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Introduction 

Languages change. They change over time, as they separate and grow apart from each other, and they change as 
they come into contact with each other. Some changes are relatively easy to trace over time and are almost 
logical: they follow regular phonetic rules, for example. Other changes are less expected and cannot be 
explained by reference to language-internal processes. It has long been obvious to historical and comparative 
linguists that these other changes are often due to the influence of a different language with which the speakers 
of the first have come into contact.
Uriel Weinreich's 1953 study Languages in Contact is generally credited with opening modern research into 
this topic, and other scholars have over the years followed his lead, although on the whole it has remained one 
of the less-explored areas of linguistics. It was not until 1988 that the social circumstances of such language 
contact were fully taken into account in developing a framework to study contact-induced language change. In 
this year two books appeared independently proposing such a framework, one by Sarah Grey Thomason and 
Terrence Kaufman, and the other by Frans van Coetsem. Both books consider how a number of social 
conditions influence the development of languages changed through external means rather than by more 
familiar (and more extensively studied) internal processes. The importance of factors not systematically 
considered before are part of this new framework -- factors such as the relative sizes of the shifting or new-
language populations, language attitudes of both language populations, length of time of contact between 
languages and the possible relatedness of the languages or typological similarity. 

The latter half of Thomason and Kaufman's book consists of a number of case studies based upon their own 
framework. Additional case studies on other languages have been conducted and published since then by other 
scholars using this framework, which has proved to be useful in explaining certain changes in various 
languages as well as in illuminating past social conditions based upon the development of the language(s).

I propose to do a multi-faceted study of the effects Frisian has had on the development of the modern Dutch 
language since the 12th century. The kernel of my thesis is the Frisian substrate of the province of Noord-
Holland.
I argue that the non-Frisian inhabitants of this province, which was taken over in medieval times by the Counts 
of Holland who spoke a Frankish language, were affected by the local language just as their arrival affected that 
language in turn.

1 You can send an e-mail message to me at  jharvey@ucla.edu , or return to my homepage with links to 
UCLA's Department of Germanic Languages.  Last updated 10 Nov 2000 JBH (links updated 7 Jan 02) 
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This interaction ultimately led to the loss of Frisian as the local language and the development of the dialect of 
Hollands, different from the other Frankish dialects thanks to what it absorbed from Frisian. Due to the rising 
political and economic importance of the province of Noord-Holland over the following centuries, this local 
dialect also grew in importance and influence. It became the basis for ABN (modern standard Dutch) and 
continues to affect the evolution of ABN in contemporary times. Studies of Dutch-Frisian interaction carried 
out recently focus for the most part on the effects of Dutch on Frisian in the Netherlands, such as Breuker 
(1984), Cock (1984), Dijk (1982), Gorter (1984), Jelsma (1981), De Jong and Riemersma (1994), and Vries 
(1993). All the discussions of the reverse which I have been able to find are atomistic collections of Frisian 
words in Dutch varied by a few conjectures about certain morphological or syntactic developments. By 
considering the situation of Dutch and Frisian in the Netherlands according to Thomason and Kaufman's 
framework, I expect to clarify a portion of the historical development of a modern language. 

Background on Frisian 2

The Roman historian Tacitus, writing in Germania, mentioned the Frisians among people he grouped together 
as the Ingvaeones. Their territory followed the coast of the North Sea from the mouth of the Rhine up to that of 
the Ems, their eastern border according to Ptolemy's Geographica. Pliny states in Belgica that they were 
conquered by the Roman general Drusus in 12 BC, and thereafter the Frisians largely sank into historical 
obscurity, until coming into contact with the expanding Merovingian and Carolingian empires. In the 5th 
century, during this period of historical silence, many of them no doubt joined the migration of the Anglo-
Saxons who went through Frisian territory to invade Britain, while those who stayed on the continent expanded 
into the newly-emptied lands previously occupied by the Anglo-Saxons. By the end of the sixth century the 
Frisians occupied the coast all the way to the mouth of the Weser and spread farther still in the seventh century, 
southward down to Dorestad and even Bruges. This farthest extent of Frisian territory is known as Frisia 
Magna.

Continuing his predecessors' capture of Frisian land, Charlemagne conquered the area up to the Elbe at the end 
of the 8th century. After the breakup of his Frankish empire in the 9th century, the Frisian territories were 
effectively divided into three parts. East Friesland comprised the area stretching from the Ems to the Weser 
rivers along the North Sea coast, Middle Friesland included the modern Dutch provinces of Friesland and 
coastal Groningen up to the Ems, and West Friesland covered the northern section of the modern province of 
Noord-Holland. This last area was granted to the Frankish counts of Holland in 1289, and in time their 
language became the dominant one in the areas we now call the Netherlands and northern Belgium.

Middle and East Friesland consisted of a number of small farmers' republics during the 13 th and 14 th 
centuries, although they technically owed allegiance to the Holy Roman Emperor. They lost this insecure 
independence in the 15th century as increasing stretches of Frisian territory were awarded to Low German, 
Saxon, and Frankish speaking counts.

The modern remnants of Frisia Magna are small and scattered. Most of it got caught in the pincer movement of 
its expanding neighbors, that of the Saxons who were moving up into their north and west, and the Franks who 
were pushing into the north and east. 
West and Middle Friesland are solidly within modern state of the Netherlands, which now includes the 
"heartland" of the Frisians from the North Sea coast from Alkmaar in the modern province of Noord-Holland, 
along the coasts of the modern provinces of Friesland and Groningen, and up to the mouth of the Ems. 
Culturally, it has shrunk down to the province of Friesland alone.Frisian is now spoken only there and in parts 
of only the Waddensee islands of Terschelling and Schiermonnikoog.

East Friesland has been absorbed into the northern provinces of Germany, with only the marshes of Saterland, 
well inland from the coast, still retaining any cultural identity. There are also descendants of Frisians living on 
the coast of the Jutland peninsula and nearby islands. It is unclear when they arrived there, or even whether 
they lived first on the islands and then spread to the mainland, or vice-versa. What remains of their language is 
under heavy pressure from Low German, Standard German, and Danish, and is generally expected to become 
extinct.

Where the Germanic limb of the Indo-European language tree splits into three branches, Frisian is a twig off 

2 Unless noted otherwise, accounts of Frisian history are drawn primarily from Markey (1981) and, to a lesser degree, 
Robinson (1992) and Janzing (1999). 
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the Ingvaeonic (also called the North Sea Germanic) branch. It is so close to English that a further subdivision, 
the Anglo-Frisian, is sometimes made (e.g. Lass 1987:20 and 1994:15). The assertion that these two languages 
developed from a common ancestor is questionable in light of the number of divergent features; even Lass 
admits in the later publication that Anglo-Frisian was "probably not a Protolanguage in the usual sense, but  
rather a Sprachbund... [a] cluster of dialects with high-intensity mutual contact and borrowing, and a certain  
amount of common innovation" (Lass 1994:14). Even so, however, they are undeniably the two most closely 
related Ingvaeonic languages.
They share, among more common features, two which are considered characteristic: Anglo-Frisian 
Brightening, and assibilation of velars before front vowels. Under the influence of Anglo-Frisian Brightening, 
original * a becomes æ except before nasals, a change which probably took place around the early 5 th century. 
This process is responsible for the fact that although both Old English and Old High German show the form 
mann 'man', this is in contrast with Old English dæg 'day' and Old Frisian deg versus Old High German tag and 
Gothic dags (Lass 1994:42; he reconstructs Anglo-Frisian mainly on the strength of this shared feature). The 
other characteristic feature, which Frisian has carried on a step farther than English, is the assibilation of velars 
before front vowels. This last can be seen in the contrast between German Kirche, English church, and Frisian 
tserke, or German Käse, English cheese, and Frisian tsiis.

Although a few Frisian words are preserved in the Latin manuscripts of Traditiones Fuldenses, dating from the 
end of the 8th century, and Lex Frisionum, from 802 ad, and there is some onomastic material in the Werden 
Cadestral Rolls of the late 10th century, the earliest written texts of Old Frisian only go back to the latter part of 
the 13th century (Markey 1988:41,54).3 The strongest surviving descendant of Old Frisian is West Frisian, 
spoken in the Dutch province of Friesland where it has the status of an official minority language. It is 
commonly divided into a number of dialects and sub-dialects, with various degrees of mutual intelligibility. 
These modern West Frisian dialects, the East Frisian of Saterland, and the North Frisian of the Jutland 
peninsula and nearby islands are not mutually intelligible. In fact, even though West Frisian, East Frisian, and 
North Frisian are often referred to as "dialects" (e.g., Baldi 1983: 126), as Ruhlen (1987:60) points out, these 
three "sharply divergent dialects... no doubt [would be considered] distinct languages if the criterion of mutual  
intelligibility were rigorously applied." Their divergent evolution can be attributed to their geographical 
separation from each other, accompanied by a lack of contact between their speakers over the centuries.

While the political and administrative control of Friesland passed from Frisian to Dutch hands in the 12th 
through 15th centuries, for the most part this had little effect on daily life in the province of Friesland itself. 
There was no great migration of Frankish-language speakers through Frisian territory here. In the towns such as 
Leeuwarden, Dokkum, and Drachten, the Frisian merchants remained to supply the new Dutch administration, 
and no doubt many clerks stayed on in administrative positions which were now controlled by the Dutch. It was 
to their economic benefit to learn to communicate with the Dutch speakers, and a Dutch-Frisian creole, known 
in modern Dutch as stadsfries and in Frisian as stedsfrysk or stedsk, developed in the larger metropolitan areas. 
Stadsfries has been characterized as "Hollands [the dialect of the province of Noord-Holland- JH] influenced 
by Frisian... but also a Frisian dialect deliberately cultivated in the direction of Hollands" (De Vries et al. 
1993:231). 
The use of stadsfries did not spread beyond the province of Friesland and did not affect the development of 
standard Dutch, so I will not be discussing it further. 

Then as now, most of the province of Friesland was rural, and its language and affairs did not concern the rest 
of the country much. But the language that was spoken across the inland sea, in the province of Noord-Holland, 
does matter in this discussion, because unlike the province of Friesland, Noord-Holland and its great port city 
of Amsterdam became extremely powerful both economically and politically over the next centuries. Its 
importance lingers on into our own time: even those English-speakers who are well aware that the official name 
is 'The Netherlands' still refer to the country as 'Holland'.4 The northern portion of the province of Noord-
Holland is still called West Friesland, evidence of its earlier status as a Frisian and Frisian-speaking area. 5 And 
so it is an originally Frankish dialect, Hollands, laid upon a solidly Frisian substrate, which became the basis 
for Algemeen Beschaafd Nederlands (ABN), modern standard Dutch (Donaldson 1983:13).

3 Robinson (1992:181) suggests the possibility of earlier Frisian texts, being lost during the Viking incursions. 
There may also be some Frisian runic inscriptions, usually on coins, but these are not universally accepted as 
such. The inscription on the so-called Arum sword, found in a terp in Arum, to the South East of Harlingen, is 
"most certainly Frisian" (Markey 1988:52).
4 Although many non-English speaking countries refer to "the Netherlands", examples of languages that prefer 
the alternative include French l'Holande / les Holandes, Hungarian Hollandia, Icelandic Holland, Polish Holandia, 
Japanese oranda, and Farsi /holænd/ (www.intertran.com, with translations for entry "The Netherlands", and 
personal knowledge). 
5 This occasionally leads to confusion: in the discussion of Dutch dialects, the term 'West Frisian' refers to this 
now-Frankish dialect, not a Frisian one (Donaldson 1983:13). 
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Brief background on Dutch6 

From Indo-European down to West Germanic, Dutch follows the same branch of the linguistic tree as does 
Frisian. At this point the Frankish dialects branch off again, part of the group of languages classified as 
Istvaeonic while English and Frisian and Saxon are Ingvaeonic. (The third group under this classification is 
Herminonic, and includes the more southerly Germanic languages such as Alemannic and Bavarian.
This tripartite division, based on Tacitus' writings, does not precisely correspond to linguistic lines but is still in 
common use.) Some of the Frankish dialects did not take part in the Second or Old High Germanic Sound 
Shift, which is responsible for German Pfeffer versus English pepper and is generally considered the divider 
between High and Low German, while others did. For this reason, the more northerly Frankish dialects sound 
more allied to the Ingvaeonic and North Germanic languages than to the middle German ones (including 
modern Hochdeutsch).
One of the major Frankish dialects, usually referred to as Old Low Franconian, or, more precisely, Old West 
Low Franconian, is the Frankish dialect spoken before 1100 a.d. in the area now called the Netherlands, and is 
thus sometimes called Old Dutch as well. By the end of this period, certain changes had taken place which are 
now considered characteristic of Middle Dutch, primarily the weakening of full vowels in unstressed syllables, 
and others such as the voicing of initial s and f (Donaldson 1983:126, Van der Wal and Quak 1994:74).

The linguistic period designated as "Middle Dutch" is generally held to encompass the language used from 
about the 12th century until the beginning of the 16th. The paucity of texts which is so problematic for students 
of Old Low Franconian (or Old Dutch) is far less of an issue during this period. A number of texts in the 
vernacular have survived from the 1200s, both legal and literary. Many of them, especially the literary texts, 
continue to be from the southern areas of Brabant, Limburg, and Flanders, but there are also texts from Noord- 
and Zuid-Holland, including many of the legal writings since the southern areas held to Latin longer in these 
cases. Moreover, we have access to the works of the sixteenth-century lexicographer Cornelis Kiliaan, who 
listed the linguistic origins and areas of usage of a great number of words in his etymological dictionary of the 
Germanic languages. 
There is a caveat connected to Kiliaan's impressive work, however: in his striving to present the most complete 
etymological dictionary of his time, he excerpted heavily from earlier and contemporary works rather than 
relying solely on his own Brabants dialect and linguistic knowledge. This means that there are a number of 
errors in his Etymologicum, although he is mostly reliable, especially where his classification of Frisian and 
Hollands words are concerned (Claes 1991).

It should be pointed out, however, that in spite of certain common developments from the Old Dutch period 
(briefly mentioned above) the term 'Middle Dutch' is a philological convenience, referring to an abstraction, not 
a unified language - as is in fact the case for all medieval languages. During this period, before the invention 
and wide spread of printing, each area wrote using its own dialect, the major divisions being Flemish, Brabants, 
Hollands, Limburgs, and Eastern Dutch. All but the last are Frankish dialects (Van der Wal 1992:108).
Moreover, there are differences within this period as well; "certain characteristics of even a given Middle  
Dutch dialect may have been quite different in 1400 from what they had been in 1200" (Donaldson 1983:127). 
'Middle Dutch' may thus be taken here as referring to the variety of dialects which the non-Frisian inhabitants 
of the Netherlands spoke during this period.

In order to clarify cases where I am concerned with the dialect only spoken in the province of Noord-Holland, I 
shall use the term 'Hollands' to refer to this dialect alone. Other dialects, when discussed, will be referred to 
directly by name as well. Modern standard Dutch is indicated by its current acronym ABN, which stands for 
Algemeen Beschaaft Nederlands, 'General Cultivated Dutch.'

In the sixteenth century, the northern portions of what is now the Netherlands broke away from the Spanish-
Hapsburg empire to form a free Union. The province of Holland became the economic, political, and cultural 
heart of the republic, and so in the sixteenth century a standard language began here as well, initially developed 
as a written language. In modern times, dialects and the standard language in Holland form a continuum rather 
than being clearly distinct, while in other regions of the country they form distinct language systems which may 
diverge markedly, generally reflected in their geographic distance from the heavily-populated western part of 

6 This overview of the history of the Dutch language is based on Donaldson (1983), Robinson (1992), De Vooys 
(1952), De Vries et al. (1993), and Van der Wal (1992), who all give largely the same information. Where a point 
is drawn from one author in particular, or from an author not part of this group, a specific reference is given in the 
text. 
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the country referred to as the Randstad. As may be expected, the dialects spoken at the edges of the country are 
related to what is spoken on the other side of the political border; for example, the dialects of the south east, 
such as Limburgs, include some forms which have undergone the High German Sound Shift: ich vs. ABN ik 
(Van Bree and De Vries 1997:1144-5, 1148-49).

Theoretical background

In their development of a framework for studying language change, Sarah Grey Thomason and Terrence 
Kaufman (1988), and also Frans van Coetsem (1988), distinguish between two primary types of contact-
induced language change. Both sets of authors were motivated by the use of the imprecise and ill-defined terms 
of 'borrowing' and 'substratum interference' pervading the literature on language contact. Both point out that 
different parts of linguistic subsystems tend to be transferred from one language to another depending on the 
circumstances of the contact, most notably on whether it is speakers of the source or target language who are 
the agents of language change. In my work, I will be using Thomason and Kaufman's terms: 'borrowing' and 
'interference through shift' (Thomason and Kaufman 1988: 37-38).7

They define borrowing as incorporation of foreign features into a group's native language by speakers of that 
language: the native, or recipient, language is maintained but is changed by addition of incorporated features. 
Typically, the first elements to be borrowed are lexical items. This is because "unlike other linguistic levels,  
lexis is an open system and the incorporation of a non-primordial word causes minimal disturbance in  
relations existing within the units of the subsystem it entered" (Rot 1991:31). The presence of Indian words like 
bungalow, chutney, and pundit in English illustrates borrowing at work (American Heritage Dictionary 
1992:254, 344, 1468). Also note that only the lexical items, and not their phonology, have been borrowed: 
English speakers do not pronounce these words as Indians do, but impose their own phonology on them. So is 
it also with the borrowing of the French term déjà vu, where "many speakers of English pronounce the u ... as 
[u], which represents an adaptation of the French [ü] pronunciation" (Van Coetsem 1988:8).

Interference through shift, on the other hand, results from imperfect group learning during a process of 
language shift, and in the final stage of this process, errors may then spread to the original speakers of the target 
language. Unlike borrowing, interference does not begin with vocabulary, but rather with sounds and syntax, 
and sometimes morphology as well, before words from the shifting speaker's original language appear in the 
target language.

The English spoken in the Indian subcontinent is an example of interference, with Indian-influenced 
characteristics such as its use of 'progressives' instead of the plain present tense for some verbs, resulting in 
statements such as I am understanding it now, as well as the distinctive Indian accent with its retroflex t and d 
(Crystal 1988:258). Often, the target language does not adopt many words from the shifting language at all. 
This is only reasonable: the shifting speakers are giving up their language for another, so they are going to 
begin by learning that language's vocabulary. Rudimentary communication is possible using only the lexicon of 
a language -- this is not the case for any other subsystem. Using the target language's vocabulary, even with 
one's own phonology or syntax, will get the speaker's message across, however stilted or odd it may seem to a 
native speaker, while using the target's phonology or syntax with one's own vocabulary will be unhelpful in 
achieving communication. Pidgins are living illustrations of this, with their reliance on vocabulary and often 
highly-simplified syntax (Janzig 1999:15). The shifting speakers will then keep their own words only for things 
the target language has none for -- local specialties, species, and other culture-specific items.

The 'substratum influence' explanation of language change is often received with suspicion -- it is so often used 
in a vague or careless catchall way, to explain changes for which the author has no real explanation. There are 
seldom stringent methodological guidelines laid down or followed. Thomason and Kaufman (1988) have tried 
to bring some control mechanisms into this area by setting up the following methodological limitations: "in  
order to make educated guesses in this area," they say, "we must be able to identify a substratum language or  
language group, [at least some of] whose speakers shifted to the target language at the relevant time period;  
we must have information about its structure; and we must have information about the structure of the target  
language before the shift" (Thomason and Kaufman 1988:111). We can meet these guidelines in considering 
Frisian-Hollands contact. The substratum language is Old Frisian, whose speakers in Noord-Holland shifted to 
Hollands during the Middle Dutch period. We have information about the structure of Old Frisian from a large 

7 Van Coetsem's (1988) terms, generally paralleling Thomason and Kaufman's (1988), are respectively "Source 
Language Agentivity" and "Receiver Language Agentivity." Guy (1990) uses the terms "borrowing" and 
"imposition" in his paradigm, as well as "spontaneous" to refer to internally induced change
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corpus of mostly legal texts, and we also have information about the structure of Middle Dutch and even, to a 
limited extent, Old Low Franconian before it came into contact with Frisian.

The question then arises: was it Hollands borrowing from Frisian in the 12th through 15th centuries or was it 
interference from the substratum of Frisian shifting to Hollands during this period that is responsible for 
Hollands, the dialect spoken in the province of Noord-Holland and, by its extension, the standard Dutch now 
spoken throughout the country? Thus formulated, however, the question is misleading. It implies that only one 
or the other process may be operative at a given time, while in fact both processes may be in effect 
simultaneously. For example, this appears to be the case with the speakers of Cushitic (a non-Semitic language) 
who shifted to Ethiopic Semitic (Thomason and Kaufman 1988:133-135). Many Cushitic structures can be 
found in the Ethiopic Semitic languages, especially those further south. 

Although the presence of some of these structures may be due to structural borrowing, most can be traced to the 
retention of learners' errors when the Cushitic speakers shifted to Ethiopic Semitic. In addition, there are a 
number of Cushitic loans in the Ethiopic Semitic lexicon, showing that the native Ethiopic Semitic language 
speakers were borrowing them from the originally Cushitic speaking population. This was also the case in 
England in the centuries immediately following the Norman invasion, as English borrowed words from 
Norman French, while the erstwhile invaders were shifting to English (Thomason and Kaufman 1988:69). And 
this is also the situation in the case of Dutch and Frisian. The speakers of Old Low Franconian/ Middle Dutch 
in the province of Noord-Holland borrowed some Frisian words from the language of the earlier inhabitants. 
Those originally Frisian-speaking locals, at the same time, were shifting to Middle Dutch, and taking aspects of 
their own language along. Together, these two processes resulted in the development of Hollands dialect, as 
discussed in detail below.

The case in Noord-Holland: 1. Borrowing

The Frankish settlers who were moving into Frisian territory in Noord-Holland adopted certain local words. 
Many of those which survived into the modern language still preserve their ‘un-Dutch’ shape: word_initial tj- 
or sj-, or the diphthong in krioelen. Others, perhaps borrowed earlier, are now accepted as native words, such as 
Woensdag; compare this word to Frisian weunsdag and English Wednesday, contrasting with German Mittwoch. 
Moreover, most of the words which the Van Dale Etymologische Woordenboek lists as from Frisian can be 
divided into groups which reflect items specific to local culture.8 It should be noted that these words, listed 
alongside such obviously foreign words as Japanese haiku and French jacquerie, are not necessarily considered 
nativized, but are expected to be at least familiar enough, or occurring often enough, for people to look them up 
in a modern Dutch etymological dictionary rather than in a foreign language one. To use Betz’s term from his 
classification of loanwords, these fall under the heading of Fremdwort, reflecting exotic spelling, stress, 
pronunciation, and/or form, and being heavily marked for style (Betz 1974:139). 

Unfortunately, Van Dale does not indicate when these words entered the Dutch language. This makes it difficult 
to judge whether their perception as more foreign than native is due to some fundamental difference between 
the two languages, or to their unfamiliarity to the majority of ABN speakers. Some of these words have only 
entered the lexicon in certain localities rather than reach into all of ABN; this is particularly true of fishing 
terms, for which few modern Dutch speakers in inland cities have any use. Other words, which Van Dale does 
not list in its appendix (such as Woensdag) have probably been in the language long enough to become 
nativized. Referring once again to Betz’s terminology, above, these are assimilierte Lehnwörter: they conform 
to native morphology, and naive speakers are unaware of their foreign origin. 

In addition, certain sports terms, unique to activities practiced in the area, have made their way into ABN as 
well (De Vries et al. 1993:230). Probably the most famous of these terms is klunen: going overland with skates 
on when the ice is broken, a term many Dutch speakers across the Netherlands and Belgium learned during the 
widely-televised and -watched Elfstedentocht ice_skating race in 1985, when reporters tired of the giving the 
long explanation each time and used the short Frisian word instead. Other such words are skutsjesilen, a type of 
sailing race, and fierljeppen, to travel by polevaulting, as one had to do in the marshes around the terpen upon 
which the early Frisian lived, and which has now become a local sport. These words, however, are clearly 
recognized as Frisian although the populace in general knows what they mean. It is rather quickly obvious that 
a number of the Frisian Dutch words can be divided into various groups:

8 Van Dale (1989:872). The appendix, entitled "Registers", at the back of the book lists words borrowed into 
ABN by language of origin. 
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Group 1: Terms specifically related to ships or fishing
 fuik : ‘fish trap’ - cf. OFr. fûke 9 
 sjomp : ‘type of ship’ - Fr. sjompe ‘to slowly trudge along’ 
 sjorren : ‘to pull, to lash down’, older tsorren - Fr. tsurje, tsoarje ‘to tether’10 
 sjouwen : ‘to lug, to carry with effort’ - Fr. sjoue (originally, carrying cargo on board through 

shallow water) 
 skûtsjesilen : ‘type of sailing race’ 
 tjalk : ‘sailing barge’ - Fr. (s)jalk 
 tjoel : ‘type of fish net’ - Fr. (t)sjoel 
 tjotter : ‘small ship’ - Fr. tsjotter 

Group 2: Terms related to other typically Frisian items 
 bart : ‘a light, transportable bridge cover’ - Fr. barte 11

 fierljeppen : ‘to travel by polevaulting’ 
 ielgoes : ‘cormorant’ - Fr. ielgoes 
 klunen : ‘to go overland with skates on when the ice is broken’ 
 sjoelbak : ‘a (specific) game’ - Fr. sjoel(j)e 
 spalling : ‘pig under one year old’ - Fr. spalling - spanling 
 stins : ‘Frisian nobility dwelling’ - Fr. stins - shortened ste-nhûs ‘stone house’ 
 terp : ‘hill’ - Fr. terp, specifically natural or man-made earthen hills in low-lying marshy areas, 

upon which the early Frisians built their homes 

Group 3: Other terms
 armoedzaaier : ‘extremely poor person’ - Fr. earmoed-saeijer ‘mischief-maker, -sower’ 
 jassen : ‘to drive away’ - Fr. jaskje ‘to walk, drive’, cf. jasker ‘watermill’ 
 jeuzelen : ‘to dawdle, tease’ - Fr. jeuzelje - jeuzen - jaser ‘babble, talk nonsense’ 
 krioelen : ‘to crawl/swarm (with insects)’ - Fr. kryoelje, kriuwelje 
 kwier : ‘graceful’ - Fr. kwier ‘neat, graceful’ 
 mande : ‘fellowship’ - ODu. ma(e)nde - OFr. mand, monda 
 sijs : ‘wag, joker’ - Fr. sijs (or - Low German sijs) 
 smiksem : ‘butter’ - Fr. smyksem ‘ointment’ - smykelje ‘to smear’ (probably extension of local 

slang) 
 tsjoenen : ‘to bewitch’ - Fr. tsjoene ‘to make magic, bespell’ 
 Woensdag : ‘Wednesday’ - Fr. Weunsdag12 

To underscore: these are words borrowed by the socially dominant language in this area, Hollands, from a 
shifting or substratum language, Frisian, and carried on into ABN. The majority of the Frisian words in ABN 
fall into two specific groups. In the first group, they reflect the role that the Frisians consolidated as important 
seafaring traders before the Carolingian era and held for several centuries. Their language affected the 
Hollander sailors who inherited this supremacy in the following centuries and who, with it, borrowed the many 
terms related to sailing and fishing. In the second group, the borrowed words concern typically Frisian cultural 
or local items. 

9 Brachin (1985:7). Unless otherwise mentioned, all examples are from Markey (1988) and De Vries et al. (1993). 
10 My justification for including this word in this group is the concept of strapping down cargo in a ship's hold, or else 
tying up a boat to the dock, or possibly even pulling the boat along, in the fashion of the Volga boatmen, through canals, 
with a subsequent extension of meaning to pulling in general. 
11 As I have not heard of or seen anything that could be so described elsewhere in the Netherlands, and nor have any of my 
Dutch informants, I must assume this is particularly Frisian.
12 Van Dale (1989:824) only traces this word back as far as Middle Dutch. Markey (1981:46) lists this as a Frisian 
loanword. 
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The case in Noord-Holland: 2. Interference

At the same time that the new Frankish inhabitants were picking up these local words (discussed in the 
previous chapter), the native Frisians were shifting to Hollands, and in the process leaving traces of their 
original language in the phonology of that Dutch dialect thereafter spoken in that area. 13 This is reflected in 
words that show a long a as a descendant of original Germanic *ai instead of the expected long e, such as 
Hollands klaver < *klai-bro-n 'clover', vs. klever in the Middle Netherlandic dialects. Also this group is 
Hollands ladder 'ladder', compared to standard leer.
Next there are words that show monophthongization of Germanic *au to long a instead of ou or long o, such as 
Vlaming < *flauming 'Fleming' or baken < *baukna- 'beacon'. (The long a was later shortened in closed 
syllables, hence the modern pronunciations of words such as ladder.) In some dialects of Noord-Hollands, the 
long a then shifted to long o, which was taken up into ABN in words such as moot 'slice, portion', toon 'tone', 
and flikflooien 'to cajole, wheedle'.

Another Frisian characteristic is ie as i-umlaut of long o, long u, or fronting of long a. These words often exist 
alongside those showing 'proper' Dutch developments, so that there is vliering 'attic' beside vloer 'floor' (where 
the slightly divergent forms serve to distinguish slightly divergent meanings), and in Middle Dutch lieke 'leech' 
beside leke and lake.

Some influences can be traced to either Frisian or Saxon (another Ingvaeonic language, which abuts on and has 
influenced the development of ABN). This is the case with long * u- > /u/ (spelled <oe> in ABN) instead of the 
expected uu or ui, in words such as poes 'cat', snoet 'snout', boer 'farmer'. The Ingvaeonic loss of n before 
fricative with compensatory lengthening shows up in *unð > uð, which occurs in both Frisian and Saxon as 
muth 'mouth.' This appears in the suffix -muiden in the names of many towns, especially those located at the 
mouths of rivers: IJmuiden, on the North Sea coast in Noord-Holland and hence ancient Frisian territory; but 
note also Genemuiden, near Zwolle in solidly Saxon territory, and Dixmuiden (Dixmude/ Diksmuide) in West 
Vlaanderen, Belgium. 

The influence of Hollands on ABN did not end with its official codification in the 19th century, but continues 
into present times. A recent change in ABN is, I claim, also traceable to originally Frisian interference. It is a 
characteristic of Hollands dialect that word-initial v- and z- are devoiced (Donaldson 1983:13). In Old Frisian, 
as in Old English14, the f/v and s/z distinction was not phonemic, and the unvoiced partner always appeared 
word-initially. This is not the case in Middle Dutch, or even all modern Dutch dialects. Compare modern 
English foot and modern Dutch voet, which is spelled with a v-, and so pronounced by speakers of the more 
southern dialects and by most educated older people.

Under the influence of Hollands, an unvoiced pronunciation is becoming acceptable for this and similar words. 
Although older grammars proscribe it, recent Dutch textbooks for foreigners even encourage a "half-voiced" 
pronunciation in order to help the student sound less foreign (Shetter 1988:14). Devoicing of initial z-, 
however, is still generally unacceptable in ABN, in spite of Hagen and Giesbers' claim that the neutralization of 
this /s/ - /z/ opposition is accepted in the standard language as part of the generalization of Amsterdams, a sub-
dialect of Hollands (Hagen and Giesbers 1988: 32). Van Haeringen suggests that words preserving initial f- or 
s- might also reflect a Frisian form; he contrasts the Frisian ethnonym Fries with the old Dutch pronunciation 
preserved in the name De Vries. He does urge caution, however, pointing out that some f- words, such as 
fladderen 'flutter' or fniezen 'sneeze' (which occurs beside niezen 'sneeze') are onomatopoeic, while others are 
later borrowings from French. An s- word probably from Frisian is sim 'line'. But here again many s- which 
occur where z- are expected are borrowings from French and German, or also onomatopoeic, such as souzen 'to 
buzz'. As in the case of borrowings, layers of time need to be looked at closely here as well: even though the 
same development may show up in both Hollands and Frisian, it could still be an independent development in 
each. One must search for factors which argue against such an independent development, such as a time 
separation between occurrences of such a development, which would strongly suggest it was borrowed.

As Hickey (1995:116) points out, "[g]oing on the assumption that a language is a self-contained structural  
work, the possible addition of elements from a further language is most likely in a situation where the speakers  
of one language are learning another and mix elements of their first language into that which they are  

13 The following data is based on Van Haeringen (1923) and Markey (1988), except when specified otherwise
14 These allophones were phonemicized only in Middle English, under the influence of French loan words which 
reflected and required the distinction (Thomason and Kaufman 1988:24). 
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acquiring." The process of interference to which he refers is not limited to phonology; and indeed there are also 
suggestions of Frisian interference in Dutch morphology and syntax. The ge- prefix occurs on Dutch nouns (as 
in de gebroeders Grimm 'the brothers Grimm') and verbs and deverbal adjectives (Het boek is gestolen / het  
gestolen boek 'The book is stolen / the stolen book'). In Frisian, as in English, this prefix has almost entirely 
disappeared, even in nouns where the collective function is not immediately obvious (compare Dutch 
geschiedenis and Frisian skidnis, 'history').

Use of the prefix in Dutch collectives is now less frequent then it once was. Words such as gebroeders 'brothers' 
are now fossilized forms, and the prefix is only productive for nouns with verbal stems and often has a 
belittling implication, as with schreeuwen 'to scream, to screech', geschreeuw 'screaming, screeching' (personal 
communication with Dr. Hilda Koopman, UCLA Department of Linguistics). Some words which formerly 
included this prefix now appear without it: (ge)makkelik, (ge)beuren (Van Haeringen 1923:4). This loss of this 
prefix in ABN may possibly be traced to Frisian influence on Dutch morphology, a suggestion supported by 
dialectical distributions of its participial use. In the Dutch (Flemish) speaking Belgian provinces, as well as the 
Netherlands' southern and middle provinces of Zeeland, Limburg, Zuid-Holland, Utrecht, Gelderland, 
Overijssel, and Noord-Holland up to the river IJ, there are various realizations of this prefix ranging from /x-/ to 
/h-/ and even /e-/. The northern portions of Noord-Holland, as well as Friesland, Groningen, and Drenthe, on 
the other hand, do not have any form of the prefix in this position (Schönfeld 1959:136). This may be merely a 
matter of phonological reduction and eventual loss, but the distribution, combined with that of other Frisian (or 
at least Ingvaeonic) characteristics is suggestive.

There is also possible syntactic interference in the word order of subordinate clauses: Goossens (1977:42) 
presents a map showing that in the provinces of Noord-Holland, Friesland, Groningen, and most of Drenthe, 
the accepted way of saying 'Auntie wants (me) to say that she's not coming today' is Tante laat zeggen, dat ze 
vandaag niet komen kan. In contrast, the Dutch (Flemish) speaking part of Belgium allows only Tante laat  
zeggen, dat ze vandaag niet kan komen. The areas in between - that is, the southern provinces of the 
Netherlands - find both ways acceptable. (ABN, being based upon Noord-Hollands, also prefers the niet komen 
kan option, which parallels Standard German's dass sie heute nicht kommen kann.) 
This distribution may be due to Ingvaeonic influence in the north, or French influence in the south, or other 
factors entirely, but it suggests another avenue of research. As Thomason and Kaufman point out, "word order  
seems to be the easiest sort of syntactic feature to borrow or to acquire via language shift" (Thomason and 
Kaufman 1988:55), and it is too much to base my entire argument on this point. In fact, both the ge- prefix 
discussed above and the word order just mentioned are presented as tentative suggestions which require further 
research.

To repeat, once again: borrowing and interference may go on simultaneously in the two groups of speakers 
(Thomason and Kaufman 1988:69, 71). In the case of Frisian and Dutch, while the speakers of medieval 
Hollands are borrowing these terms from the local Frisian-speaking population, that Frisian-speaking group is 
shifting to Hollands. And this shifting group is maintaining those parts of its native vocabulary which the target 
language, Hollands, has no words for, such as klunen, along with at least some of their native phonology, which 
spread through Hollands and thence into ABN. And just as the Cushitic and Ethiopic Semitic languages 
discussed above shared some morphological and syntactic categories (Thomason and Kaufman 1988:134), so, 
too, similarities between Hollands and Frisian may have increased the likelihood of the concurrent operation of 
the two processes. 

Bilingualism

The role of bilingualism in the case of contact between Frisians and Middle Dutch speakers in Noord-Holland 
also deserves close consideration. Thomason and Kaufman (1988:67), as part of their discussion of intensity of 
contact as one of the factors affecting interference through borrowing, state their finding that "all cases of  
moderate to heavy structural borrowing... involve a group of active bilinguals who speak the source language  
fluently and use it regularly for at least some ordinary communicative purposes." In cases of interference 
through shift, however, they find that substratum interference in the target language is not a probability in cases 
where the substrate language users shift to the target language over a long period of constant contact leading to 
full bilingualism (Thomason and Kaufman 1988:119-120). They posit that the presence of many fully bilingual 
speaker in the shifting population leads to fewer learners' errors becoming incorporated into the language, as 
those speakers have a more 'correct' knowledge of the target language. Guy (1990:63) agrees; he states that in 
societies with large numbers of fluent bilinguals, "borrowing might be quite extensive but imposition should be  
low" while where there is a small number of very limited-proficiency bilinguals, "borrowing could be limited,  
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and imposition would be extensive in the speech of a few."

In his refinement of Guy's sociolinguistic types of language change, Ross (1991:126) claims that both types of 
change, 'borrowing' and 'imposition', "occur through the medium of bilinguals" and bases the distinction on 
their dominant language, which involves a question of terminology further discussed below. Van Coetsem later 
also recognized that bilinguals can play a unique role in language contact situations.
In advancing his Neutrality Hypothesis nine years after the publication of his book, he sees bilingual speakers 
as neutralizing the distinction his theory draws between Receiver Language Agentivity and Target Language 
Agentivity as the two primary types of contact-induced language change. Since both the Receiver Language 
and Target Language function as the bilingual speaker's "first language", the distinction vanishes (Van Coetsem 
1997). In a possibly similar situation to that of the Frankish inhabitants of Noord-Holland between the 12th and 
15th centuries, Tsitsipis (1997: 385-391) discusses the political aspects of the process of language shift in his 
study of the Albanian community in southern Greece. Members of this group have lived in Greece for over five 
centuries and are all bilingual, so that even though they are descended from the immigrant rather than local 
population, parallels may exist with the situation of Frisian speakers in Noord-Holland. Tsitsipis introduces two 
processes under terms borrowed from the field of political science: that of 'subordination', whose results are 
subtle and slow to manifest, in contrast to 'antagonism' in which "an open questioning of the one language by 
the other would take place with more radical, even faster outcomes" (Tsitsipis 1997: 389). 

The role played by bilingual speakers in cases of language contact and linguistic interference is explored by 
scholars in other areas of linguistics as well. (Discussions of multilinguals parallel those of bilinguals - once a 
speaker has gone beyond speaking only one language, there is apparently nothing that changes in essence with 
the addition of more languages. Since it is cumbersome to say "bi- and multilinguals" repeatedly, and the 
situation I am interested in really concerns the speakers of two languages, I shall use the term 'bilingual' with 
the understanding that it does not exclude multilinguals.) Weinreich (1953) mentions studies focusing on 
bilinguals and possible disadvantages due to speaking two or more languages.15

It is interesting to note that while earlier studies mainly saw negative aspects to being a bilingual speaker, more 
recent ones have found this to be a state which leads to improved competence in solving even non-linguistic 
problems (Jeßner 1997: 19-24).

One ongoing debate has centered on the definition of the term bilingual. Does this mean only the speaker who 
possesses native fluency equally in two languages, or does it also include one who has differing levels of 
competence? Can only formal or informal acquisition of a second language lead to "real" bilingualism, or can it 
be perhaps a combination of both? As Jeßner points out, most research on bilinguals suffers from being carried 
out in our primarily monolingual country. In many cases, the bilingual speaker is seen as "the sum of two 
monolinguals in one person" rather than following a "wholistic view" which sees a bilingual speaker as one 
who has "a specific linguistic configuration characterized by the constant interaction and coexistence of the  
two languages involved" (Jeßner 1997: 18). This means that only full, balanced bilinguals are considered in 
many studies. Different labels have been affixed to other people who use more than one language in daily life, 
such as 'semilinguals', 'dominant bilinguals', etc. Extremely complex gradients of bilingualism have been 
proposed to solve this question (Rot 1991:61-62). Furthermore, tests developed for many studies of 
bilingualism take no note of the communicative needs of sociocultural norms, thus trying to establish 
competence and its implications without considering that differing standards of competence may obtain in 
different social situations (Grosjean 1985:468-471, quoted in Jeßner 1997:18).

One phenomenon usually associated with bilinguals who are not entirely competent in both languages is that of 
code switching. This is the practice of switching from one language to another during the course of a 
conversation. Scholars who focus their research on code switching distinguish between different types, such as 
switches made in the middle of a sentence, the alternation of entire utterances, or merely inserting a few words 
of another language (Malmkjær 1991:62).

Along with other aspects of bilingualism, code switching has until recently been seen as a rare and negative 
behavior, a manifestation of the speaker's lower level of competence in the language being spoken. More recent 
studies, however, have shown that the occurrence of code switching may occur frequently among full bilinguals 
and be due to other factors than the speaker's lacking the correct word in one language and resorting to another 
language's equivalent as a stop-gap measure.
Speakers may code switch because the other language - in which they are thoroughly competent - does not 

15 The appendix on 'Effects of Bilingualism on the Individual' lists many neutral or even positive conclusions, but 
also includes those concluding with such startling pronouncements as "bilingual persons may be morally 
depraved because they do not receive effective religious instruction in their mother-tongue in childhood" and "a 
particularly vicious kind of bilingualism has made the population of Upper Silesia inferior in its capacity to think 
and feel" (Weinreich 1953:119-120). 
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actually have a word that exactly fits what they wish to say. They may code switch to indicate a changing social 
situation, to exclude other listeners, or even as a psychological defense mechanism16 (Titone 1991: 440-441). 

The phenomenon of code switching has implications for contact-induced language change because it may be 
one of the specific bridges bilinguals build between their languages that have long-term effects. Two studies of 
core lexical borrowings, of English conjunctions borrowed into the Swedish spoken in the U.S. and into French 
in Ontario, suggest that code switching is the mechanism responsible for these borrowings. The conclusion 
drawn in these studies is that such sentence connectors may "start out as code switches... which by dint of  
repetition become loanwords" (Mougeon and Beniak 1991:211, quoted in Pfaff 1991: 348 - 349). Pfaff further 
points out that similar code switching usage may also be at the root of other borrowed items, to include even 
function words, plural morphemes, and structural borrowing in general (Pfaff 1991:349). This then fits the 
Thomason and Kaufman model of interference through borrowing mentioned above. 

During the process of language shift, a great deal is going on in the concerned community. Adult speakers who 
grew up speaking only the local language are learning the new language with varying degrees of interest and 
proficiency. Children born after the language contact and the beginning of the process of shift have begun to 
grow up learning both languages, either with the original local language at home and the other outside of the 
home, or both simultaneously, depending on their parents' proficiency. These bilingual children grow into 
adults who interact with monolingual speakers of both languages, as well as with other bilinguals who may 
have differing levels of proficiency in the two languages. In such situations it is clear that, as Nemser (1991: 
361) points out, "common manifestations of contact unite the processes of language convergence and foreign  
language acquisition." This means the convergence also of several branches of linguistic study, to include both 
child and adult language acquisition theories. For although children must necessarily have a higher than usual 
place in the process of language change in such a volatile situation, it must be clear that the adult speakers play 
the main role, as they always do. Nemser also echoes Bloomfield's assertion that the native speaker continues 
adopting and borrowing features from his fellows - "the very things which make up the infantile language 
learning" - to the end of his life (Bloomfield 1933: 46, 444). Studies of bilingual speakers and aspects of 
bilingualism must also have a place here, and perhaps ought even to take a fairly central place. For, as Jeßner 
(1997: 27) points out, the majority of the world's population is bilingual, so that research centered on the 
monolingual individual can be even misleading. In cases of contact-induced language change this is especially 
important, since the bilingual speakers can be the very locus of those changes. 

If, as it seems, the shift in language from Frisian to Dutch occurred over the course of three centuries in Noord-
Holland, then the presence and role of bilinguals in this process must be considered. The length of time 
involved suggests some generations of partially or fully bilingual speakers, most likely in the cities. The 
countryside is more likely to have fewer bilinguals, because of a lower level of contact with Dutch speakers 
and less of a need or desire to communicate with them. Thomason and Kaufman's framework ties together the 
numbers of bilingual speakers in the shifting or borrowing populations and their level of competency with 
certain observed changes due to such language contact. I propose to apply this framework "backwards": using 
the observed changes resulting from medieval Hollands-Frisian contact to draw conclusions about the level of 
bilingualism in the province of Noord-Holland in the Middle Ages.

16 This last is activated when "the bilingual code switches into the language with which less traumatic past 
experience... is associated" and may be the reason behind the lower "incidence of reactive schizophrenia in 
bilingual populations" (Dibold 1966:237, quoted in Titone 1991:441). 

- 11 -



Previous Research

The question of the influence of Frisian on the diachronic development of Dutch has reportedly been 
considered by various scholars over the years. However, very little is available in English, or, outside the 
Netherlands, in any language at all. Part of my aim in this project is to provide a truly up-to-date and complete 
review of the literature and research, hunting up the sources of vague and teasing references I have come across 
in my research so far, as well as including newer works. In the meantime I have been able to find some articles 
focused specifically on this topic, and in addition some books on the Dutch language make passing references 
to Frisian influence. Brachin (1985:7), for instance, includes a paragraph listing some Frisian loanwords in 
Dutch. De Vries et al. (1993:21, 230) say that the number of Frisian loanwords in Dutch are "negligible, but  
more than many think" and otherwise doe not discuss the issue, but include a tantalizing diagram of the 
Germanic languages which links Old Dutch (in this diagram distinguished from Old Low Franconian and 
preceding Middle Dutch) with Old Low Franconian via a solid line and with Old Frisian via a dotted line. 
Donaldson (1983:128-129) briefly mentions some 'Ingwaeonisms' present in Dutch, but declines to speculate 
on their precise origin or method of transfer into Dutch. 
None of the work I have found in this area has been done with reference to theories of contact-induced 
language change; many, indeed, consider nothing but the lexicon, and may be considered themselves as 
extensions of the old idiotica (such as Winkler 1874) in their atomistic collections. The one exception I have 
found is Buccini (1992), who uses both Thomason and Kaufman's framework and Van Coetsem's in his 
challenge to Kaufman's classification of a Middle English pronoun as borrowed from 'Low Dutch'. Buccini 
describes the shifting population of the province of Holland (and also Zeeland and Flanders) as "Ingvaeonic", 
and passingly acknowledges the influence of a substratal language, but that is not the point of his article and is 
not further considered (Buccini 1992:11).

A few others look beyond the lexicon to consider other linguistic subsystems. This was the case in 1942, when 
the newly-established Dialect Commission of the Nederlandse Akademie van Wetenschappen made this 
question the focus of its second volume of published readings. All three articles in this volume consider a 
possible Frisian substrate in Noord-Holland. In the first article, Gosses (1942) comes to the conclusion that 
there is such a substrate, based on certain relic forms. Karsten (1942) focuses on the long stretch of coastline 
between Zwin, the harbor mouth by Bruges (Brugge), and Vlie, the passage between the islands of Terschelling 
and Vlieland. He, too, lists certain relics as evidence for his belief that such a substrate exists. In the final 
article, Heeroma (1942) takes issue with the terminology, claiming that Frisian was an East Ingvaeonic 
language, which thus never was a substrate in Noord-Holland, whose local language must be considered "a 
strongly Frankified West Ingvaeonic" (Heeroma 1942:28). The relic forms brought forth by these three scholars 
are various phonological characteristics, derivable from Frisian or Frankish sources; other linguistic subsystems 
are not discussed.
In his standard work on the history of Dutch, Schönfeld (1959:xlii-xliii) spends about a page and a half in 
discussion of various Frisian elements in ABN, among them the possible loss of the ge- and be- prefixes, the 
almost voiceless pronunciation of word-initial v and z, various other phonological developments, and a few 
loanwords. Weijnen (1984) also discusses, with some fervor, a number of additional phonological and lexical 
items in Hollands which he attributes to a Frisian substrate.

Van Haeringen (1923) presents an unusually broad consideration of this question. He points out that the 
expectations of finding traces of Frisian in the Frankish dialect of Hollands are justified by the historically 
documented long-term presence of Frisian speakers in the area, and goes on to delve into several aspects of the 
languages. He notes wistfully that it would be well worth while to gather all possible signs of Frisian influence 
in Hollands and then to research them thoroughly to determine their reliability and build up a true picture of the 
extent of such influence, noting that the development of Dutch dialectology by that time made such a project 
possible. As an overview and a first step, he presents a variety of such signs and discusses them, from isolated 
lexical items to morphological forms and some wider phonological points, in each case weighing the reliability 
of concluding Frisian influence. 
But he does not include any syntax, and neither does he attempt to tie any of the data to sociohistorical 
developments in Holland, concerning either the Hollands or the Frisian speakers. He is not alone in this. Even 
many of those who do consider the other linguistic subsystems do not look beyond the data, while an important 
aspect of the approach I intend to follow is the assertion that "the history of a language is a function of the  
history of its speakers" (Thomason and Kaufman 1988:4).
I do not intend to pursue a primarily sociolinguistic focus, any more than Thomason and Kaufman do, but 
extralinguistic factors will be included and considered. 
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Further Avenues

There are more details that must be gathered before a complete picture of the influence of Frisian on the 
development of modern Dutch may be presented. The phonology of Frisian and Hollands must be compared in 
greater detail, along with that of the other Frankish dialects of Dutch, in order to tease out aspects of ABN 
which are due to Frisian influence. The same should be done for the syntax of these languages, given that 
syntactic interference is as common as phonetic interference. The strongest pressure of Hollands on Frisian 
began with the granting of Frisian-speaking Noord-Holland to the Counts of Holland, who spoke (Frankish) 
Middle Dutch, in the late 13th century. Words borrowed by Middle Dutch during this stage of the language 
need to be teased out of the lexicon and considered, using more detailed etymological dictionaries or older 
works such as Kiliaan (1599) and the literature concerning it.
Many, like Woensdag, are by now so nativized that they are no longer recognized as non-Hollands. Do they fit 
into the same culture-related categories as the more recent borrowings mentioned in this paper? Ethiopic 
Semitic has borrowed some words from Cushitic that are not typical of loan word categories, such as kinship 
terms and numerals (Thomason & Kaufman 1988:134); a similar occurrence of Frisian words in ABN is 
therefore not to be dismissed automatically.

The relative numbers of target and shifting language speakers in Noord-Holland, as well as the length of time 
taken to achieve the shift, are also factors that must be considered. The amount of phonological interference 
suggests that either the shift occurred rapidly, so that the shifting speakers did not have time to learn the new 
language completely, or else that there were too few target language speakers and too many shifting ones for 
sufficient models to be available to all who were learning this new language (both of these factors come under 
the rubric of "intensity of contact", Thomason and Kaufman 1988:72). 
Attitudes to the other language and its speakers are also a factor, and may be reflected in contemporary stories 
or medieval Dutch-Frisian phrase books. If the Hollands speakers held a strongly negative attitude toward the 
Frisian speakers, they would be less likely to borrow many Frisian words (but note the borrowing of Hindi 
words into British English). They might have learned stadsfries in order to achieve the necessary 
communication but avoid acquiring any more of the Frisian language than absolutely necessary.17 
Moreover, such a negative attitude might also lead the Hollands speakers to keep themselves apart from the 
native population, thus denying the Frisian speakers a model to follow and increasing the likelihood of learners' 
errors entering the Middle Dutch spoken by local natives. Guy (1990:62-63) also mentions the crucial effect of 
social variables such as the demographic balance and status difference of the contacting communities, as well 
as that of access to the target language. And if the Frisian speakers' attitude toward the Hollands speakers was 
strongly negative, they would be more likely to have actively resisted a shift to Hollands. Indeed, their attitude 
need not have been all that strongly negative, based on the situation in Friesland early in this century when the 
farmers came into contact with the socially more prestigious stadsfries (discussed earlier). Apparently, "people 
preferred rather to make fun of the 'fine' language of the salesmen, chemists, and such people than be tempted 
to take over their 'funny' language" (Fokkema and Van der Hoek 1967:50). All this sounds very uncertain, but it 
must be borne in mind that "attitudinal and most other social factors that affect the linguistic outcomes of 
contact situations vary in ways that are, at least at present, beyond prediction" (Thomason & Kaufman 
1988:65). 

Plans for Further Research and the Dissertation

In following the lines of research I have sketched above, my first aim is of course to assemble a clearer picture 
of the influence of Frisian on the development of ABN specifically. This will no doubt involve research in the 
Netherlands, specifically at the P.J. Meertens Institute of dialectology in Amsterdam and the Rijksuniversiteit 
Groningen18, to seek out similar research conducted into this question in that country and currently, at least, 
unavailable here. Certain aspects of my ambitious project may already have been addressed by Dutch scholars, 

17 Thomason and Kaufman quote Hall's conclusion that the Chinese who learned and used Chinese Pidgin 
English "refused to stoop to learning the foreigners' language in its full form" (Thomason & Kaufman 1988:173). 
18 For instance, Eric Hoekstra, of the Rijksuniversiteit Groningen, seems to be involved in research into 
substratum influence from Frisian into various Dutch dialects and ABN, based on the handout from an informal 
talk he gave last year and which a kind friend sent me (bedankt, Ron!). 
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and I will be able to draw upon their findings rather than being required to do it all myself. On the whole, in 
fact, I do not anticipate a necessity for collecting new data; rather, I see my task in the re-evaluation and 
reinterpretation of already-collected data in the light of this new framework. The atomistic collections and 
etymologies mentioned above, along with dialect maps such as Berteloot (1984), will furnish much of the data I 
expect to need. There is a database of Middle Dutch manuscripts from Holland and other areas of the 
Netherlands which includes both legal texts and literary writings and will furnish additional material if these 
later writings prove to be insufficient. The medieval sources consist of documents such as the Corpus 
Gijsseling which is a collection of the earliest sources of Middle Dutch texts such as Jacob van Maerlant's 
encyclopedic Der Naturen Bloeme and his poetic translation of the Bible. Aside from the Corpus there are 
Limburgic texts such as Hendrik van Veldeke's Sint Servaes, Flemish texts such as the allegorical work Tweede  
Rose, Hollands texts such as Melis Stoke's 14th century history of the Counts of Holland, and Brabants works 
such as the life of St. Lutgart, and Pater Brugman's sermons and other works from the eastern areas of the 
country (Van der Wal 1992:107-121).

However, I also hope to contribute to the larger question of language change, mainly in the field of language 
contact theory, which must include a consideration of the applicable sociohistoric background and also aspects 
of second-language acquisition theory such as bilingualism. My project, by providing a detailed application of 
Thomason and Kaufman's framework, will serve also as an additional test of that framework, providing the 
opportunity for its further refinement as well as its verification.
I anticipate the dissertation itself to be organized along much the same lines as this prospectus, generally 
following the same sequence and considering the same topics. To show this in some detail, I include the 
following outline:

Introduction. 
Social and linguistic information on Frisian
Linguistic information on Dutch 

a. Dialects 
b. Previous studies on Frisian influence on Dutch 

Theory. 
a. Older studies of contact linguistics 
b. Thomason and Kaufman's (1988) framework 

4bI. Overview of Van Coetsem's (1988) framework, with further refinements: his 
own (1997), and also Guy (1990), Ross (1991)

c. Bilingual theory
5. Application: The situation in Noord-Holland

a. Borrowing
5aI. lexicon 

b. Interference
5bI. phonology

A. Older changes
B. New changes (neutralization of f/v distinction)

5bII. morphology
5bIII. syntax 

c. Role of bilinguals and other language-external factors
6. Conclusion.

In summary, the goal of my study is to clarify a portion of the development of modern Dutch through the 
application of the theoretical framework developed by Thomason and Kaufman to data gathered at various 
points along the history of the language. In other words, while others have mentioned that Frisian has 
influenced ABN, I plan to show how (and, to some extent, why) it has done so. Other required factors are 
present but hidden in the mass of data, such as the relative ages of borrowed terms, or clear comparisons of 
phonetic and structural elements. I propose to untangle such messes as necessary, which in itself will be a 
contribution to the study of the history of Dutch, and then go further to incorporate the results into my study. 
Based on Thomason and Kaufman's principle that the development of a language reflects the circumstances of 
its speakers, I also plan to look into extralinguistic factors. These include the cultural environment - the 
attitudinal and social factors mentioned above - of the interacting Dutch and Frisian speakers during the 
relevant periods. I expect to find this cultural environment reflected in contemporary writings, such as verbal 
caricatures of different social groups, notes made for and by travellers in Noord-Holland, and characterizations 
of people from particular areas. Extending somewhat into other areas of linguistic research, I intend to include 
research on bilingualism in this project, as bilingual speakers seem likely to have played a significant role in 
this contact situation - a role that has not yet been considered. The finished dissertation ought then to be a 
thorough study of various aspects of Dutch-Frisian contact, and their effect on the development of ABN. It will 
also act as a test of Thomason and Kaufman's framework in general, and specifically of their assertion that 
borrowing and interference can occur simultaneously. 
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