Languages in Contact, eds. D.G. Gilbers, J. Nerbonne, J. Schaeken
(= Studies in Slavic and General Linguistics 28), Amsterdam-Atlanta: Rodopi, 2000, XXX-XXX.

DUTCH-GERMAN CONTACT IN AND AROUND BENTHEIM
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1. Introduction

Up to the midde of the 20" century, for people on bah sides of the Dutch-
German bader, the border was no impediment for understanding each ather.
The Low Saxon daeds on bdh sides of the border formed a smooth con
tinuum. Until the second world war the use of the Dutch and German standard
languages was restricted almost to schod, the diurch and government circles.
Espedaly since the seaond world war, the use of standard languages has in-
creased and in particular in everyday communicaion, while the use of the
diadled has increasingly been restricted to the private sphere. Furthermore, the
diadeds in Eastern Netherlands were getting more Dutch while the dialeds in
North West Germany were getting more German (cf. Auer and Hinskens 1996
15-18for the influence of pdliticd bordersin Europa). On the one hand a lot of
objeds were no longer used, so words which were in bah the Dutch and the
German Low Saxon daleds disappeared. On the other hand, when new objeds
are introduwed, the name is often barowed from the standard language.
However, existing words were dso replaced by words which are the same or
more similar to ores in the standard languages. So the result is that the sig-
nificance of the pdliticd border as dialect border is increasing (Kremer 1984,
1990, Niebaum 1990. The present paper examines the cntemporary situation
in order to find ou whether the border continues to drive the dialeds apart and
to examine the dfed of the standard languages. Remarkably, the dfeds are
noticeadle over aperiod d two to threegenerations.

Part 14 d the Reeks Nederlands(ch)e Dialectatlassen (RND) was compil ed
by H. Entjes and contains transcriptions of dialeds in South Drenthe and North
Overijssl (Entjes 1982. The transcriptions were made in 19741975. Besides
Dutch daleds this part also contains eight diaeds in the wurty Bentheim.
Entjes justified his choice by referring to the dissertation d Arnold Rakers:
“Die Mundarten der aten Grafschaft Bentheim und ihrer reichsdeutschen und
niederlandischen Umgebung”, Oldenburg, 1944 (cf. also Rakers 1993. The
dissertation mentions that the Gildehauser Schulchronik reported that the first
grade of the dementary schod used Dutch as a language of instruction for the
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last time in April, 1902.In 1925L aar was the last reformed church which sang
psalms in Dutch in services. National Socialism completely pushed away the
use of Dutch language only in 1933.But Dutch saaed writings and the Dutch
Satenbijbel were still used for along time.

In this paper we investigate the (changes in the) relation between the aght
variants in Bentheim, and rine Dutch daeds which form a ring around
Bentheim (see Figure 1). We research the influence of pdliticd borders and
language standardisation. For this purpose we use Levenshtein distance for
measuring the phoretic distances between dalects. The distance measure is
explained in Kruskal (1983 and was first applied to dalect data by Kesder
(1999. Using Levenshtein distances two strings (two dialectal pronurciations
of the same word) are compared by caculating the st of (the least costly set
of) operations mapping one phoretic transcription to ancther. The basic costs
are those of insertions, deletions and substitutions. The basic procedures are
made more sensitive by using bundes of feaures and weighting operation costs
by phoretic simil arity (redised in feature overlap).

On the basis of the Levenshtein dstances the dialeds are dassfied by
clustering (Jain and Dubes 1988 or multidimensional scding (Kruska and
Wish 1989. The final result of clustering is a dendrogram which is a
hierarchicdly structured treein which the diaects are the leds. The result of
multidimensional scding is a map, where the geographic distance between
kindred daleds is small, and between dfferent dialeds great. Nerbome ¢ al.
(1996, Nerbonre and Heainga (1998 and Nerbonre & al. (1999 show the
applicaion d the mmparison and classfication methods on Dutch daeds.

Figure 1. The locations of the Dutch and German dialeds.
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2. Data
2.1 Dialects

To examine changes in time we need comparable sources from diff erent times.
As mentioned, as the older one we used transcriptions in the RND, made in
19741975.We seleded 9 Dutch and 8 German variants, so we get atotal of 17
variants. The average age of the informants of these variants is 58. Per site, two
informants were interviewed, except for Nieuw Schoorebeek and Wilsum,
where three informants were interviewed. Entjes interviewed the informants
mostly on the basis of a Dutch questionraire. When this resulted in problemsin
conredion with the German locdions, he @muld amost always Slve the
problem by using his own dalect (diaect of Vroomshoop. In some caes, he
could orly solve the problem by using standard German.

A newer source was not available, so in 1999we mnducted new interviews
and made transcriptions of the same dialeds. To maximise the time span, we
interviewed younger informants. Their average ae is 39. Per site we
interviewed ore informant, except for Lattrop and Vass where we interviewed
two informants. For the Dutch dalects we used the questionraire & given in
part 14 d the RND. For the German daleds we made aGerman trandation d
the Dutch questionreire and used that one. The present inhabitants of Bentheim
understand Dutch more poarly than the inhabitants in the past, so using a Dutch
guestionnaire would have resulted in atransdation with alot of echo forms.

When making transcriptions of the recordings, we took the old RND
transcriptions as a basis, and made dianges in it where we heard differences.
We dose this procedure to guarantee maximal consistency of the new
transcriptions with the old ores.

The omplete RND questionraire @nsists of 141 sentences. For our
research, from these sentences we dose 100 words, which we think are
representative for the range of sounds in the varieties. When making new
recordings, we only recorded the sentences which contains one or more of the
100words.

2.2 Standard languages

To examine the influence of the standard languages we need transcriptions of
standard Dutch and standard German which are consistent with the diaect
transcriptions.

2.2.1 Standard Dutch

For the Dutch transcription we took the Tekstboelje of Blancquaat (193) as a
basis. The phoretic system used in it is the same & in the RND, with the
exception d some extensions we will mention below. Using this “textbook we
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obtain a mnsistent word list because Blancquaert edited a great many parts of
the RND, whil e other editors learned transcription from Blancquaert or worked
with his outlines.

Transcriptions were taken from this textbook whenever the mntext was not
significantly different from the RND questionreire ntext. For words which
could na be found there, transcriptions were made which are analogous to
similar words in the source

In the textbook, Blancquaert usesonly [ ], no[ ]. However, in the RND the
[ ]isused. Because in Dutch bah realisations are dlowed, in the word list for
eat word containing one or more <r>'s, we dso nde avariant in which the
<r>'s are pronourced as [ ]. Further, Blancquaert transcribed bah the
labiodental and the bilabial <w> as [ ]. In the RND a distinction is made
between them. In our word list, a each place where a<w> agppears at the
beginning of a syllable, we note it as [ ]. If a <w> gppears a the end of a
syllable or after <u> (for example: <nieuwe>, <duwen>, <brouwer>), we note
itas[ ]. The[ ]isnoted at the beginning of asyllable, the[ ] at the end d a
syllable. Blancquaet notes <tj> as [ ], for example: <tuintjes> is[ . 1,
<kindie>is | ]. Thisis like the notation o the RND, with the exception
of part 16 (Groningen and Noord-Drenthe) where <j>isnoted as[ ]. If aword
ends on the syllable <en> (for example: <komen>, <rozen>, <open>),
Blancquaeat aways notes that syllable s < >. However, we dways omit the
finaln (forexamplee [ . 1,[ : 1,[ . 1). Thisisin acordance with the
pronurciation given in CELEX and Paardekooper (1998. Blancquaert did na
note which syllable is dresed. We dso dd nd. Note that in bah the textbook
andthe RND, the[ ] precadingthe[ ],[ Jor[ ]isnotedas|[ ] (for example
in: <bom>, <lont>, <honger>).

In the texts of Blancquaert, a distinction is made between [ ] and [ ], for
example: <vier> is[vi.r] and <fier>is[ : ]. It seemsthat both in the textbook
andinthe RND a[ ]istranscribed if a <v>isnoted anda| ] istranscribed if a
<f>isnoted. In the newer transcriptions we made, for most dialeds only the[ ]
was heard and nded, even where in spelling a <v> would be spelled. But for
present-day standard Dutch the same gplies. bath, the <v> and the <> are
pronourced as [ ]. So we made a 1974 \ersion d standard Dutch with
distinction ketween [ ] and|[ ], and a 1999 \ersion d standard Dutch in which
only the [ ] isused. Thiswill also avoid that the results unfairly show that the
1999 daleds diverged from standard Dutch.

In the RND the [ ] is never used, athough ore shoud exped this sundin
the transcriptions of Brabant and Limburg dialects. Instead of it the [ ] was
used. To keeg the material consistent, we did the same for the new
transcriptions, athough sometimes the [ ] was head in the recordings of the
German dalects.
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2.2.2 Standard Ger man

For making a Standard German word list, we used the Worterbuch der
deutschen Ausgprache (1969. Using this dictionary, one shoud be avare of the
fadthat IPA[ Jisnatedas| ], whilelPA[ Jisnaedas[ ]. ThelPA [ ] is
noted as [ ]. Because the RND [ ] is nat the same & the [ ] used in this
dictionary, for German we used [ | instead of it.

In the dictionary the <> isalwaysnated as| ], never as[ ]. However, in the
RND the[ ] isused. Because in German bah realisations are dlowed, in the
word list for each word containing one or more <>’'s, we dso nde avariant in
which the <«>'sare pronownced as| ].

Asin the Blancquaet/RND notation, the[ | precedingthe[ ],[ Jor[ ]is
noted as[ ]. The[ ] was noted where the [ ] was given in the dictionary, and
this procedure was carried over to the transcriptions of the 1999 \arieties.

The dictionary usesonly the [ ]. The[ ] represents the bilabial voiced sound
which isusually noted as [ ] in Dutch transcriptions. Furthermore, only the[ |
isused, the[ ] never appears.

In the dictionary, three diphthongs are mentioned: <au> transcribed as| ],
<eu> or <au> transcribed as|[ ], and <ei> or <ai> transcribed as[ ]. Below
the two elements, an arch is noted. However, the notation d the diphthongs is
not consistent with the RND natation. According to the dictionary the <ou> in
Dutch <Gouda>, <Oosterhou> and <brouwer> is equal to the German <au>.
Therefore we use the Blancquaert/RND notation for the German <au>: [ . ].
Some people have the opinion that the German <au> is more open than the
Dutch <ou> or <au>. The German <eu> or <au> is equal to the Dutch <oi> as
in <spoiler>. We noteit as[ .']. The German <ei> or <ai> is equal to the Dutch
<a> asin<mais>. Wenateit as[ .].

According to Koenraads (1967, who uwses the same notation as in the
Worterbuch der deutschen Ausgrache, German dphthongs are faling
diphthorgs. The first component is dressed more strongly than the sewnd
comporent. In Blancquaert and in the RND thisis indicated by noting the first
element half long and the seaond element smaller or in superscript. For reasons
of consistency, we gplied this natation to the German diphthongs as well.

In the dictionary it is mentioned that in words ending in <en> or <em> the
[ 1may beomitted after [ [,[ ,[ LI I.[1L.[ LI L[ I.[ land[ ]insome
stuations (at fast rates of speedr, in some phondogica environments).
However, in the diminutive ending <chen> the[ ] is aways pronowced. In our
transcription, after [, [ L [ LILILI LI LILT Tor[ ]wegivea
second variant inwhich [ ] isreplaceal by [

In words ending in <en>the[ | may beomitted after [ 1,[ ,[1.] 1. [ ]
and[ ]. Thisis not alowed in the endings <igen> and <em>. In fina syllable
acamulations (for example <rettenden>) only the [ ] in the first <en> may be
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omitted. In ou transcription, after [ ] or [ ] we give asecnd variant in which
[ lisreplacalby|[ ] [ Jor[ ]1by[ 1] [ lor[ ]by[ ]

In words ending in <el> (for example <Knuppel>) the [ ] may be omitted,
except after avowel or after [ ],[ ] or[ ]. In aur transcription we give asemnd
variantinwhich[ ]isreplacal by ]

In words ending in <er> (for example <Lehrer>) the <er> shoud be
pronourced as amid vowel. We transcribe the syllable a [ ]. In words ending
on <r> where the <> is preceded by a long vowel (for example <vier>), the
<r> shoud be pronourced as adark mid vowel. We transcribethe<r> as[ ]. In
words with ore of the preliminarily syllables <er>, <her>, <ver> or <zer> (for
example Versuch>) the <r> shoud be pronourced as a dark mid vowel. We
would transcribe the <> as[ ], but in ou word li st such words do nd occur.

3. Convergence and divergence with respect to standard languages

We cdculated the mutual Levenshtein dstances between the old variants, the
mutua distances between the new dialeds, and the distances between the old
and the new variants. The crrelation between the old phoretic distances and
the geographic distances turned ou to be equal to 0.6056 while the wrrelation
between the new phoretic distances and the geographic distances is equal to
0.5228.Thisreduced value dready points to amore arupt phoretic map dwe to
the dfeds of the border. Furthermore the arrelation between the old and the
new distances is equal to 0.8394.All correlation coefficients mentioned here
are significant.

3.1 Dutch or German?

Goosens tries to answer the question: What are Dutch daleds? (1977 11-30).
Among other things he discusses the definition which remgnizes a Dutch
diaded as avariant which shows more dcharacteristics of Dutch than of any other
standard language. Goossens objection against this definition is that applying it
is not feasible. One has to knav the complete vocabulary of all spekers of the
didled you want to reseach, and besides, the vocabulary of a spesker can
change ay time.

However, ignoring this objedion, and assuming that the informants are
representative of the dialeds, and that the word list is representative of the
vocabulary of the informants, we can determine if dialeds are Dutch or German
using Levenshtein distance Applying this definition all dialeds in 19741975
were Dutch, including those on German territory. In 1999,the diaects in the
Netherlands are still Dutch, as are the Bentheim dialeds of Lage and Wilsum,
whil e the other Bentheim dialeds were German.
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3.2 Examining classification results

Clustering on the basis of the 1974-1975 daleds results in a main dvision
consisting on the one hand d a group containing both standard languages and,
on the other a group containing al dialeds (see Figure 2a). We find that the
southern Dutch variants (Langeveen, Lattrop and Vasse) are more similar to the
German variants than to the rest of the Dutch diaects. Clustering the 1999
diadleds we get a sharp dvision in Dutch variants (including standard Dutch)
and German variants (including standard German) (see Figure 2b). Now the
southern Dutch variants are grouped among the other Dutch variants, whil e the
standard languages are grouped among the varieties of the wurtries they
correspond with. Comparing the old and the new dendrograms dhows that
dideds have grown to be more similar to their correspondng standard
languages.

Having 17 dd daleds, 17 rew dialeds, 2 dd standard languages and 2 rew
standard languages, we get atotal of 38 variants. With multidimensional scding
we cdculated onthe basis of the mutual distances, 2 dmensional coordinates,
one for each variant (see Figure 3). The result shows clealy that for each
variant, the newer one is more dosely located to its correspondng standard
language than the older one.

Figure 2a. The dendrogram on the basis of the 19741975 dstances; “sd” is the older standard
Dutch, while “sg” is dandard German.
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Figure 2b. The dendrogram on the basis of the 1999 dstances; “SD” is the newer standard
Dutch, while “SG” is g¢andard German.

Figure 3. The multidimensional scding plot on the basis of 38 variants, containing 17 dd
dideds, 17 new diaeds, 2 dd standard languages and 2 new standard languages. Note the
simil ariti es to the geographic map.
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3.3 Convergence and divergence

By subtracting the old dstances from the new distances, we get negative and
positive values. Negative values correspond with convergence, while positive
values corresponds with dvergence

It turned ou that all Dutch dialeds converged to standard Dutch, while dl
German dalects diverged from standard Dutch. All German dalects converged
to standard German. The Dutch daeds of Nieuw Schoorebeek, Schoonebesk,
Coevorden, Gramsbergen, Vase and Lattrop aso showed some wnvergence
toward standard German, while Radewijk, Bergentheim and Langeveen
diverged from it.

Figure 4 give an idea of the extent to which daeds converged (a) or
diverged (b) to their standard languages. Nieuw Schoorebeek, Schoorebeek
and Vas® very strongly converged to standard Dutch, just as al German
diadleds conwverged to standard German. The extent to which aher diaects
converged or diverged is much smaller.

4. Conclusions
In the context of a book devoted to languages in contact, we shoud nde the
following. In the dcaraderisation d Thomason and Kaufmann (1989, the
situation we eamine is clealy one of language maintenance we have
interviewed dalect speskers who have maintained local varieties in the face of
encroaching standard languages. Although Thomason and Kaufmann caution
that diadled contad situations are likely to be too complex to analyse nedly,
they make the prediction that structured change may not occur withou lexicd
borrowings from the standard languages, in accordance with the predictions of
language contad theory.

Figure 4a. The picture shows convergence Darker lines show stronger convergence The grey
values of the dats represent distances between the old and the new variant. Whiter dots indicate
greder distances.



10 WILBERT HEERINGA ET AL.

Figure 4b. The picture shows divergence Darker lines show stronger divergence The grey
values of the dots represent distances between the old and the new variant. Whiter dots indicate
greder distances.

More importantly the research shows that some dialeds in the German part
of our areaof interest, which could previously be regarded as Dutch Low Saxon
diaeds, are now German daects. On the other hand, Dutch dalects which
were previously grouped among German Low Saxon daleds, are now grouped
among the other Dutch daleds. All Dutch dalects difted towards gandard
Dutch while dl German daeds difted towards dandard German. Some Dutch
dialeds grongly converged toward standard Dutch, just like dl German dalects
converged toward standard German. From these fads we may conclude that the
politicd border has a significant influence on the graduality of the dialea
continuum, ading as a separator between Dutch and German daleds.
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