standardization of spelling, see Scragg (1974), Salmon (1999) and Venezky (2001),
and the references therein.

9. Early English dictionaries are discussed by Starnes and Noyes (1991), and grammatical
theory and parts of speech by Michael (1970) and Vorlat (1975).

10. See further http://www.m-w.com/about/noah.htm (accessed 12 Sept., 2002).

11. ForLate Modern English pronunciation, see MacMahon (1998) and Mugglestone (1995).
For some sceptical comments on Estuary English as the “new RP”, see Trudgill (2002: 171—
180), and the web documents available from: http://www.phon.ucl.ac.uk/home/estuary/
home.htm (accessed 16 Sept., 2002).

12. Einar Haugen (1966 [1997: 349]) terms the situation in English as a type of “schizo-
glossia”. He observes that there is a marked difference between the written and spoken
standards of most people, and that both have different styles which vary according to the
situation. These styles, he argues, “provide wealth and diversity within a language and
ensure that the stability or rigidity of the norm will have an element of elasticity as well”.
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1. Introduction

This article describes the standardization of Faroese from a diachronic as well as
synchronic perspective, with special focus on the standardization of the written
language. Although the question of a Faroese standard pronunciation will not be
discussed in detail, it should be pointed out that speakers of Faroese are conscious
of linguistic variation and usually have a favourable attitude towards dialect use and
the diversity of Faroese dialects.

A central objective of standardization is to achieve minimal variation in form
(cf. Haugen 1972). Moreover, standardization functions as a marker of the speech
community with respect to other speech communities, i.e. speakers of one standard
language are differentiated from speakers of another standard language. Standard
languages also fulfil a prestige function, that is, the existence of and knowledge
about a standard language carries prestige in the speech community and on the
individual level. In this article we will present an account of Faroese corpus planning
(i.e. the modification of existing linguistic forms and the creation of new forms) and
status planning (i.e. the use of language in new domains in society, i.e. official
language, technical language, language of instruction, etc.). Acquisition planning,
that is, initiatives which aim at increasing the number of language users (speakers,
writers, listeners, readers), and prestige planning, which includes initiatives to
create a favourable psychological background, will not be discussed specifically.
Language planning which can be defined as “deliberate, conscious and future-
oriented activities aimed at influencing the linguistic repertoire and behaviour of
speech communities” (Arnason 2001) can influence language change, and planned
language development has been opposed to “natural” processes of linguistic evolu-
tion (cf. Arnason 2001). In the context of Faroese, language planning has included
both status and corpus planning. Since the middle of the nineteenth century there
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has been a determined effort to improve the status of the Faroese language in all
aspects of society and to restore the Faroese written language. Corpus planning has
involved the creation of new words for the everyday language as well as the
expansion of technical terminology. The goal of official language planning has been
to enhance the use of Faroese as a “valid” language in all areas of society and in all
situations; that is, as a language which can fulfil all the functions which are called for
by a modern society. Even though Faroese meets the criteria of a national language,
the Danish government is still reluctant to apply this term to Faroese.

2. Codification

The codification phase in Haugen’s model refers to the selection and stabilization
of the linguistic norm, including orthography, pronunciation, morphology as well
as fundamental aspects of syntax and vocabulary (Viker 2001: 184). Codification is
most often a one-off act: once it has been decided upon and has had time to settle,
it is usually difficult to change the established norm. However, occasionally re-
codification occurs, e.g. changes in the orthography, in single words or word
groups, adjustments of rules for inflection, etc. (for examples of specific re-codifi-
cations in Faroese, see the section Evaluation in this article). Codification is seen as
a matter for professionals and is dealt with in language committees or by individu-
als (e.g. Svabo and Hammershaimb), Bible translators, etc. (Viker 2001: 185).

Linguistic and historical background

Faroese is a West Nordic language, closely related to Icelandic and West Norwe-
gian. It is spoken on the Faroe Islands by a population of only about 50 000
inhabitants. The eighteen Islands are “located in the North Atlantic, about three
hundred miles north of Scotland’s Shetland Islands and midway between Iceland
and the west coast of Norway” (Haugen 1987: 91), and were settled more than a
thousand years ago. If one includes the Faroese living outside of the Faroe Islands
(the majority of these live in Denmark), the Faroese speech community can be
estimated at roughly 60 000 people. The Faroe Islands constitute a self-governed
part of the Kingdom of Denmark and their status in the Kingdom is determined by
the Home Rule Act of 1948. The Home Rule Act states that Faroese is the principal
language of the islands but, at the same time, grants Danish a special position on the
Faroe Islands. Danish can be used on equal terms with Faroese in communications
between the population and the authorities, and it is stressed in the Act itself that
Danish must be learnt thoroughly in Faroese schools.
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The Nordic settlers, who must have come primarily from Norway (but prob-
ably also from the Nordic settlements on the British Isles), brought the Old Norse
language with them to the Faroe Islands where it gained a permanent foothold. The
Nordic colonization is assumed to have taken place around 800 AD (Debes 1990).
There are traces of Celtic admixture in the language, but whether this is due to a
regular Celtic (Pre-Nordic) settlement on the islands, or due to contact with Celtic-
speaking people in the south, is controversial. It was the Nordic settlement which
gained lasting influence, also with regard to language. In the following centuries the
islands belonged to the larger Old Norse speech community which included Nor-
way, Iceland, Greenland and Nordic settlements in the south. Old Norse was the
spoken language of the islands, as well as the language of administration and law,
and the islands formed part of the Old Norse cultural sphere.

A bilingual society

With the political weakening of the Norwegian Kingdom (Noregsveldi) in the
fourteenth century the Old Norse cultural community was disbanded, and Old
Norse gradually lost its role as the language of administration. The development
was completed by the time of the Reformation. Danish took over as the language of
law, court, and church, and functioned as the standard language of the country. As
result of the subsequent dialectalization of Faroese, the old legal language became
more and more unintelligible to the speech community, and the laws had to be
translated into Danish. With the Reformation the Danish Bible and the hymn book,
and probably also preaching in Danish, entered the Faroese church. However, the
spoken language of the population remained Faroese. The ballad texts which
accompanied the so-called Faroese dance and which have their roots in the Middle
Ages continued to be sung in Faroese, and it is likely that new ballads were created
within the genre.! However, it appears that the ballad genre existed only as oral
poetry and it was not until the end of the eighteenth century that it was first
recorded by J. C. Svabo (1746-1824).

The Faroe Islands thus developed into a bilingual society. The mother tongue
served as the everyday spoken language and as the carrier of an oral poetic tradition.
In their dealings with officials and authorities, however, the population was prob-
ably forced to use Danish or a form of Danish-Faroese. However, the Danish
officials on the Faroe Islands were few in number (even if one were to include the
Danish priests in their ranks). They numbered less than a dozen and the Faroese
had only limited contact with them. The secular officials lived in the capital
Térshavn and communication across the country was problematic: each of the
country’s seven priests had to serve several churches (perhaps six to eight) and they



160 Zakaris Svabo Hansen, Jogvan i Lon Jacobsen and Eivind Weyhe

visited the most distant places only a few times during the year. An explanation as to
why on the Faroe Islands a spoken Danish language (i.e. some sort of Danish with a
Faroese substrate) did not have time or opportunity to develop is probably found in
these sociolinguistic conditions. However, a special Faroese pronunciation of Dan-
ish developed in this context: a local pronunciation, strongly influenced by Faroese
phonology. This Faroese variety of Danish developed most probably as a kind of
reading pronunciation and was used when reading Danish texts, when singing
hymns, and of course when communicating with the authorities. Danish ballads
have also been adopted into the Faroese ballad repertory (mainly through printed
editions), and were sung at the chain dance together with the Faroese ballads. The
Danish ballads are still sung today, using the Faroese pronunciation variant of
Danish. Yet, this local variety of Danish never gained a foothold as a spoken
language on the islands.

A further result of the use of Danish as the language of administration was the
adoption of Danish variants of Faroese names (personal names as well as place
names). In daily speech the population continued to use the Faroese name forms,
but in official documents, such as parish registers, land registries, the protocols of
the Logting (the Faroese Parliament) and official letters, Danish forms were used.
Danish personal names were used by the population and even today these naming
practices are still present on the Islands. Moreover, the Danish forms of place
names were listed on maps of the Faroe Islands until well into the twentieth century
(see also the sections Personal names and Place names).

The language is given a written form

Since Faroese did not existas an official language and did not have a written standard,
it did not develop any form of standard pronunciation either. On the contrary,
spoken Faroese reflects a considerable number of dialects, and when the language
developed a new written form around 1800 — primarily in connection with the
recording of ballad texts — this fact left its mark on the orthographies of the texts.
Lacking a generally accepted orthography, each writer used a more or less
orthophonic spelling which reflected his dialectal background. In the late eighteenth
century, J. C. Svabo (1746-1824) developed his own orthography for his collections
ofballads andlexical items (Matras 1939; Svabo 1966-70). His spelling is remarkably
consistent and is influenced by the fact that he was born and raised on the Végar
island. Svabo was also the first person to establish a classification of the Faroese
dialects and he described one of the dialects as the “Common Dialect”. This
“Common Dialect” reflected a Mid-Faroese pronunciation similar to his own
(Weyhe 1996a). In the first half of the nineteenth century the Gospel according to St.
Matthew (Schrater 1823) and the Saga of the Faroe Islanders (Rafn 1832) were
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published in a Faroese translation. Attempts at creating an orthographic standard
were made at this time, a development most clearly noticeable in the Saga text
(Skérup 1964). However, the differences between the various Faroese dialects
presented a problem: which dialect should be used asabasis for a future orthography?
The question was resolved with V. U. Hammershaimb’s (1819-1909) orthography,
first published in 1846 and finalized in his Faroese grammar (Hammershaimb 1854).
Even though posterity has given him credit for this orthography, it was very likely the
result ofa collaboration between Hammershaimb, the Icelander J6n Sigurdsson, and
Professor C. C. Rafn in Copenhagen. In the introduction to the Ferask Anthologi
(‘Faroese Anthology’) Hammershaimb wrote (1891: LV):

When, almost 50 years ago, I was encouraged to record ballads, myths, etc., for the
publications of the Association of Ancient Writing (Oldskriftselskabet) and to write
a Faroese grammar, I felt most troubled, as none of the spoken dialects seemed to
me to be suited as a common written language and medium of communication
for all the islands. I realized that choosing the pronunciation characteristic of a
particular dialect would be unfair to the other dialects with their perhaps equally
rightful claims for their particular pronunciations. However, if one went about the
creation of a written language in another manner, that is, by choosing an etymolo-
gizing orthography with an approximation to the old, since forgotten, or alterna-
tively a mainly phonetic orthography which selected those features from the
different dialects that seemed most suitable for a Faroese standard written lan-
guage, then in both cases the same criticism applies as it does to the attempt at
creating a standard language in Norway, namely, that it was artificial and doctri-
naire. I chose the etymologizing way, as it seemed to me to offer the best advan-
tages for the language, provided it should have any future ahead of it. In this way
the communication in Faroese not only became easier for strangers to read and
more pleasant to look at, but also brought the Faroese people nearer to the closely
related languages of Icelandic and Danish. They would hereby have an easier time
acquiring the common features of these languages instead of isolating themselves
by using their distorted pronunciation as the basis of their written language.
(Translated from Danish)

Hammershaimb thus chose to build on the etymological principle. He took the Old
Norse language as his starting point, but also considered some of the linguistic
changes that had occurred in Faroese. His orthography became, in a manner of
speaking, “supra-dialectal” and avoided favouring a single dialect over the others
(Matras 1951).

Orthography and pronunciation

The large discrepancy between orthography and pronunciation, which was to be
the consequence of the etymological principle, did not meet with universal ap-
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proval. It led to educational problems as it was hard for people to learn the
orthography. Still, a proposal by the philologist Jakob Jakobsen in 1889 which
suggested a more phonetic orthography (cf. Larsen 1991) did not meet with
approval either. A compromise from 1895 (basically a slightly modified version of
Hammershaimb’s etymological norm) suffered the same fate. Posterity has, with
the exception of minor changes, held on to the orthography which today carries the
name of Hammershaimb. However, Hammershaimb’s etymologically based differ-
entiation between <¢>and <¢> does not seem to have caught on, and was not used
in the first Faroese newspapers published in the 1890s. However, the Bible transla-
tor J. Dahl holds on to it in his school grammar (Dahl 1908) and in his Bible
translation (see, for example, the New Testament, 1937). In 1954 a couple of
changes were carried out in the orthography, concerning, for example, the writing
of double consonants preceding genitive-s (e.g. the genitive sg. of fjall ‘mountain’ is
fjals instead of fjalls; see also Section 6).

It is important to emphasize that the standardization of the mid-nineteenth
century only concerned the orthography and not the pronunciation. The standard-
ization efforts appear to have been based on the idea that everybody should be able
to pronounce the language in accordance with their own dialect, for example,
when reading aloud the written standard. In his grammar from 1854,
Hammershaimb describes the pronunciation differences between the dialects in
great detail, without actually putting any one of them over others (however, he
does not completely avoid an aesthetic evaluation, as he considers some dialects as
having a more “pure” and “sonorous” pronunciation, while he uses expressions
such as “crude” and “farmerlike” about other dialects). When Hammershaimb’s
Faroese Anthology came out in 1891, it also contained a Faroese-Danish dictionary
compiled by Jakob Jakobsen (consisting of a word list for the texts of the anthology
and previously published lay texts). The dictionary had a description of pronuncia-
tion after every listed word and thus reflected specific pronunciations. However,
the rationale for these choices is not discussed in any detail. It is stated matter-of-
factly in a footnote to the first letter (A, A) that “Every word is represented with
phonetic transcription in Southern Streymoy dialect”. The same information is
found in the introduction to the first volume (“J. Jakobsen has ... for every word in
the glossary given its pronunciation in Southern Streymoy dialect in square brack-
ets”). This practice continues in Faroese dictionaries up until the present day
(Jacobsen & Matras 1927-28; Poulsen et al. 1998), and also occurs in different
descriptions of Faroese pronunciation, even though dialectal differences are often
mentioned (for example Lockwood 1955; Rischel’s introduction to Jacobsen &
Matras 1961). This has probably contributed considerably to cementing a Central-
Faroese pronunciation as the basis for a broad pronunciation standard on the
Islands. However, this pronunciation standard is not explicitly recognized as such,
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neither by the authorities nor by the proverbial “man in the street”. The tendency
is, however, indisputable.

Tendencies towards a standard

At this point we may quote from a paper by Oskar Bandle (1982: 37-38) in which
he characterizes the situation (standard vs. dialect) as follows:

Standard/dialect probably still makes up the most important sociolinguistic struc-
ture on the Faroe Islands. Next to the archaic standard language, which has been
constructed for written communication, people mostly speak the local language of
their area (in the capital Térshavn a number of mixed dialects). But in addition, a
less locally coloured oral High variety exists which has its centre on Southern
Streymoy ... It avoids extreme dialectal features but is otherwise open to regional
variations. However, so far this is only a tendency of the spoken standard language
and has therefore not yet been able seriously to threaten the dialects. (Translated
from Swedish)

However, it is important to stress that neither the word list in Hammershaimb
(1891) nor the later dictionaries reflect the Southern Streymoy pronunciation
directly. This dialect, whose centre of gravity is the capital Térshavn, shows, for
example, lenition, that is, intervocalic [p t k] are pronounced as [b d g] (as opposed
to the dialects on Eysturoy, Northern Streymoy and Vagar). However, the pronun-
ciation specifications in the dictionaries list the [p ¢ k] forms of the written lan-
guage. Another characteristic feature of Central Faroese is the merging of [i] and
[u] in unstressed syllables in most environments (the distinction is only maintained
in front of a nasal). This is another point where the dictionary pronunciation does
not follow the Southern Streymoy dialect, but reflects the pronunciation of the
unstressed vowels in accordance with the written language. The distribution of
these vowels as reflected in the standard or dictionary pronunciation does not exist
in any modern Faroese dialect. We, therefore, have to conclude that the pronuncia-
tion prescribed by the dictionaries is an idealized written language pronunciation
with its basis in Central Faroese (Weyhe 1987, 1988). It should be noted that it is
not common to use these standard pronunciations in practice, except perhaps
when slavishly reading aloud from a manuscript.

The language descriptions of the 1800s not only described phonological
variation. Inflectional variation is also reflected — albeit to a lesser degree. As
Hammershaimb (1854) pointed out: it is precisely in the sound system that we
find the greatest differences in dialect — and to a lesser degree in the morphology,
with the exception of the personal pronoun system (Weyhe 1996a).

There is no doubt that Hammershaimb (and perhaps also Jakobsen) regretted
the gradual disappearance of the many archaic inflections. Many of these forms no
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longer had a strong position in spoken usage although they were still included in
grammatical descriptions. Examples of such older forms are among others: old
accusative forms without -7 in the masculine plural of nominal declensions (forms
such as daga, hesta, spaka, hina for dagar‘days’; hestar ‘horses’; spakar ‘meek, quiet’;
hinar, ‘the others’), and also td (for teir ‘they’), tvd (for tveir ‘two’); old plural forms
of the personal pronoun; the preservation of the distinction dual — plural as well as
inflection according to person in the plural form of the verbs (e.g. veer hovum for
modern Faroese vit hava ‘we have’). No serious attempts were made to reintroduce
these archaic forms into the written norm. On the other hand, it appears that there
has been a strong interest in maintaining the plural forms without - of the neuter
ija-stems (kveedi instead of kvadir ‘ballads’) and an-stems (eygu instead of eygur
‘eyes’), even though the r-forms are common in the spoken language (and already
were so in the ballads). Grammars and dictionaries normally list double forms in
these cases. One group of nouns, the so-called “nomina agentis” words ending in
-ari (for example lerari ‘teacher’), generally do not follow the prescribed inflection
in daily speech. According to the grammars, these words should follow the
inflection of other masculine nouns and show the ending in -ar in the plural. The
form should thus be lerararin the nominative as well as in the accusative. However,
in large parts of the country one finds leerarir in the spoken language, in other parts
of the country lerara. Even though the form lerarar does not seem to belong to
genuine spoken language anywhere, this is the only codified form in grammars and
dictionaries; that is, in the standardized language (Weyhe 1991a, 1991b, 1996a).

In modern Faroese there is a strong tendency to generalize inflectional endings
in the definite form of masculine nouns in the nominative and accusative plural.
For example, the standard forms for ‘the boats’ are bdtarnir in the nominative and
bdtarnar in the accusative. Language users, however, often use -nir or -nar in both
cases (there is a certain dialectal distribution). Moreover there is a tendency to
replace the definite plural suffix -nar with -nir when added to feminine nouns with
a plural -ar ending, e.g. fjadrarnir (instead of standard fjadrarnar, ‘the feathers’).
These features are not mentioned in the grammars (except perhaps as a warning not
to use such forms), and are not accepted in standard language usage; accordingly,
the forms are corrected in written works in the schools (Weyhe 1996a).

We should also mention the use of the genitive in this context. In Old Norse the
nominal declension had four cases, but in Faroese the inflected genitive form was
gradually replaced by the prepositional genitive construction. However, original
genitive forms do occur in certain fixed expressions. When Old Norse (and partly
Icelandic) was chosen as the ideal point of reference for a Faroese written language,
an attempt was made to reintroduce the genitive. This was done by listing genitive
forms in the nominal paradigms, even in cases where they were no longer used in
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the spoken language. In modern Faroese the genitive is a typical feature of the
written language. The higher the level of style in a given text, the more genitive
constructions can be expected. For example, genitive usage is a characteristic
feature of religious language, poetic language (especially older), legal language and
formal lectures, but is rare in the spoken language. The latter primarily uses
prepositional phrases to express possessive relationships. In addition, Faroese has
developed a new way to form the genitive of possession: -sa can be used as a suffix
with personal names (Jdgvansa ‘John’s’) and personal titles (mammusa ‘mother’s’),
and also as a group genitive with noun phrases (for example in the place name
Jégvan i Lon-sa sessur Jégvan { Lon’s seat’). This construction is also seen in the
written language from time to time. However, it is not fully accepted — at least not
in all styles (Weyhe 1996b).

The socio-historical context on the Faroe Islands from the Late Middle Ages
until today has had an enormous impact on the vocabulary of Faroese. The lan-
guage has experienced massive influence from Danish which puts a strong mark on
the Faroese spoken language to this very day. Since the end of the nineteenth
century, when the efforts to create and develop a Faroese written language began in
earnest, a purist tendency has been dominant, although its intensity varied from
writer to writer. Wherever possible, the so-called Danicisms, as well as foreign
words in general, were avoided in favour of “good Faroese words”. This hasled to a
situation in which the written Faroese language differs from the spoken language.
The Faroese standard language, as it appears in books and newspapers and is orally
represented on radio and TV, shows a relatively uniform character. It is therefore
reasonable to talk of a written language standard which is generally accepted by the
speech community, although there is some debate about the purist principles
according to which it has been developed (Sandey 1997).

As mentioned above, one can to some extent speak of a tendency to a spoken
language standard based on a Central Faroese pronunciation of the written lan-
guage. The way in which this standard is practised shows a lot more tolerance
towards phonological variation in the dialects than towards the various inflected
forms which we encounter in the spoken language. This is probably connected to
the fact that the etymological orthography does not favour a certain dialectal
pronunciation, and does therefore not dictate a certain pronunciation norm. With
regard to morphology, however, certain forms of inflection have been codified in
the grammar and are part of the canon of grammar teaching. This has led to a lower
level of tolerance towards variation in inflection.
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3.  Comments on selection

The selection phase in Haugen’s model describes the decisions about which lan-
guage variety should be chosen as the basis for the standardized form of a language.
It is most common that the language variety spoken by the political or economic
elite is chosen as the basis of the standard language. However, Faroese is unusual
because its standard is an abstract construction, based on a supra-dialectal norm
and the Old Norse written language (Viker 2001: 185). Another written language
with a similar background is Nynorsk (see Jahr, this volume). The two norms were
created at about the same time — in the middle of the nineteenth century, but
Faroese was more influenced by Scandinavism than Nynorsk.? Nynorsk, like
Faroese, was a superstructure on top of the dialects. The differences between the
Faroese dialects lie primarily in the area of phonology; the dialects are quite similar
with regard to morphology and syntax. The orthographic and morphological norm
of the written Faroese standard was explicitly based on etymological and historical
principles. The Nynorsk norm was also partially historically based (in order to deal
with the differences in the spoken language). At the same time, however, it was
clearly oriented towards contemporary Norwegian society and included few fea-
tures which did not exist in the spoken language of at least one Norwegian dialect
(Vends 1990: 193). The Faroese orthographic norm, on the other hand, cannot be
traced back to any particular dialect or sociolect (Matras 1951; Djupedal 1964).
Hammershaimb gave very high priority to morphological unambiguity over pho-
nological accuracy, and to etymological spellings over synchronic representations.

In other words, the Faroese standard did not originate from a social, political or
geographical centre of power. It emerged as a result of the fact that Hammershaimb,
together with a number of prominent Nordic philologists, was familiar with the
history of the Nordic languages and the linguistic structures of Old Norse, and was
inspired by Romanticism and Scandinavism. His conception of the Faroese standard
language made it possible to bridge the dialectal differences and did not
give preferential treatment to one dialect over another. This also supported the
Scandinavist orientation of his proposal: Scandinavians would more easily be able to
read an orthography influenced by Old Norse and Icelandic than an orthography
reflecting all the sound changes which had occurred since in Faroese. Viker
(2001: 191) points out that Hammershaimb’s orthography reflects a Scandinavist
ideology rather than a desire for dissociation from Danish.
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4. Elaboration of function

The third phase of Haugen’s model concerns elaboration of function, that is, the
development of the functional parts of the language: vocabulary, phraseology,
syntax and stylistic registers. Elaboration is carried out so that the language is able
to meet the existing and future demands of the society in which it is to be used.
Elaboration is a continuous process: language is a functional and dynamic phe-
nomenon and must constantly be adapted to new demands and new functions in
society. An example of such an elaboration of function is the creation of scientific
terminologies. Such terminologies are created to some extent “spontaneously” in
professional groups in society. However, language planning has been highly institu-
tionalized in many modern societies, e.g. via national language councils, terminol-
ogy boards, etc.

Principles of word formation in the colloquial language

First some general remarks on Faroese word formation in the colloquial language
and the technical language. Four methods for elaborating the vocabulary can be
distinguished (cf. Kristinsson et al. 1991):

Compounding

Creating derivations

Using old words with new meaning
Borrowing

LN e

The most common method used to expand the lexicon is the creation of com-
pounds. But the Faroese language also allows derivation, for example, by using one
of a number of archaic suffixes. The method of attaching new meaning to existing
words is also used to some extent. In the Faroese context, borrowing is considered
an emergency solution; a last option when all alternatives have been exhausted.
Semantic loans and loan translations, on the other hand, are common.

We will now list some examples of the four methods of vocabulary extension.
The lexicographer Jakob Jakobsen (1864-1918) used the compound method
most frequently: halastjprna (‘comet’, from hali ‘tail’ and stjorna ‘star’), skjalasavn
(‘archive’, from skjal ‘document’ and savn ‘collection’). We have not found a single
example of a newly formed derivation in Jakobsen’s work. However, Jakobsen used
existing words with a new meaning (method number three). Examples include:

bdsur: (old) ‘box in a stable’ > (new) ‘lot at an exhibition’
deild: (old) ‘lot ofland’ > (new) ‘section, e.g. in a company, or division, e.g. in sport’
rds: (old) ‘path’ > (new) ‘television and radio channel’
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Jakobsen did not use loanwords. Examples of loanwords can be found in current
dictionaries (e.g. the Danish-Faroese Dictionary 1995): sirkul (from Danish cirkel
‘circle’), typa (from Danish type ‘type’), spitari (from Danish speeder ‘accelerator’),
kopling (from Danish kobling ‘clutch’).

The tradition of creating neologisms goes back to the oldest generation of
Faroese linguists after Hammershaimb. Around 1890 Jakobsen initiated discus-
sions concerning the composition of the Faroese lexicon and the debate continued
throughout the 1890s. Jacobsen realized that the development of an orthography
was only the initial step and that it was necessary to deal with a new problem,
namely the lexicon: what words should be used to describe things and phenomena,
which were outside of Faroese daily life? Jacobsen’s attitude was that it was neces-
sary to form new words for these new concepts. And this was a difficult task, in
particular because the written language had been Danish for such along time. Even
spoken Faroese drew heavily on Danish words and expressions. Jakobsen declared
himself an unconditional supporter of lexical purism, and he created many new
Faroese words for both the colloquial and the professional language (e.g. for
astronomy, cf. J6hannesarson and Joensen 1999). Jakobsen argued that Faroese had
been exposed to massive influence from Danish for a long time, and that is was
therefore hardly possible to say anything in Faroese without violating traditional
Faroese language use. He mentioned many Faroese words, which had given way to
Danish words and expressions. According to Jakobsen, an active effort was needed
in order to find and form Faroese words. Instead of loanwords the Faroese people
should use Faroese words and expressions where these existed, even if these were
only used by a small part of the population. In those cases where loanwords have
already ousted the original Faroese words it is necessary to be even more cautious.
Jacobsen’s attitude can be described as an example of “conservative purism” (Viker
2001: 194). In Jakobsen’s work we find the same idealism which was also typical of
The Icelandic Learning Association of 1779 (see Arnason, this volume).? Jakobsen
drew heavily on Icelandic structures and many of his neologisms were based on
Icelandic words. Today, many of his proposals are an integral part of the modern
Faroese vocabulary (Larsen 1993).

Chr. Matras (1900-1988) followed in Jakobsen’s footsteps and created a large
number of Faroese words. Matras also published a manifesto for the restoration of
the Faroese language (cf. Matras 1929: 46-59). He took as his starting point a
poem written by the young poet and politician Jéannes Patursson in the spirit of
romanticist patriotism in 1888. The poem was read aloud at a meeting on Boxing
Day in 1888. In the poem Patursson used the new poetic word stinni in the sense of
‘force’. According to Matras the creation of this word symbolized a new era in the
elaboration of the Faroese vocabulary; it was the first example of a newly coined
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noun which was formed without the application of the Danish suffix -lighed.*
With this poem the restoration of the Faroese language began; a restoration which
aimed to expand the Faroese language on its domestic territory and to elaborate
Faroese into a useful tool for national and international communication (Matras
1929: 57). Among Matras’s neologisms are: evnisbundin ‘material’, igerd ‘infec-
tion’, gagnnyta ‘utilize, exploit’, yrkisgagn ‘organ’, sannkenning ‘acknowledge-
ment’, sjébiinadur ‘aquaculture’, skilmarking ‘definition’, algilding ‘generalization’
(Poulsen 1991b: 11-12).

J. H. W. Poulsen (1934-) has since the 1970s gained distinction as a clever
“word smith” for lexical elaboration in the colloquial language as well as in the
technical language (see, for example, his list of computer terms published 1990, and
his list of terms for the oil industry published 2002). The principle behind these
neologisms is exclusively purist: all neologisms should be formed on domestic
grounds (Poulsen 1985: 45-56). The main methods of word formation are com-
pounding (e.g. flogbdltur ‘volleyball’ from flog ‘flying’ and béltur ‘ball’; hugburdur
‘attitude’ from hug ‘mind’ and burdur ‘carrying’; talgildur ‘digital’ from tal ‘num-
ber’ and gildur ‘valued’), derivation (e.g. telda ‘computer’ from tal ‘number’), and
to some extent the use of existing words with new meaning (e.g. floga ‘CD’,
originally ‘compressed layer of a haystack’).

Standardization in dictionaries

Dictionaries also contribute to language standardization. Faroese has, considering
its short written tradition, a relatively long dictionary tradition. Faroese dictionar-
ies have undoubtedly played a part in the standardization process. At present the
Faroese Dictionary (1998) is considered the authority for lexical usage — without
having any kind of formal, official authorization. Faroese does, however, not yet
have a definite spelling dictionary, and different orthographies are used in the
various dictionaries.

The first Faroese dictionary was J. C. Svabo’s Dictionarium Feeroense (hence-
forth DicFeer). The manuscripts for the dictionary date back to around 1770,
however, it was not published until 1966. Nevertheless, we know that the editors of
some later dictionaries have been familiar with the manuscripts and in some cases
have incorporated aspects of these into their work. For instance Svend Grundtvig’s
dictionary Lexicon Feeroense I-111 (1877—1888) consists of 15 000 entries and builds
on manuscripts and other lexical materials which were available at the time. As
noted above, in 1891 a word collection by Jakob Jakobsen was published as the
second part of the afore-mentioned Ferosk Anthologi (‘Faroese Anthology’) by
V. U. Hammershaimb in 1891 (henceforth FA-1891).
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Some types of loanwords

The basis of the Faroese vocabulary are indigenous words of a common Nordic
origin. However, throughout its history the language has incorporated a large
number of words from other language areas, especially words of (Low) German
origin (see Langer, this volume). Traditionally, there has been a reluctance to
accept these loanwords into the written language. In this section we will consider
some examples which refer to certain Low German prefixes and suffixes, and we
will illustrate how they are treated in some of the Faroese dictionaries. The survey is
not exhaustive but should give an idea of how this area stands at the moment.

The prefixes which will be taken into consideration are an-, be-, and for- and
the suffixes are -heit and -ilsi. A comparison between the inclusion of words
containing these affixes in the two dictionaries DicFeer and FA-1891 clearly shows
that an attempt was made to minimize the number of words of this type and to use
synonyms of Nordic origin instead (cf. Simonsen 2001). A survey of the DicFeer
shows the following numbers:

an-  three words, e.g. annaam (Danish greb ‘grasp, grip’), annaama (Danish (at) fd ‘(to)
get’);
be- 33 words, e.g. bedrujva (Danish bedrive ‘commit’), bekjimra (Danish bekymre ‘worry,

trouble’), bestanda (Danish bestid ‘last, continue’);

for- 58 words, e.g. forbuj (Danish forbi ‘past, by’), forgenga (Danish forgd ‘perish, be
destroyed’), forhojra (Danish forhere ‘interrogate’), forklaara (Danish forklare ‘ex-
plain’);

-heit 63 words, e.g. blindhajt (Danish blindhed ‘blindness’), evihajt (Danish evighed ‘eter-
nity’), hearhajt (Danish hdrdhed ‘hardness’), stolthajt (Danish stolthed ‘pride’);

-ilsi twelve words, e.g. notrilsi (Danish skelven, beeven ‘trembling, shaking’), rajusilsi
(Danish renselse ‘purification’), grilsi (Danish svimmelhed ‘dizziness, faintness’).

In the FA-1891 the numbers are:

an- two words, e.g. anfall (Danish anfald ‘attack, bout’);
be- seven words, e.g. begynna (Danish begynde ‘begin’), behalda (Danish beholde ‘keep’),
betyda (Danish betyde ‘mean’);

for-  fourteen words, e.g. forderva (Danish forderve ‘corrupt’), forldta (Danish forlade
‘leave, abandon’), forsvara (Danish forsvare, ‘defend’), forundra (Danish forundre,
‘surprise’);

-heit  no words;
-ilsi one word, grilsi (Danish svimmelhed, ‘dizziness, faintness’).

This shows a clear drop in the representation of these words in the FA-1891. It is
beyond doubt that this was a conscious choice as the use of several of these words is
specifically advised against by the editor:



Faroese

171

behaga ... In correct Faroese ddma or likjast d.
behalda ... More correctly hava, halda, njéta.
bevara ... More correctly goyma, vardveita.

The dictionary to follow the FA-1891 was the Feroysk-donsk ordabék (‘Faroese-
Danish Dictionary’) by M. A. Jacobsen and Chr. Matras (1927-8; henceforth FDO-
1927). The dictionary is based on previous works, but supplements them with new
word material which had appeared in editions of books, magazines, and newspa-
pers, etc., in the intervening period. With regard to the question of prefixes and
suffixes, the FDO-1927 includes about the same number of words with an- and for-
as the FA-1891. However, it is notable that it has no examples of the prefix be-. The
suffix -heit is also excluded, while the dictionary has a few more examples of -ilsi
than the FA-1891. Examples are: forbannilsi (Danish forbandelse ‘curse’), notrilsi
(Danish skeelven, beeven ‘trembling, shaking’), svimilsi (Danish besvimelse ‘faint’),
syftilsi (Danish pdhekset sygdom ‘illness, sickness produced by witchcraft’).

The Foroysk-donsk ordabdk came out in a new and greatly enlarged edition in
1961 (henceforth FDO-1961) with a supplementary volume in 1974. Concerning
the frequency of an-, for-, and -ilsi the circumstances are similar to the ones found
in the 1927-8 edition. But matters are different as regards the prefix be-: the FDO-
1961 not only includes four words of this type as independent entries (i.e. begynna,
Danish begynde ‘begin’; begynnilsi, begynningur, Danish begyndelse ‘beginning’;
betala, Danish betale ‘pay’), but the authors also inform the reader under the entry
be- that it is “a prefix which is found in a number of loanwords, especially in spoken
language”. The suffix -heif is found in at least six entries, as opposed to the first
edition where it was not found at all. The differences between the 1927 and the 1961
edition might be due to a number of factors (e.g. the sources available for the
different editions might have varied and it is possible that the new edition had a
broader text basis). It is unlikely, however, that the loanwords in general became
more acceptable.

1998 was the year in which the first monolingual Faroese dictionary was
published: the Foroysk ordabék (‘Faroese Dictionary’; henceforth FO-1998). The
FO-1998 is much more voluminous than its predecessors. In some respects the
representation of the above mentioned affixes differs from the earlier dictionaries.
The prefixes an- and be- occur about as rarely as in the other dictionaries, with the
exception of the DicFeer. However, it does have a general entry be- where a number
of words of this type are listed, e.g. bedraga (Danish bedrage ‘deceive’), behandla
(Danish behandle ‘treat’), behovast (Danish behgves ‘be needed’), bestemma (Danish
bestemme ‘decide’) and besokja (Danish besgge ‘visit’). On the other hand, the prefix
for-does not have a separate entry but words with this prefix are listed in almost 100
independent entries. Only a small part of these words are indicated as belonging to
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the spoken language. The explanation for this marked increase is not that the
principles of lexical selection are much different from those of previous dictionar-
ies. The explanation can probably be found in the fact that many of these words
have, with time, acquired their own independent meaning and can no longer be
considered “crude” loanwords.

However, compared to Donsk-foroysk ordabék (‘Danish-Faroese Dictionary’)
from 1995 (henceforth DFO-95), FO-1998 has much fewer words of this type.
DFO-95 breaks markedly with the normative, prescriptive practice which had until
then been used in Faroese dictionaries. It builds on a liberal descriptive approach
and lists many words which are regularly heard in spoken Faroese. This means that
the DFO-95 contains a considerably larger representation of these prefixed words.
This includes words which begin with be- (44 instances, e.g. bedroviligur (Danish
bedrovelig ‘sad, sorry’), begdvadur (Danish begavet ‘intelligent’), begripa (Danish
begribe ‘understand’), begrunda (Danish begrunde ‘give reasons for’), bevisa (Dan-
ish bevise ‘prove, demonstrate’). Especially frequent are words with the prefix for-
(364 instances, e.g. forelskadur from Danish forelsket ‘in love’; foroldadur from
Danish foreeldet ‘obsolete, dated’; forkdlkadur from Danish forkalket, ‘sclerotic/
senile’; formerkja from Danish meerke, fole ‘feel, notice’). The suffixes -heit and -ilsi
are also far more frequent in DFO-95 than in any other Faroese dictionary. Words
ending in -heit are registered with 143 instances (e.g. bundinheit from Danish
bundethed ‘restraint’; flottheit from Danish flothed ‘generousness, smartness’s;
fruktbarheit from Danish frugtbarhed “fertility’; grammbheit from Danish grddighed
‘greediness’; neyvheit from Danish ngjagtighed ‘exactness’), and words ending in
-ilsi with 190 instances (e.g. begdvilsi from Danish begavelse ‘gifts’; dannilsi from
Danish dannelse ‘culture’; forelskilsi from Danish forelskelse ‘love, falling in love’;
forstoppilsi from Danish forstoppelse ‘constipation’).

In the standardization of Faroese the substitution of foreign suffixes by suffixes
which are more Faroese in origin has played an important role. For example, this is
the case for the previously mentioned suffix -heit which is frequently substituted
by -leiki; e.g. Danish evighed > cevinleiki ‘eternity’, Danish sandhed > sannleiki
‘truth’, Danish dumhed > byttleiki ‘stupidity’. The suffix -lighed is in some cases
exchanged with -ligleiki: Danish udedelighed > édeydiligleiki ‘immortality’, Danish
uforgeengelighed > Gforgeingiligleiki ‘indestructibility, imperishableness’, Danish
elendighed > tissaligleiki ‘poverty’, Danish inderlighed > inniligleiki ‘sincerity’. Other
Faroese words of this type without direct Danish equivalents are, for example,
6hogligleiki (Danish ubekvemhed ‘un-comfortableness’) and reeduligleiki (Danish
frygtelighed, forskreekkelighed ‘frightfulness, awfulness’). However, it should be
added that in colloquial language one often meets unstandardized forms such as,
for example, evigheit (Danish evighed ‘eternity’), sannheit (Danish sandhed ‘truth’),
byttheit (Danish dumhed ‘stupidity’), édeydiligheit (Danish udedelighed ‘immortal-
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ity’), 6forgeingiligheit (Danish uforgengelighed ‘indestructibility, imperishable-
ness’), ussaligheit (Danish elendighed ‘poverty’), inniligheit (Danish inderlighed
‘sincerity’).

Another example of this substitution process in the context of standardization
can, for example, be found in FO-1998, where there is the tendency to leave out the
form -ilsi and replace it with -ing: upplivilsi > uppliving (Danish oplevelse ‘experi-
ence’), dminnilsi > dminning (Danish pdmindelse ‘reminder, warning’), djdttilsi >
djdtting (Danish samtykke ‘consent’), forldtilsi > fyrigeving (Danish forladelse,
tilgivelse ‘forgiveness’), hendilsi> hending (Danish heendelse ‘event’), jattilsi> jdtting,
jdttan (Danish indremmelse ‘consent, confession’), njdtilsi > njéting (Danish nydelse
‘enjoyment’). It is not explicitly stated that forms with -ing should be preferred
over forms with -ilsi. However, this interpretation is implicit in the hierarchy of
definitions: forms with -ing are listed as the main forms; forms with -ilsi are often
defined as belonging to the spoken language. In other cases, the forms with -ilsi
cannot be replaced with -ing because they are semantically different, e.g. stavilsi
(Danish stavelse ‘syllable’) vs. staving(Danish stavning, skrivemdde ‘spelling’), skapilsi
(Danish skikkelse ‘form, figure’) vs. skaping (Danish skabelse ‘creation’), and liknilsi
(Danish lignelse ‘parable’) vs. likning (Danish ligning ‘assessment’).

The standardization of loanwords

In Faroese language standardization there is a need for guidelines which specify the
procedures for incorporating new words into the lexicon. Traditionally, Faroese
language standardization has followed a strictly purist approach and was very
reluctant to accept loanwords into the written language. However, the bilingual
dictionaries (which came out in the 1990s, i.e. English-Faroese Dictionary 1992,
Danish-Faroese Dictionary 1995 and Danish-Faroese Dictionary 1998) made it
necessary to find a solution to this problem. Among the new loanwords which will
need astandardized Faroese form are those words which in Danish (and English) end
in -tion. The question is whether to spell the suffix -tién (historical, archaic variant),
or -sjén (modern variant, reflecting Faroese pronunciation). The above mentioned
dictionaries display different practices. Here we will only look at how two Danish-
Faroese dictionaries (from 1995 and 1998 respectively) have solved the problem.
In the Faroese section of the 1995 edition there are 103 instances of words with
this ending. Without exception they are written with -tidén, e.g. funktién (Danish
funktion ‘function’), inflatién (Danish inflation ‘inflation’), konfirmatién (Danish
konfirmation ‘confirmation’), motién (Danish motion ‘exercise’), reaktién (Danish
reaktion ‘reaction, response’), restratién (Danish restauration, restaurant ‘restau-
rant’), variatién (Danish variation ‘variation, variety’). The Faroese section of the
1998 edition does not have as many words of this type, but here both spellings
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occur. The choice of the spelling variants does not appear to follow a specific
pattern or regularity and includes forms such as funksjén, inflasjén, konfirmasjon,
motién, reaktion, restauration, variatién. The reason for choosing the -tién type
might reflect the fact that adoption of the foreign word into Faroese is not yet fully
completed. The archaic spelling is used to demonstrate that the word is of foreign
origin. Another possibility is that -#idn is chosen for historical (etymological) and
aesthetic reasons. By choosing the spelling -sjén the foreign word is adapted more
closely to the Faroese pronunciation and the foreign origin of the word is less
marked. It has been mentioned above that the Faroese Dictionary (FO-1998) plays
an authoritative role in the standardization of the language, but for this particular
question it does not provide much help as the dictionary has only three head words
of this type, all of which are written with -tién (that is, they don’t reflect the
pronunciation spelling -sjon). The words are auktion (Danish auktion ‘auction,
sale’), funktién, and konfirmatién. The word pensjén (Danish pension ‘pension’) is
written with -sjén, but this spelling is supported by the Danish form of the word,
which is also written -sion.

Etymology and loanwords — a dilemma

If we take a closer look at the general position of the FO-1998 towards orthographic
standardization we may say that it is faced with a dilemma.

In some instances the dictionary has made changes to the spelling of words in
accordance with the etymology of these words, that is, the words have been given a
spelling which reflects their historical origin more closely. Some of these changes go
back to previous editions of the FDO. Examples of such changes include (the
second forms are the etymological ones):

doyin > doydin ‘weight’; leggja doydin d ‘attach importance/weight to’
funnvisur > fundvisur ‘who easily finds something’
trodka > troka ‘force, push’

It is characteristic of several of the abandoned forms that they are closer to the
pronunciation of modern Faroese. The new etymological spellings thus move away
from the current pronunciation and risk leading to a reading pronunciation
(examples include klibbari > klyvberi ‘cleft saddle’; skortna > skorpna ‘dry up’s
drobblpdra > droyrblpdra blood-blister’).

On the other hand, the FO-1998 has adopted loanwords by changing their
spelling so that they match more closely the pronunciation of these words in
Faroese. In this way the etymological principle is in many cases dropped in favour
of an attempt to give the words a kind of phonetic spelling. Examples of this
include: gir ‘gear’, vesi ‘WC’, greypfrukt ‘grapefruit’, bakkur ‘back’ [in football],



Faroese

175

djassur jazz’, djus ‘juice’, hippi ‘hippie’, drogg ‘drug’, kips ‘chips’, koddendi ‘cod
end’, leys ‘lace’, nailon ‘nylon’, rokkur ‘rock’, (at) sléa (to) slow’, spitari (Danish
speeder ‘accelerator’), tekk ‘teak’, treylari ‘trailer’, tvein ‘twine’, tvist ‘twist’, vist
‘whist’. This practice does have a certain tradition in Faroese as can be illustrated
with examples such as skeilett ‘skylight’, breitil ‘bridle’, keys ‘casing’ and tév ‘tow’
which have been borrowed from English in connection with fishing. DFO-95 has
also quite a few word forms of this kind. However, many of the spellings did not
meet with universal approval when the dictionary was first published. This goes for
spellings such as kovboy ‘cowboy’, sjalu (Danish jaloux, ‘jealous’), desain ‘design’,
nivo (Danish niveau, ‘level’), intrisja ‘intrigue’, mannikeng (Danish mannequin,
‘dummy’).

Standardization and variation

Another characteristic of the FO-1998 is the large number of regional words which
have been included as head words. Out of a total of 65 691 entries the indication
“(stb.)” — which means that the entry represents a local word — is found with 3841
lexical items. Together with words from specific villages the dictionary includes an
estimated total of 5000 local words. The inclusion of these regional words was not
the result of a specific editorial decision. However, since Faroese received its
orthographic and lexical norm (which could otherwise have had a standardizing
effect on the language) relatively late, variation in the vocabulary has traditionally
played a great role in Faroese.

The question of vocabulary continues to be a subject of discussion in the
Faroese speech community. Especially common are discussions about what consti-
tutes good and bad usage. The main viewpoints typically represent a purist view of
language which wishes to limit the amount of foreign words, and a more liberal
language view which is open to loanwords. As far as the dictionaries are concerned,
many people feel that they favour a more purist attitude which stresses a “sanitized”
written language, rather than a liberal attitude which is more open to the inclusion
of common words from everyday language. Critics of the dictionaries have noted
that a more or less conscious attempt is being made to ignore some recent
loanwords which belong to the everyday language in order to safeguard the “pu-
rity” of the Faroese language (cf. for example Thomsen 1998: 26ff). The criticism is
based on a claim that the lexicographers tend to favour a purist approach in their
work and prefer to ignore the evolving linguistic reality. This purist orientation can
cause problems for users of the dictionaries. It is possible that a gap might develop
between the vocabulary found in the dictionaries, and the vocabulary people
actually use in their daily lives. Therefore one should probably be careful when
equating the linguistic standards found in the dictionaries with the standards
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otherwise found in society. The current situation leaves much to be desired even
though newer dictionaries (among them the 1995 and 1998 edition of the DFO) try
to reduce the lexical gap between written and spoken language.

Before we end this section we wish to comment briefly on standard and
variation in general. The main difference between the dialects is found in the
sound system. The Faroese speech community is traditionally rather tolerant with
regard to variation in pronunciation, doubtless also because the difference
cannot be seen in the etymological orthography. The capital of the Faroe Islands,
Térshavn, is a kind of melting pot when it comes to variation in pronunciation
since people representing all of the Faroese dialects meet here. On the other hand,
it seems that people are less tolerant when it comes to variation in grammar (e.g.
inflectional endings) or lexical variation (e.g. words that have different gender in
the dialects and consequently varying forms, e.g. lomvigi (m.) vs. lomviga (f.)
‘guillemot’; kekur (m.) vs. keok (f.) ‘kitchen’; cf. also Weyhe 1991b: 16ff, see also
Section 2).

Technical language

The principles for the formation of words are the same in the technical language as
in the colloquial language (cf. the four methods mentioned above). The most
common methods are compounding and semantic loans or loan translations.
However, it is also possible to use the derivation method. The method of attaching
new meaning to existing words is also used in the formation of technical terms.
Again, borrowing is considered an emergency solution. Hybrids are not recom-
mended by Faroese terminologists.

On the Faroe Islands the development of specific technical vocabulary is
considered to be a part of the general language policy; as such, it is governed by the
same normative and purist approach which characterizes lexicographic efforts in
general.’ One of the consequences of the general purist orientation is that differ-
ences can arise between the prescribed norms and the actual use within the subject
area (an example of this are the terms used in Hans Debes Joensen’s book on
physics, cf. Alisfredi 1969). The prescribed terms often do not achieve norm status
among professionals who prefer using the internationally established terminology
— perhaps in a slightly adapted form in pronunciation, inflection, etc.

During the 1900s Faroese was elaborated in a number of subject areas. At the
same time, since Faroese was used more and more in speech and writing, the need
for the formation of new words grew. Corpus planning was thus a consequence of
status planning: the more functions the language fulfilled in society, the more
corpus work was needed.
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Rasmus Rasmussen

The Faroese teacher Rasmus Rasmussen (1871-1962) wrote a Faroese text book on
geometry for use in the newly (in 1899) established folk high school.® The book,
however, was never published. This material is interesting because the terms
Rasmussen employs are very unusual compared to later Faroese word formation.
He makes use of international terms instead of domestic neologisms, that is, the
lexical purist principle for word formation is not present in his work. Instead he
includes many Danish words, using a spelling which has been approximated to the
Faroese system, and which marks gender and Faroese inflectional endings.
Examples of this morphological and phonological purism are: cirkul (m.)
(Danish cirkel ‘circle’), diametur (m.) (Danish diameter ‘diameter’), diagonalur
(m.) (Danish diagonal ‘diagonal’), explementvinkul (m.) (Danish eksplementvinkel
‘explementary angle’), figurur (m.) (Danish figur ‘figure’), geometri (f.) (Danish
geometri ‘geometry’), komplimentvinkul (m.) (Danish komplementvinkel ‘compli-
mentary angle’), kongruentur (adj.) (Danish kongruent ‘congruent’), parallellar
linjur (f. pl.) (Danish parallelle linjer ‘parallel lines’), periferi (f.) (Danish periferi
‘circumference, periphery’), segment (n.) (Danish segment ‘segment’), sektor (m.)
(Danish sektor ‘sector’), supplementvinkul (m.) (Danish supplementvinkel ‘supple-
mental angle’), symmetriskur (adj.) (Danish symmetrisk ‘symmetrical’), tangentur
(m.) (Danish tangent ‘tangent’), vinkul (m.) (Danish vinkel ‘angle’). An example of
phonological purism, that is, the adaptation of the loanword to Faroese phonology,
is pldnur (m.) (Danish plan ‘plan’). One of the few neologisms is the word sl¢d
which describes a moveable point (Jacobsen 2001b: 44).

Rasmussen’s book on geometry was written shortly after the establishment of
the Faroese orthographic norm. He also published the first Faroese textbook on
botany in 1910; a book which is considered a seminal work of Faroese terminology.
With this publication Rasmussen established a carefully prepared terminology
which has been in use in this field ever since (Jacobsen 2001b: 44—45).

Some later terminologists

The elaboration of Faroese technical language continued. In the 1930s Mikkjal 4
Ryggi’s book on zoology (for use in the primary and lower secondary schools) came
out and set a standard for that particular area. In 1960 J6hs. av Skardi published a
list of administrative and governmental terms. Unlike the educational books of R.
Rasmussen and M. 4 Ryggi, Johs. av Skardi’s word list was intended as a proper list
of technical terms with the aim to establish the Faroese terms in this field. However,
the word list is in many ways similar to a colloquial Danish-Faroese dictionary and
includes many words from everyday language; that is, its purpose was as much
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general language standardization as it was improvement of communication within
the government and the administration, and its aim was as much of a symbolic
nature as it was instrumentalist. The list is a forerunner of J6hs. av Skardi’s Danish-
Faroese Dictionary from 1967. Another work of terminology that should be men-
tioned is Sigurd Joensen’s list of legal terms (unpublished). Sigurd Joensen was a
lawyer and for many years a member of the Faroese Language Committee. One of
Sigurd Joensen’s contemporaries was the geologist Jéannes Rasmussen, who devel-
oped a Faroese geological terminology (available on www. fmn.fo). The medical
officer Hans Debes Joensen wrote a book on physics, Alisfredi, in 1969. Another
terminologist of that generation was Hanus vid Hogadalsd who published a Faroese
list of postal terms, which also featured Danish and French equivalents, in 1944.

Johs. av Skardi, Sigurd Joensen, Jéannes Rasmussen, Hans Debes Joensen
and Hanus vid Hegadalsd were contemporaries (born between 1911 and 1913;
Rithevundabdkin 1995). With the exception of Jéhs. av Skardi, they made up part
of the Faroese diaspora studying in Denmark during the war. They got together
abroad and discussed culture and language. People living abroad often see their
native country in a new light and realize things about it that never occurred to
them before. The feeling of being a foreigner in a new environment can create
solidarity among minority groups with a common culture and language (Debes
1991: 14). In this context the foundation of the Faroese Student Society (see
below) and of Faroese periodicals took place. Periodicals such as Biigvin, J6l
uttanlendis and Utiseti, which were published during the war, have had great
importance for the development of a modern Faroese written language. On the
Faroe Islands the newspaper Foringatidindi was very influential as a mediator of
new thoughts and ideas (Debes 1991: 22). Incidentally, the nineteenth century
Faroese national movement was also a phenomenon of the Faroese student
diaspora in Denmark (see below).

It is also possible to consider the foundation of the Faroese radio as a diaspora
phenomenon supported by Faroese students in Denmark. It was the forerunner for
the “Radio of the Faroe Islands” founded in 1957 (cf. Poulsen 1991a: 50). The
Association of Faroese Radio Amateurs compiled a Faroese word list with Danish
and English equivalents. This group also contributed to the general discussions
about technical language elaboration. In an issue of their member’s magazine
Opyarin, they discuss advantages and disadvantages of national and international
terminologies. The terms in the word list are almost exclusively domestic neolo-
gisms. Among the very few loanwords are transformari, akkumulatorur, and katoda.
The members of the Association preferred Faroese neologisms because it is often
difficult to adjust the international terminology to Faroese rules of inflection and
pronunciation. Concerning the principles for word formation they argue that the
use of loanwords should always be a last resort (Oyarin no. 12).
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Other word lists of technical terms which have been of great importance to the
development and standardization of the Faroese technical language are:

— A word list for computer technology entitled Nokur teldord (‘Some data terms’,
published 1990).

— A word list for quality management and quality assurance, which is a transla-
tion of the international standard ISO 8402 Quality Management and Quality
Assurance Vocabulary (1996).

— A text book on marketing for the Faroese Business School in Térshavn with
many new Faroese terms (2001).

— A terminology list for the oil business (www.fmn.fo)

A terminology list for literature and linguistics and a Faroese technical dictionary are
being worked on. A common feature of these lists of technical terms is that they make
extensive use of Faroese neologisms and turn to the use of loanwords only as a last
resort. The elaboration of function is performed among others by linguists and
terminologists, as well as by writers of both fiction and non-fiction (Viker 2001: 185).
Most Faroese lists of technical terms are a result of a collaboration between linguists
and experts.

5. Implementation

Implementation is the process of establishing the standard language in society.
The implementation takes place through, for example, the school system, pub-
lishing houses, broadcasting media, institutions such as the church, and other
organizations. In chronological order we will now discuss some institutions and
organizations which have had great importance for the implementation process
of Faroese.

The beginning of the national movement in 1888

We begin our overview of implementation at the end of the 1800s when people got
together for the first time to discuss the status of the Faroese language. The national
movement on the Faroe Islands began with the so-called “Christmas Meeting”
which was held in the house of the Logting (the parliament) on Boxing Day in 1888.
The “organizers” invited people to discuss the preservation of the Faroese language
and Faroese customs. Inspired by nationalist sentiments, a resolution was made at
the meeting to work for the general improvement of the status of Faroese in the
school system, to introduce Faroese as an independent subject in schools, to teach
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Faroese history, to use Faroese in the churches and to use Faroese as a means of
communication between the population and the administration. This resolution
can be characterized as an initiative for status planning; it was an attempt to give
Faroese a higher status in society, in the church and in the school system. A
concrete result was the setting up of the Faroese folk high school in 1899 (cf. Debes
1982: 163).

Before Hammershaimb created his orthography in the mid-nineteenth century
and Faroese thus made its first appearance as a national standard language, the
sociolinguistic situation was characterized by significant domain restriction: all
written communication took place in Danish, the liturgical language was Danish,
the language of administration was Danish; personal names were written in Danish,
place names were written in Danish. Following the construction of the Faroese
orthographic standard in 1846, the restoration of the Faroese language began, and
Faroese gained ground in many old and new domains of communication. We can
list some landmarks:

— the publication of Faroese newspapers (from 1890)

— the establishment of a Faroese folk high school (1899)

— Faroese becomes a subject taught at the teacher-training college (1907)

— reading Faroese becomes a compulsory subject taught in school (1912)

— writing Faroese becomes a compulsory subject taught in school (1920)

— allteachers must complete a course in Faroese before they are appointed (1931)

— translation of the New Testament (1937)

—  Faroese is placed on equal footing with Danish as a language of instruction (1938)

— Faroese is placed on equal footing with Danish as the liturgical language (1939)

— Faroese is recognized as the principal language of the Islands (1948)

— publication of the complete Faroese Bible translation (1949)

— establishment of a Faroese radio station (1957)

— Faroese place names are standardized in accordance with Faroese orthography
(1960)

— publication of the Faroese hymn book and church Bible (1961)

— establishment of a Faroese television station (1984)

— establishment of the Faroese Language Committee (1985)

— the Faroese Law of Personal Names is passed by parliament (1992)

The Faroese Student Society

The Faroese Student Society, which was founded in Copenhagen in 1910, was
actively involved in the restoration and standardization of the Faroese language.
The society published Faroese literature including, among other works, the first
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Faroese poetry collection (Yrkingar) by J. H. O. Djurhuus in 1914. It took part in
the dispute about a standardized spelling of Faroese place names. In 1924 it
published a booklet with Faroese place names and in the same year a book on the
spelling of place names. The society took an active part in the discussions about
Faroese as a language of instruction in the school system. The forerunner of this
society was the student society Grani which was founded in 1901 to ‘make the
language supple’ i.e. to further the functional elaboration of Faroese through, for
example, the creation of technical language registers. At one meeting of the Grani
society it was decided that J. Dahl should write a Faroese grammar. The grammar
was published in 1908. As a text book the Faroese grammar had great importance
for the development of a Faroese standard morphology. In 1937 the Student
Society published a pamphlet which called for changing “§7” (§7 in the Education
Act stated that the language of instruction must be Danish). The law was changed in
1938.

The Faroese Language Society (Foroya Madlfelag)

The first group to be concerned with Faroese language planning on the Faroe Islands
was the Faroese Language Society (established 1933). However, the society disinte-
grated after a relatively short time: the last annual general meeting was held in 1941,
and in 1949 an unsuccessful attempt was made to re-establish the society. The aims
of the society were similar to those of the Faroese Student Society, that is, to develop
the Faroese language so that it could be used in all areas of Faroese society, to give the
language statutory rightsin all matters, to give guidance on the use of written Faroese,
and to publish books which could serve as a model for how to express oneself in
writing. The society’s aims thus included both corpus planning and status planning
activities (cf. Poulsen 1991a: 49-50). Great importance was attached to the creation
oflists of technical terms in Faroese, and committees were set up, for example, for the
development of terminologies in the areas of trade, shipping, agriculture, medicine,
jurisprudence, schools, engineering, etc. In retrospect, we can note that not all of the
society’s terminology committees completed the desired word lists. However, the
society published a manual for letter writing (1934), a small literary history by Chr.
Matras (1935), and a small colloquial Faroese-Danish and Danish-Faroese dictio-
nary with the title Yrkisnovn, (‘technical terms’, 1937).

The Language Institute at the Faroese Society of Sciences (Mdlstovnur
Foroya Frodskaparfelags)

The same people who were active in the Danish diaspora continued with their work
after their return to the Faroe Islands. In 1952 the Faroese Society of Sciences ( Foroya
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Frédskaparfelag) was founded, and one of the main objectives of the society was to
publish Frédskaparrit, a scientific journal written entirely in Faroese, in order to
develop Faroese as alanguage of science. This was a continuation of the fundamental
aim of the Faroese Language Society to meet the linguistic demands of the modern
world. Another goal of the society was also to establish a Faroese scientific institu-
tion. In 1965 the Frédskaparsetur Foroya (or Academia Feeroensis, later Universitas
Feeroensis ) was founded (Joensen 1990). Another, equally important, aim was to
work towards language standardization and language maintenance: the Language
Institute at the Faroese Society of Science (Mdlstovnur Foroya Frédskaparfelags) was
founded in 1958 as a private organization. Its function was to give linguistic advice
and to publish lists of technical terms.

The actual reason for the establishment of the Language Institute was the
necessity of creating Faroese words and scientific terms in connection with the
Frédskaparrit journal. The necessary Faroese vocabulary was not always at hand
and there was a great need for new Faroese words. One of the first initiatives of
the Language Institute was the re-publication of the Faroese-Danish Dictionary
(1961) by M. A. Jacobsen and Chr. Matras, whose first edition came out in 1927-
28. The Faroese Government (Foroya Landsstyri) financed the publication under
the condition that the profit from the sales went to the Dictionary Foundation
(Ordabékagrunnurin) which has since then financed many Faroese dictionary
publications.

The Faroese Radio (Utvarp Foroya)

The Faroese Radio (established in 1957) initially supported a kind of standard
Faroese pronunciation based on the Southern Streymoy dialect, and newsreaders
pronounced the unstressed vowels in accordance with the orthography (and not
according to the various dialectal pronunciations). However, the principle of
using a standard Faroese pronunciation in radio broadcasts was later abandoned.
In the beginning there was also an attempt to restore the old Nordic way of
counting (for example sjeytifimm ‘seventy-five’ instead of the fimm og hdlvfjerds of
the spoken language, which is in accordance with Danish fern og halvfjerds), but
this never became the standard. In 1997 the following conclusion was reached at a
meeting:

The Radio should attempt to use a living Faroese language. The language must
be light and understandable and should be neither unnecessarily formal nor
trivialized. The language must by no means prevent the listeners from getting a
word in or from understanding the radio broadcasts. (Jacobsen 2001a: 50; the
passage has been translated from Danish)
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About the dialects it is stated: “The language of the radio should reflect the fact that
there are different dialects on the Faroe Islands, and the radio should protect the
richness of the dialects” (op.cit.). The principle of a standard pronunciation has
clearly been rejected. Today all broadcasters are allowed to use their (mutually
intelligible) dialects.

The Faroese television (Sjénvarp Foroya)

Sjénvarp Foroya was founded in 1984. On 13 January 2001 the then minister of
cultural affairs submitted a proposal for changes in the law of the Logting about
radio and television. In the notes for the proposal the minister put forward some
thoughts on language and the linguistic influence from television media. The
minister pointed out that with the present development in the media it is necessary
to strengthen Faroese television as a cultural institution and a cultural transmitter,
because the Faroese language and culture are under great pressure from foreign
language mass media. The production of Faroese programs and the broadcasting of
high quality foreign programs with Faroese subtitles is thus very important. The
objective was that Faroese programs should make up half of the total broadcasting
time by 1 January, 2003. Great importance is attached to strengthening the position
of the Faroese language in television programs, especially for children and teenag-
ers. According to the program guidelines, the television should try to use a “living”
Faroese language, i.e. the language should be easily understandable and not unnec-
essarily formal. With regard to the dialects it is said that the television should reflect
the fact that there are many dialects on the Faroe Islands, and that the television
should protect the linguistic treasure of the dialects (the same wording as the one
for the radio).

The Faroese Language Commiittee (Foroyska mdlnevndin)

In 1985 the Faroese Language Committee (Foroyska mdlnevndin) was established. It
is similar in structure and function to the other Nordic language councils. How-
ever, the statutes of the committee are most similar to that of the Icelandic Lan-
guage Council and express a pronounced purist and normative orientation. The
Language Committee is a publicly financed entity, whose aim is the development
and preservation of the Faroese language. The Faroese Language Committee pro-
vides public institutions and the general public with advice and information on
questions concerning the Faroese language. The Language Committee also collects
and records new Faroese words and helps to select and create new words. Accord-
ing to the statues, the Committee is also required to detect any “incorrect” usage
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that may appear, and should attempt to prevent such usage from becoming the
norm. The Language Committee works together with other terminology institu-
tions, and has a secretariat with a full-time position for a secretary, who answers
linguistic questions from public institutions and individuals. The most typical
question to the Language Committee is: what is this or that called in Faroese? It is
emphasized in the statutes that the Language Committee should co-operate with
the media and other relevant institutions (e.g. central administration and schools).
The Language Committee receives many enquiries, mostly via telephone and e-
mail. According to the statutes, one of the functions of the Language Committee is
to answer questions about personal names and place names. Since the establish-
ment of the Committee of Personal Names in 1992 (see below), the issue of
personal names has been administered by this institution. The chairman of the
Committee of Personal Names is a scientific employee at the Institute of Faroese
Language and Literature at the University of the Faroe Islands.

The Language Committee has five members who meet once a month in order
to discuss the incoming questions. The Government appoints the members based
upon recommendations from the National Education Department, the Institute of
Faroese Language and Literature at the University of the Faroe Islands, the Faroese
Language Teachers’ Association, the Faroese Society of Authors and the Faroese
Media Union. The Language Committee is elected for four years. The Institute of
Faroese Language and Literature at the University of the Faroe Islands provides
general linguistic assistance and guidance, and makes its language collections avail-
able to the Committee. The secretariat of the Language Committee (Mdlstovan) has
rooms at the Institute of Faroese Language and Literature. The Language Commit-
tee is a member of the Nordic Language Council where matters of a common
Nordic interest are discussed.

In summary, we may say that the present language policy is implemented
through the usual channels: dictionaries, grammars, newspapers, radio and televi-
sion, works of terminology, standard works, text books, schools, through the
Language Committee’s mouthpiece Ordafar and through the daily language coun-
selling performed by the secretariat of the Language Committee.

Personal names

We would like to include a discussion of personal names in this survey because
names are indeed an important part of a language. The first “Law of Personal
Names” was passed in 1992. A list of approved names was compiled and a Com-
mittee of Personal Names was set up to administer the law. One of the principles
was that a valid name must be in accordance with the rules of Faroese orthogra-
phy, pronunciation and morphological inflection. The Law of Personal Names
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from 1992 represents a new linguistic standard. The Law was evaluated after ten
years resulting in a revised and more liberal name law which came into force on 1
July, 2002.

In 1989 the Faroese Language Committee gave out a list of personal names. In
this list the main emphasis was placed on Old Norse name material; names which
were not in accordance with Faroese morphology, orthography and pronunciation
were omitted (Poulsen 1989). This policy points back to a previous name list from
1930 (Jacobsen & Matras 1930), the main purpose of which was to make the
Faroese use more names of Nordic origin. The name list from 1930 contained
names from The Saga of the Faroe Islanders, from medieval diplomas as well as
Faroese place names and common Nordic names. In 1992 the Committee of
Personal Names followed this policy and interpreted it very literally to the great
dissatisfaction of many people. The 1992 law was too restrictive towards well-
established names which did not fit the strict interpretation of Faroese names.
These names — e.g. names of the type Leif, Oluf, Erik, Joen, Jacob, that is, Danish
“versions” of old Faroese names Leivur, Olavur, Eirikur, Jégvan, Jékup — have
existed in the Faroese name material for several centuries. The more liberal 2002
law allows Danish name forms to a greater degree. It remains, however, a fact that
the name list of the Committee of Personal Names favours names of Old Norse
origin and supports the Old Norse custom of patronymics.

Place names

Next to personal names, place names were also given Danish versions (for example
on maps). However, in the spoken language the place names have always been
Faroese. The Danish names given to localities on the Faroe Islands are thus a written
language phenomenon. Nevertheless, a considerable effort was made in the first
half of the twentieth century to establish Faroese names. The Faroese Student
Society in Copenhagen worked hard to standardize Faroese place names. The
Danish names were, in many cases, distortions of the original Faroese forms, for
example, Danish Andefjord for Faroese Oyndarfjordur, Glibre for Glyvrar, Myggences
for Mykines, Sudere for Suduroy, etc.

In 1960 a list of Faroese place names (Listi yvir stadanovn i Foroyum) was
published. The list has two parts: one with Faroese names and one with Danish
names. In the Faroese part there are 1576 names; in the Danish part there are 178
names. The Danish part contains the following localities: groups of islands, the
most important islands and promontories, districts, municipalities and villages, the
largest lakes and the most important waters. The Committee of Place Names
stresses that some of these Danish names are very old and go back to the oldest land
registries from the sixteenth century, i.e. they are older than the Faroese written
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language. On maps and in other official documents Faroese place names are listed
in the Danish form. The Committee of Place Names commented on the list of place
names from 1960 as follows:

The Committee of Place Names has aimed to limit the number of Danish place
names as much as possible and intends to further reduce it in future editions of the
list but, out of consideration for the central administration, it considers it neces-
sary to retain provisionally the Danish names of the most important localities side
by side with the Faroese (translated from Listi yvir stadanevn i Foroyum 1960; for
further discussion of the standardization of Faroese place names cf. Schmidt
2002: 337).

As far as the standardization of the orthography is concerned, the Committee of
Place Names remarks that the Faroese orthography used in the Faroese-Danish
dictionary (from 1927-28) has been generally followed. However, they respect the
changes approved by the Faroese local education authority in 1954 (see below).

Thereare different types of place names in Faroese. Concerning the orthography
of place names the following rules can be formulated: names consisting ofanoun and
an adjective are written in one word (e.g. Langasandur from langur ‘long’ and sandur
‘sand’); names with an adjective in the comparative or superlative are written in two
words both with a capital letter (e.g. Heimara Li0 ‘sloop nearer to the village’); names
with an enclitic adjective are written in two words, both with a capital letter (e.g.
Gjégvin Litla ‘cleft the little’); names consisting of a noun plus an adverb plus a noun
are written in three words with a capital letter in the nouns (e.g. Fjallid millum Botna
‘the mountain between valleys’); names consisting of an adverb plus a preposition
plus a noun are written as follows: the adverb with a capital letter, the preposition in
lower case and the noun with a capital letter (e.g. Yviri vid Strond ‘over by seaside’).
On current maps of the Faroe Islands (the latest map came out in 1998) there are
about 14 000 place names. However, the spelling of the names does not always follow
the rules which were established in the list from 1960.

The standard forms of foreign geographical names are found in the publication
Statsnavne og nationalitetsord ‘State Names and Nationality Words’. The Language
Committee has standardized these forms. Work continues to be carried out con-
cerning Faroese place names, including the standardization of these names at the
Institute of Faroese Language and Literature at the University of the Faroe Islands.

6. Conclusion: Evaluation and re-codification

Evaluation refers to the analysis of how well the above-mentioned efforts have
succeeded in Faroese society. The aim is to assess the degree to which one should
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alter or modify standardization initiatives which have not produced the intended
results. The standard should be evaluated or revised if it turns out not to be
acceptable as a whole, or with regard to individual aspects.

There are some concrete examples of re-codification in the Faroese orthogra-
phy. Hammershaimb’s first edition of the orthography (1846) was less etymological
than the orthography used in the grammar (1854) and the Faroese Anthology
(1891). In later works further changes occurred. These led to a closer approxima-
tion of the orthography to the Old Norse norm. For example, a differentiation was
made between <i>and <y>; the Old Norse diphthong <au> (which in 1846 was
written <e>in short position, e.g. Esturoi), was changed to <ey> (today the word is
written Eysturoy, which is the name of one of the islands); <e>was changed to <a>
in front of <ng> (e.g. drangur high projecting rock in the sea’); and the dative
ending -un was changed to -um (Hansen 1991: 6-7). The most radical suggestion
for a change in the orthography came in 1889 when Jakobsen introduced his
phonetically based orthography which was meant to replace Hammershaimb’s
etymological orthography. In the late nineteenth century the first newspaper writ-
ten in Faroese (Foringatidindi) was established, and standardization of the orthog-
raphy was therefore extremely relevant. The orthography of Hammershaimb had
barely had time to stabilize itself as a norm when the new proposal appeared. It was
impossible to come to an agreement about which orthography was the best and a
compromise called Broyting (‘change’) was made between Hammershaimb’s ety-
mological orthography and Jakobsen’s phonetic orthography. The new orthogra-
phy built on the etymological principle with the exception of a few modifications
which moved the orthographical standard closer to the pronunciation (Larsen
1991: 11). Broyting did not gain ground either. Jakobsen, however, used this com-
promise consequently in all his later publications.

In the Faroese Anthology from 1891 both <g>and <¢> are used, correspond-
ing to the division between ce (or) and ¢ in Old Norse, that is, <¢>indicated the i-
umlauted vowel, while <¢> indicated the u-umlauted vowel (the two have merged
in modern Faroese). In the Anthology one can find pairs of homonyms with the two
<p>-forms: dda (‘a sort of large mussel’) and #da (‘make angry’). But in the Faroese-
Danish dictionary from 1927-28 a distinction is no longer made between the two
letters. J. Dahl is the last to keep up the distinction between the two symbols, and he
does this, for example, in his translation of the New Testament in 1937; e.g. he
writes brodur (‘brothers’) but fast (£. sg./pl. to fastur ‘firm’).

In 1954 further changes were made to the orthography. One of the aims was to
introduce common features of the spoken language into the written standard
language. The changes were suggested by a committee set up by the Logting. The
changes included the simplification of double consonants preceding a consonantal
inflectional ending, e.g. tunnur ‘thin’ but tunt (viz. tunn+t), kann (present singular
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of the verb kunna, ‘could’) but kanst (viz. kann-+st). The reform also introduced the
optional forms of eingin/ongin ‘no one, none’. Another change was to accept the ir-
forms used in the spoken language as variants of the archaic -i-forms in the plural of
strongly inflected neuter nouns, e.g. stykkir next to stykki ‘pieces, bits’. At the end of
the 1954 announcement the committee explicitly allowed for spelling variation:

It is noted that the Faroese orthography in the schools will in the future be
determined in accordance with the above points. This means that every pupil, to the
degree to which the orthography in relation to the above mentioned points is
optional, can freely choose which of the optional forms he wishes to use, without
this being considered a mistake on the part of the pupil. (Translated from Danish).

The Faroese by and large agree on the present orthography despite the large
difference between pronunciation and spelling. Nevertheless, during the 1990s
suggestions have been made to change the spelling in a direction which brings it
closer to the pronunciation.

Notes

* This article was translated from the original Danish text by Maria Novrup, University of
Copenhagen. The translation has been edited by Ana Deumert and Wim Vandenbussche.

1. This was a ring dance performed without accompanying music: dancers held hands while
singing ballads under the leadership of a “songleader”. This dance is rooted in the medieval
European dance tradition and has survived until the present day on the Faroe Islands.

2. Scandinavism was a movement with the aim to demonstrate the linguistic relationships
between the languages of the Nordic countries.

3. The statutes of the Association state that neologisms should be used in the publications of
the society instead of loanwords. Loanwords which were found in thirteenth and fourteenth
century texts, however, were accepted in those cases where better or more “beautiful”
Icelandic words did not exist (Ottésson 1990: 42).

4. -lighed combines two suffixes: -lig turns a word into an adjective (cf. English -Iy), whereas
-hed is a noun marker.

5. The Icelandic terminologist Sigurdur Jénsson claims that the demand for neologisms
(rather than borrowings) is an obstruction to terminology work in Iceland, i.e. purism
makes it difficult to develop a well functioning Icelandic terminology. In his opinion, the
technical terms should not be national but international (Jénsson 1990).

6. The folk high school is an examination free educational institution for adults, primarily
aimed at “personal development”.
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Standardization in progress
of a language in decay

Eric Hoekstra
Fryske Akademy, The Netherlands

1. Historical background

The first standard of the Frisian language is reflected in documents from the so-
called Old Frisian period (c. 1200 to 1550; cf. Bremmer 2001).! These surviving
manuscripts show a considerable degree of linguistic uniformity. When Old Frisian
disappeared from the historical record around 1550, Frisian lost its early standard.
During the subsequent Middle Frisian Period (roughly 1550-1800) there are few
signs of standardization in the modest written production. The roots of the modern
Frisian standard (from 1800 to the present day) lie in the linguistic romanticism of
the nineteenth century. Frisian may thus be said to have had an incipient standard
language (Old Frisian), to have lost it and to have acquired a new standard. In this
paper I will first briefly discuss the Old Frisian standard and then concentrate on
the origin and development of the standard of present-day Frisian.

Norm selection, codification, acceptance and decay in Old Frisian

Little is known about the process of norm selection in Old Frisian. However, some
indirect evidence may be gleaned from the type of texts that were written in Old
Frisian. Old Frisian literature comprises mainly legal texts; most of the remaining
documents are historical chronicles which were written for political and/or ideo-
logical purposes (Johnston 2001 provides a useful overview of Old Frisian law
manuscripts; charters are discussed by Vries 2001a). Apart from legal texts, there
are also religious texts, historical texts as well as texts dealing with administrative
issues. To the latter category belongs a large collection of charters (i.e. manuscripts
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recording privileges and property) as well as municipal records written in Old
Frisian. The written tradition of Old Frisian begins in about 1200 (Bremmer 2001).
However, the oldest parts of some legal texts (Santjin késten ‘Seventeen Statutes’
and Fjouwer-en-tweintich ldnrjochten ‘Twenty-four Land Laws’), as far as their
content is concerned, date back to the ninth century, and were allegedly given by
Charlemagne (Algra 1991: 205-279). It must be kept in mind that the Old Frisian
tradition existed next to the older and more influential tradition of Latin. Latin is
therefore the first factor that will have influenced the process of norm selection,
especially since most scribes may be assumed to have been versed both in Latin and
in Old Frisian. Norm elaboration was not an explicitly conscious process as it often
is in the modern age. The rules of the language were not codified in grammars and
dictionaries, although there probably existed word lists for pedagogical purposes.
An indirect example of the latter are the Psalmglossen (‘Psalm glosses’). These are
Old Frisian inter-verbal glosses to fragments of Latin psalms. Norm elaboration in
the Old Frisian period was mainly a function of the development of new genres of
written texts. The legal texts are older (ninth century to thirteenth century), but as
the knowledge of writing diffused through the community, chronicles and admin-
istrative documents came into existence (thirteenth century to fifteenth century; cf.
Johnston 2001). These genres contributed to the diversification of the vocabulary.
Moreover, the need to communicate different kinds of information led to the
development of standards specific to the text genre at hand. Norm acceptance is in
the first place a matter of power and prestige. Translated into the social situation of
the northern Netherlands between 1200 and 1550, the influence of Old Frisian can
be gleaned from the wide geographical dispersion of manuscripts (roughly in the
area between the IJsselmeer in the northern Netherlands and the river Weser in
northern Germany). The written norm was most likely put into practice by monks
and scribes in the service of secular and religious authorities.

The Old Frisian standard was subsequently affected by norm decay and function
loss. Due to shifts in power and prestige, Old Frisian gradually lost its position to the
rival standards of Low German (see Langer this volume) and Dutch (see Willemyns
this volume). This process has been described and analysed by Vries (1993, 2001b).
Frisian was replaced by Dutch in the sixteenth century as far as the written language
was concerned, but Frisian remained the spoken language of the country. Neverthe-
less, because of the status associated with written language and because of the
immigration of powerful Dutch-appointed officials, the higher echelons of society
regularly spoke Dutch. Moreover, in more formal situations such as church services
and court sessions, Dutch was also used as the spoken language.

What were the reasons for the decay of Old Frisian as a written language? First,
it should be noted that the Old Frisian writing tradition was not particularly strong,
since it existed in the shadow of the all-powerful Latin tradition. Second, there was
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hardly any religious or secular literature in Old Frisian, and the socio-cultural basis
of the Old Frisian writing tradition was thus very small. Accordingly, when printing
came to Frisia, there was not much Old Frisian material available for printing. The
only printed book of the fifteenth century is a collection of Old Frisian law texts
with Latin glosses. Third, the systematic production of charters and other adminis-
trative documents begins rather late, roughly in the sixteenth century, although
individual documents had already been produced in the fourteenth century. The
late beginning of the systematic production of charters is due to the socio-eco-
nomic development of Frisia at that time. There was no central political power
enforcing control through a written administration, and the Frisian nobility was
small and politically insignificant. In fact, Frisia consisted of a number of indepen-
dent municipalities, which formed a political federation. Frisia was a largely agri-
cultural society and cities, otherwise centres of written administration, developed
late and remained comparatively small (on the historical development of Frisian
towns cf. Vries 2000). In the years 14991504, the municipalities lost their indepen-
dence to an external power: to the duchy of Saxony (led by Duke Albert of Saxony,
later by Duke Georg) until 1515 and to the Burgundian-Habsburgian Empire (led
by Charles of Austria, Count of Holland, after Georg sold his rule over Frisia for
100,000 florins) until 1581. Saxony’s rule ended municipal independence and is
commonly referred to as the end of ‘Frisian freedom’. Although Frisian charters are
found as early as the fourteenth century, they always exist side by side with Dutch
charters, and Dutch was invariably used when charters involved parties from
outside Frisia. In the second half of the fifteenth century, Dutch was increasingly
used for charters involving parties from within Frisia. Usage varied from city to city.
Sometimes the charters were in Dutch, while correspondence about the charters
was in Frisian, as was the case with the city of Bolsward. In other words, with the
introduction of a centralized government in Frisia (by Charles of Austria, Count of
Holland), the importance of administrative writing increased and the language
used by that government was Dutch.

A slumbering written language: Middle Frisian?

In the period from 1550 to 1800, Frisian did not have any official status: it was a
spoken language and was used mainly in the countryside. The cities had developed
their own language, Stédsk (‘Town Frisian’), a mixture of Dutch and Frisian. The
oldest Town Frisian text dates from 1768 (a play called Vermaak der Slagtery by A.
Jeltema). Town Frisian came into existence as a result of Frisians attempting to
speak Dutch (Fokkema 1937; Jonkman 1993; Van Bree 2001).

Education in Frisia at the time did not lead to native-like proficiency in Dutch.
Little is known about the training of scribes. However, the linguistic insufficiency of
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their training can be gleaned from the extent to which they mixed the languages
involved. It has been pointed out by, for example, Johnston (2001: 592) that some
of the Low German manuscripts produced in Frisia were full of Frisian idioms. As
most Frisians had no substantial command of Dutch, they transferred the syntactic
structures of Frisian into their Dutch, similar to what second language learners do
when they acquire a second language imperfectly. In other words, gaps in the
knowledge of the target language are filled with linguistic structures which came
from the learner’s mother tongue (Van Coetsem 1988; Hoekstra 1993). Accord-
ingly, Town Frisian shared most of the sound system and the vocabulary of fre-
quent words, including irregular verbs, with Dutch. With Frisian it shared
morphological suffixes, syntax and the vocabulary of infrequent words. The very
existence of Town Frisian testifies to the omnipotence of Dutch as a language of
prestige and power in Frisia. The Frisian language proper was to a very large extent
relegated to the countryside and the lower walks of society.

Nevertheless, some Frisian was still written in the sixteenth and seventeenth
centuries. Although the latest Old Frisian writings almost coincide with the oldest
Middle Frisian writings, Middle Frisian completely breaks with the orthography
and grammar of Old Frisian and presumably reflects the spoken language of that
period much more closely than the archaic Old Frisian standard, which the spoken
language in its continuous development had long left behind (i.e. by about 1500/
1550). There is also a difference in text genres between Old Frisian and Middle
Frisian documents. Whereas Old Frisian texts deal primarily with the law, charters
and administration, Middle Frisian texts involve secular and spiritual literature.

An important figure of the Middle Frisian period was the Baroque poet Gysbert
Japicx (1603-1666). He is the author of most of the surviving Middle Frisian
language material. His Friesche Rymelarye (‘Frisian rhymings’, 1668) contain both
pastoral and religious poetry. A later edition of his work also includes correspon-
dence and prose translations. In his work Japicx could not fall back on Old Frisian
for either subject matter, choice of words or orthography (Halbertsma 1827: 317—
319, cited in Breuker 2001a: 712). Not only was there hardly any literature in Old
Frisian, but the language had become obsolete by the seventeenth century and the
old manuscripts were not easily available. Japicx had to develop his own orthogra-
phy and his own diction (including both literary style and lexicon). His personal
written variety served as a kind of standard language for himself and a small circle of
readers, some of whom adopted his spelling conventions. However, this literary
standard was isolated within Frisian society where Dutch and Latin were the
dominant written languages. Japicx’ importance for the development of the Frisian
standard language is fourfold. First, the literary quality of his texts made him one of
the most important writers of the time (even when compared with the contempo-
rary Dutch and Latin literature in Frisia). Second, he was the most significant
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Middle Frisian writer with respect to sheer quantity of textual production: about
half of the surviving Middle Frisian material has been written by Japicx. Third, his
work kept Frisian alive as a written language by providing a linguistic ‘model’ for
later Middle Frisian writers such as, for example, Jan Althuysen (1715-1763).
Other writers, like Johannes Hilarides (1649—1725) and Eelke Meinerts (1732—
1812), took a more linguistic interest in Japicx’ work. Their writings contributed to
ling