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TYPES OF SOCIETY AND LANGUAGE CHANGE IN THE NORDIC
COUNTRIES

Helge Sanday

University of Bergen

1. Is it possible to make an experiment?

Linguistic change can be viewed from many perspesti For some time now
we have been reminding one another that languagpoisen by human beings,
and that a human being has intentions and reflattkis own behaviour. This
has led to interesting discussions and new insidtdsvever, | want us also to
remind ourselves that we as individuals live in axiaty. In the following
discussion | have deliberately chosen to ignore/ veany essential aspects of
language change at the individual level. My intentis to develop some ideas
concerning the macro level and see whether it ssipte to indicate conditions
at that level for language change. And | admit thgtchoice of perspective has
been prompted by my interest in historical socmulistics. Over the last
generation a lot of research projects have beenpleted on the Nordic
languages, and the time has come for us to trypdog the results from that
database more systematically. (I regret my supatfkmowledge of Finnish, so |
am not able to refer to the Finnish language conitytiere.)

A very brief introduction to my approach might ae follows: if the prime
minister of Sweden asked us linguists to formuéaglicy whereby he — as the
prime minister — could make the dialect of Skarte ithe future dialect of all
Swedes, | think we would be able to give him sordeice. More seriously:
sociolinguists have some insights that could bed usath to manipulate and
foresee future language changes. On the other hanuglad this is not going to
happen. The only point of this mere speculatiotinad it can help us to develop
notions and categories that can be theoretica#julis

2. From micro to macro

Language is practised by individuals. We therefeamt to understand language
changes at their most basic level, in terms ofeeithchange in the individual's

speech habits or a deviation in the individual'guaed grammar as compared to
the grammar of his/her surroundings. When tryingriderstand the individual’s

motivation for picking up a deviant linguistic fea, most of us want to relate it
to the individual’s type of network or social idgpti.e. to understand it within a

socio-psychological framework. The type of netwisrkn its turn con-
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ditioned by the local community. Well-establishetsights have told us, for
example, that rural communities are characterigetiphter networks than urban
societies, the way of life in a working class eneges tighter networks than life
in a middle class, and so on. The prevailing netwsitructures are thus
conditioned by the economic basis of the local coamity. And in turn the
economic basis is to a large extent conditionedhieymore general or national
economy, for instance through industrial policy.
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Figure 1. Map of Scandinavia with places discussede article

This is a simple and familiar kind of reasoningsituations where we want to
look at connections between an individual’s motatat the micro level and
general policy at the macro level. | do not wanti¢welop the details any further
here, only to mention that this macro to micro apph is often applied within
sociolinguistics.

54



In one of his studies Peter Trudgill set himsbi sociolinguistic goal of
sorting out “some of the social determinants ofuiistic patterning” (Trudgill
1997: 350). Several other linguists have workechiwitthe same paradigm,
where the aim is to connect language typology ayks of society (e.qg.
Andersen 1988, Grace 1990). To my mind these abgstare often too
ambitious, and there is a risk of atomistic usafyénguistic features. A more
modest goal would be to sort out factors that seefavour changes in general
and have an influence on the speed and directichariges.

Making sociolinguistic comparisons is extremelyngbicated because of the
many relevant perspectives and the intriguing $camal socio-psychological
variables. However, there is a need to do comparatisearch. We now possess
an ample number of sociolinguistic studies, andviflee of each of them will
increase if we are able to contrast them systealbtich order to evolve more
precise insights. By using the socially rather EmiNordic countries as a
database, we may be able to reduce some of the distaybing differences that
often exist between various countries and thus lopkn our countries as a
convenient linguistic laboratory.

What are the macro factors? | am going to comroent

size

economic basis
migration
urbanization

These are sociological and clearly societal factdsvever, | am also going to
include

ideology

which some want to call a cultural factor.

There are additional factors referred to in thei@dmguistic literature, for
instance dominance, endocentricity etc. Howevéiave found them too vague
to be used here.

3. The making of a new dialect (melting-pots)

There have been several bold linguistic experimigntse Nordic countries, and

some of the Norwegian ones have been sociolingalitidescribed. During the

20th century the Norwegian government sited indalsanterprises at various
places around the country, and thousands of peupied to previously small

and out-of-the-way places. These melting-pots ssprean extreme with respect
to type of community and type of society, sincefitat incomers often speak
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different dialects and there is no obvious focussedn. These societies have
therefore to establish new dialect norms.

| shall first present some results from Sunndalsdenstad 1983) in the
county of Mgre og Romsdal, a new industrial ced@éng from the economic
recovery period after the Second World War, whereaph Norwegian
hydroelectric power was to be used in aluminiumdpadion. The population
increased from 530 in 1946 to 5114 in 1970 (Jen$&&8: 33). During the most
intensive immigration period, 1954-59, the incorheegional background was
as shown in Table 1:

Table 1. Origin of incomers in Sunndalsgra, Mgré&rogsdal, Norway

Mgre og Romsdal 76.3%
Trgndelag 15.9%
Southern and Western Norway  3.5%
Eastern Norway 2.5%
Northern Norway 0.8%
Abroad 0.8%

(Jenstad 1983: 41.)

The dominant incomer group evidently comes from #Hame county as
Sunndalsgra, namely Mgre og Romsdal. The only godigignificance beyond
this has its origin in the neighbouring two cousti¢ Trandelag.

We must be aware that the Sunndalen rural disdect therefore the starting
point for the new dialect as well, has quite a feswy local peculiarities and a
rather complex morphology. The dialect data for fitlowing description was
collected in 1981 by Tor-Erik Jenstad. | am notngoio present or discuss the
details of the variables, but you will find a lingtic description of the 12
variables in the not.

A first glance at the results of some 30 yearsliafect mixing reveals a
considerable restructuring of the dialect, and2n I(have tried to explore the
possible origins of the new elements — geograplgi@ald linguistically. These
are the shaded slots with plusses. (A question nmaticates that the dialect
source in question is ambiguous regarding the nufeature.)

The product of this linguistic melting-pot follovise majority of incomers.
As the dominant group is from the same regionneW features correspond to
features in some neighbouring dialect. A charastieris that the two urban dia-
lects from the region (Molde and Kristiansund) $tem seem to function as a
model. Unfortunately, | have no statistics that ¢alh us how many of the in-
comers originated from these urban societies amdrhany from the rural parts
of Mgre og Romsdal. Therefore, the urban incomeay imave had a greater
impact than their proportion of the population migidicate. At the same time,
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most of the changes represent a grammatical sicgildn compared to the
original rural dialect. This tendency of simplifin seems to be general in
sociolinguistic studies on language mixtures, andsitheoretically easy to

understand how it is so (cf. Trudgill 1986: 83ftabov 2001: 422ff.). (The

reader should keep in mind that the variables )répresent changes from the
traditional Sunndalen rural dialect, and, consetjyethere are no shaded slots
in the column 'Sunndalen rural dialect’, and fewRnaral area of Nordmgre'
either.)

Table 2. Sources for the new dialect forms in tiadedt of Sunndalsgra

Variable SunnqRural are{ Sunn-|{Molde|Kristan4{ Trond{ Gramm.| Standarg
dalen of dalsgra(city) | sund | heim | simpli- | lang.
rural |Nordmgare (city) fication| (bm)
dialect

1. Diphthong vs| i e |eeligy + + + +
monophthong

2. Suffix in weal
fem., the sg.
indef. form

e - e 4-_| -€ + - - + +

3. palat.| palat. [ no + + + + +
Morphophono- palat.
logical
palatalization
of velars

4. Palat. ohd, no palat. | palat. - + + - -
ns, nt palat.

5. Suffixinthe | e&a e&a -a + = - + -
masc. pl. nouns
indef. form

6. Suffixinthe | e & a e&a|-€&- - - - + -
strong fem. pl. in/-an
nouns indef.
form

7. Suffixinthe |-op, n| -op,n |-a& | + + T + i
pl. of weak an
fem. nouns def.
form

8. Suffix in the -e -e -ent + + - o +
neuter sg. of
adjectives

9. Stemvowel ina-o | aa-0 |@y-9| + + ? - -
the past and
ptc. 2. class
irreg. verbs

10. Suffix in -st -st -S + ? + - +
reflexive form
of verbs

11. Pers. pron. [ e e - - - - -
pers. sg. Nom.

12. Pers. pron. | 0ss Vi Vi + + + - +
pers. pl. Nom.
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We shall observe that standard features havennahy case in (2) been an
influence unless a nearby dialect correspondsamtihe situation where a new
community is formed with new social opportunitiesed not seem to be
exploited to pick up the most prestigious linguideatures. On the other hand,
neighbouring (urban) dialects have caused impnvithout support from the
written standard. The 16% of incomers from Trgnglela not seem to have had
any independent impact.

In order to make this laboratory experiment moxeitang, and in order to
generalise our insights from these Norwegian datél] be so bold as to present
— on the basis of the above data — a formula fer dttength of the factors
influencing the product of the melting pot. Thisnche seen in (3) (where >
means ‘has more influence than’).

Table 3. Strength of influencing factors in ‘'meitipots’

high proportion of incomers > (regional centres aral) regional area
> grammatical simplification > written code/standhp prestige

We will now proceed to the most interesting lingigiexperiment in Norway,
this time from Hardanger in Western Norway; moreecsiically the two
industrial centres of Odda and Tyssedal in the goahHordaland. Descriptions
of linguistic changes in these communities havenh@eviously presented in the
sociolinguistic literature (Sandve 1976, Sandgy 319850f., Sandgy 2000,
Kerswill 2002), but | will allow myself to repeabse of the data very briefly.

The “geographical compositions” of the incomergevdifferent in the two
societies, and at about 1920 the proportions ofnthé¢ures were as shown in
Table 4:

Table 4. Proportions of incomers

Tyssedal:

Origin from Tyssedal 3.4%
From Hardanger and

Western Norway 29.9%
From Bergen 4.8%
From Central Eastern Norway 33.8%
From other places 28.0%
Odda:

Origin from Odda 13.8%
From Hardanger and

Western Norway 62.9%
From Bergen 8.6%
From Central Eastern Norway 6.0%
From other places 8.7%
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Here we see that the proportions of people origigatrom the local area are
very different in the two centres, and the numbkingomers from Eastern
Norway differ greatly between the two centres.

Table 5. Sources for the new dialect forms in Oalu Tyssedal

TYSSEDAL:
Variableg Tyssedal | South- | North- | Bergen| Central | Gramm.| Written | Glosses
examples | western| western Eastern| simpli- | code
Norway| Norway Norway/| fication | Bokmal

2. Plural | bilar > - - + + + + ‘cars’

masc. |biler

ar-class

3. Sing. |[solee > - + - i - (+) |'the sun

fem. sola

strong

class

def.

4. Plural | kjerringar - - - 4 + + 'married

fem. ar-| > women'/

class | kjerringer ‘old
women'

5. Sing. |viso > - + - 4 + (+) |'the

fem. visa song'

weak

class

def.

form

6. Plural | aree, eplee| - + - + - (+) |'the

neuter |> ara, epld years,

def. the
apples'

7. Plural | eple > - - + 4 + + ‘apples'

neuter |epler

weak

class

indef.

8. First |eg>jeei - - - 4 - + '

pers.

pronou

n subj.

form

9. Pers. | meg,deg, - - - 4 - + 'me,

pron. |seg>meei, you,

obj. deei, seei -self (3.

form pers.)’

10. ikkje>ikke - - - 4 - + 'not'

negatio

n
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ODDA:

Variables| Odda South- | North- | Bergen Central | Gramm| Written | Glosses
examples western| western Eastern| simpli- | code
Norway | Norway Norway | fication | Bokmal

1. Plural |gjester > - - - - 4 - 'guests’

masc. |gjestar

er-class.

3.Sing. |solee > - 4 - 4 - (+) |'the

fem. sola sun'

strong

cl. def.

6. Plural |aree, eplae - - + - + + 'the

neuter |> arene, years,

def. eplene the
apples'

7. Plural |eple > - - 4 4 4 4 ‘apples'

neuter |epler

weak

class

indef.

In Odda the noun inflexion has retained most of iWest Norwegian
characteristics, which 76.7% of the immigrants lgtdwith them.

In Tyssedal the incomers from Eastern Norway mama higher proportion
(33.8% as contrasted to 6.0% in Odda), and theg heft their mark on the
dialect alloy. The merger of all feminine definftgms in the singular into tha-
suffix may be both a West and an East NorwegiarnrimhpAll plural suffixes
correspond to the East Norwegian ones; howevemeheer system in variable 6
is in accordance with the traditional Northwest&lorwegian system as well.
And, furthermore, the dialect of Tyssedal evenadticed the pronoungei, meei
etc. (= ‘l, me’ etc.) from East Norwegian.

In order to supplement this grammatical approaed,shall examine the
textual effect of the chandeslf we try to quantify the Odda changes and
imagine that we have a text of 1000 words in tlessit Odda dialect of 1900,
we find that the changes would be instantiatedxenwlified 5.4 times in that
text. That is not much. The corresponding figure fbyssedal is 39.1
instantiations.

Once more we see that only high proportions obrmers have an impact on
the new dialect. In the case of both Odda and Tgdsthe regional centre of
Bergen does not have any obvious influence, andfaunula in (3) should
perhaps be modified. Therefore | have put the pheses in the formula in (3).
But we need more research to clarify this point.

There are more examples like this. In 1921 PétauBup published a study
on a Western Jutland town where, according to éssuption, 40 percent of the
population were incomers from Western Jutland, the. same region, and 20
percent of the population came from the rest of rbank. Thus the incomers
totalled 60 percent of the whole population. Thendard-speakers made up 9
percent of the incomers, i.e. 7.2 percent of thgufadion, and their influence on
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the language was seemingly zero (Pedersen 2003:Th# result concerning

low proportions of incomers, i.e. in this case 20cent from outside the region,
confirms the already mentioned formula. This refantn 1921 does not present
details to the same degree as those | have alregfdyred to, so further

comparison is impossible.

To follow up our experiment: these data tell uattive should be able to
model or mould a new dialect by manipulation. Tipeakers of the Skane
dialect should make up at least 35% of the popmatn the new Swedish
centres if we want to ensure its influence, ankkast 70% in order to dominate
the product.

4. Preserving a language

Our next experiment goes as follows: let us suppleaethe politicians want to
preserve the Swedish language as it is today. Oggestion for them could be
to disperse the population in units of 10 peopléhwhe greatest possible
distance between the units. This could be called QId Icelandic method".

The conservatism of the Icelandic language is wealbwn, and the
commonest explanations for the stability are theggaphic isolation and the
general literacy dating from the Middle Ages ané #mnual assemblies, the
Alping. | am very sceptical of these factors having sutimmense impact.

James Milroy (1992: 196) has suggested that ‘gtrdies’ are the
explanation. Even though Milroy's theory on netwarkl ties is more acceptable
when speaking about sociolinguistic factors, | dd find his description well
attested for Old Icelandic society. My alternatigpproach is to study the
demographic history. According to available histaliinformation, the settlers
on Iceland in the 9th century dispersed throughioaitcountry and mixed early.
At about the year 1100 the population had growAG®00-50,000, a size that
remained constant for hundreds of years (Magnug&i®&son in print), in fact
until the 19th century. Nor did any urbanizatiopegr until the 19th century.

| admit that Icelandic linguistic conservatism partly a result of the
country’s relative isolation, as the North Atlan@cean hampered daily contact
with foreigners and language innovations on a brbasis. Nevertheless, my
suggestion is that the most important factor exgphg the extraordinary
conservatism is the general pattern of settlememt¢aland, where people were
scattered around the big island on isolated sirggieall farms with 7-10
individuals on average (Stefansson in print, 4)ly@nfew clusters of more than
one farm can be found. This structure of settlem@sulted in children’s
language acquisition being “controlled” by paresutsl grandparents. There were
few opportunities for younger generations to forfamguage community with
its own deviant language norms. Iceland therefaéd few social forces that
could give rise to language differences. (Sand®i2027f.)
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| have started this discussion with the extremeiodioguistic cases. My
intention is to let the lines of reasoning folloains of contrasts, as demonstrated
below:

Maximally unstable (melting pots)> Stable populations

Isolated farms < Other communities/societies
y

Villages <= Urban societies

The Icelandic case of isolated farms representstypeeof society with a stable
population. The next step is to find charactersstof other relatively stable
communities. Here | find it interesting to diffeterte between villages and
urban societies.

5. Village communities

An interesting contrast to Iceland is the Faroaridk, also seemingly isolated in
the North Atlantic. Nordic settlement of the Fardesk place perhaps around
800 A.D., only a few decades before Iceland wasadisred and settled. Very
little is known about the Faroese society beforeuald 300, and by then 45
villages had been established. These have remdieecdame up to modern
times, and the population is estimated to have bekatively stable at 5,000—
7,000 from the Middle Ages up to about the year018@. about 125 inhabitants
in each village on average.

The Faroese settlement, therefore, was of a diffecharacter than the one
in Iceland, and two aspects are of relevance foguage change; the fewer but
much larger communities represented better comditfor linguistic innovations
among young people, as the grown-ups had not thne santrol over language
acquisition among children and adolescents. Weezaily imagine that some
subcultures or social groups could arise in tho#lages, where innovations
could have their first chance to spread to moren tbee person. Moreover,
village structures seem to favour a stronger iderdr adherence to the local
community; they constitute a local cultural unit afdifferent type than the
family units in Iceland. They permit several somatworks while at the same
time everyone in the village knows one anotherlaasisome kind of interaction.
Thus, village life favours in-group mechanisms. fEfiere, both tensions
between the villages and stronger loyalties to ®ms¥n village culture can be
natural, and as a consequence such societies ositigibetter sociolinguistic
conditions for dialectal divergence. (Sandgy 2Q®1I/f.)

This is exactly the case in the Faroes. Withirrtstistances there are many
salient language differences and clear-cut diddeaters, and therefore the con-
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trast to the neighbouring Iceland is a very intéings study in historical
sociolinguistics.

The demographic characteristics of the Faroe dslaian be compared to the
village structure that prevailed in Denmark untiet19th century. Inge Lise
Pedersen (1991) has given an interesting histoogalview of some macro
factors in the dialect development. The Danishegpatbf settlement was, over
the centuries, characterised by villages and Ittbenmunication between the
villages because of the particular Danish adsaniptLocal allegiance was very
high. The effect was surprisingly many dialect eli#nces within Denmark’s
small area. According to Pedersen this changedatigiduring the 19th century
because of new legislation and drastic transfolnatin settlement patterns.

Furthermore, it is interesting to extend this cangon to e.g. the area of
Dalarna in Sweden. This area is — or was — alsoactexised by relatively small
communities, which exhibit a large variety of dalalifferences between the
various villages. A pattern of the villages in Daka was that people married
within the village or the parish. There were fewceptions, according to John
Helgander's study (1994). Thus tight networks ee@rq the villages, and
consequently the ties to neighbouring societiesewiew, and over a longer
period this could encourage the dialect split. fdalder 1994: 71.)

The point is, then, that the pattern of settlen®min important condition for
the merging of dialect differences, and that thkage type, which means a
population of at least some minimum and of some imam, favours the
creation and spreading of new language featuresl égqually important is
perhaps the fact that the villagers stick to tlohiaracteristic features — also the
conservative ones — they need them in order taffereht. Conclusion: Villages
can therefore encourage language change in ordestablish differences, but it
is difficult to foresee or manipulate them. Alsg fhese communities a network
model is very useful.

6. Urban societies

Let us extend our study to the larger, i.e. urlsacjety types where the inhabi-
tants have no chance to know all members of théegocSuch societies are
constituted by several overlapping communities.yTimake good conditions for
developing social class distinctions and for thigedences between the genera-
tions and can pave the way for the spread of inthmv& by giving them the
function of social markers. People often have a and the same time several
social and language loyalties; and it is perhajsseedo review one's loyalty to
the local community. Urban societies are thus mmoine complex and diffuse,
and many more parameters are relevant to undemstatathguage as a cultural
feature.
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In accordance with such lines of reasoning itas abvious that we should
expect radical things to happen in urban societiegortunately, we have as yet
too little knowledge. As for the pattern of hist@i changes, we can still only
guess on the basis of the synchronic variation. ¢d@n because of the many
patterns of variation in towns and cities the uapparent time studies are very
unreliable if we want to draw conclusions as togpeed of language change in
urban societies.

A new thesis has, however, appeared that mayugi\e clearer picture. Eva
Sundgren’s thesis from 2002 on Eskilstuna in Sweaden fact a longitudinal
study, as she can refer to Bengt Nordberg's piamgeociolinguistic research
there in 1967 (Nordberg 1972). Sundgren revisitekil&una in 1996, i.e., 29
years later. Her main impression is that veryditid happened in this period,
embracing almost a third of a century. From thiglgt therefore, we can see that
urban language can remain considerably stableuibe @ long period.

It is therefore worthwhile to scrutinise some loé tsocial characteristics of
Eskilstuna: in 1967 it was a flourishing industrieity of about 66,000
inhabitants, and its population had, at the timeemwtBengt Nordberg was
making his tape-recordings, doubled in 30 yearsirguthe 1970s industrial
crises lead to a recession that has not beenytatathpensated for by the official
policy of siting some central government agencregskilstuna. The effect is
therefore a small reduction in the population. Timemployment rate today is
higher in Eskilstuna than in the rest of Sweden] éime average level of
education is lower. However, according to Sundgrelaita, people in Eskilstuna
are well integrated into the local community anghom social satisfaction.
(Sundgren 2002: 70ff.)

In 1967 the Eskilstuna dialect was characterisgdypical urban variation
with a classic social hierarchy. From the genessluenptions of tendencies in
language changes in Sweden, Sundgren expected sscde@ble progress of
standard forms, which in this case means formsesponding to the written
Swedish code (Sundgren 2002: 245). She is thersioy@ised that this has not
happened. “The average usage of standard formadtascreased much,” she
says (p. 247). Only one variable shows the expecged, which is variable no.
2 in (6), the definite form in the plural of neuteouns fusena > huserthe
houses'), which has increased from 38% to 61%.gEmeral conclusion is that
the 1967 variation has been stabilised as a wvamatthough with some
interesting minor changes in the patterns (p. 247).
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Table 6. Dialect changes in Eskilstuna 1967 — 1994.
Percentage of 'new' variants

Variables 1967 1996
1. Neut. Sg. Def. 56 60
2. Neut. PI. Def. 38 61
3. 1.Decl.Pl. Indef. 7 8

4. Supine 1.&4.conj. 26 25
5. Supine 2.con,;. 88 93
6. Past 1. con,. 16 15
7. Blev/vart(past) 48 49

One very salient variable, the past form of thellary bliva, which can be both
blevandvart, demonstrates an increase in the usage of thégaresariantblev
from 48% to 49%, which means only one percent & @eneration!

If we were to quantify the Eskilstuna changes eoiistruct an average text
of 1000 words in the hypothetically classic Eskifst dialect, the changes
referred to as changes in 1967 in table (6) woaldehan effect 11.8 times in
1000 words.) The 1996 changes would be instantidt®d times, and the
additional changes from 1967 until 1996 corresptind.3. That is a very low
change rate.

All quantifications of linguistic differences arahanges depend totally on
the method of operationalization. | do not inteadliscuss my method here, only
to demonstrate one advantage of quantification,emathe possibility of a more
precise comparison. Table 7 shows a comparisoheoEskilstuna changes and
the changes in the Norwegian melting-pots mentiaie/e.

Table 7. Language change rate

Traditional | Intermediate Modern
Odda 1906: 0 1975: 5.4
Tyssedal 1900: 0 1975: 39.1
Eskilstuna ??:0 1967:11.8 1996:13.1

This surprise at the slow speed with which languatgnges — at least at some
times and in some places — has struck severalrods¥a in several countries (cf.
Sundgren 2002: 269, who refers to Paunonen on g&igseconstructions in
Finnish). These are very interesting results. Tdewstand situations of non-
change is very important — in order to understamel thanges elsewhere!
(Sandgy 1983.)

The Eskilstuna experiment has shown us that tbeamuic transition from
industry to civil service does not seem to enhaheeusage of standard forms
despite the fact that the changes in economidbfee provided opportunities for
social mobility. Interestingly, the informants whrave increased their social
status have not, on average, increased their pagef standard forms, except
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for variable no. 2. This study should therefore irehrsome of us that we tend to
exaggerate economic structure as a direct fact@aniguage change.

The stabilisation of the dialect may, on the othand, be an effect of the
stabilisation in the population, as there is nogemany influx of Swedish
incomers to Eskilstuna. Sundgren emphasises thdath that people feel happy
in Eskilstuna as an important factor. This is atenesting cultural or perhaps
ideological factor that we must bear in mind. Arestlnteresting result from
Eskilstuna is that the social differences in lamguaisage have been reduced
since 1967, so the average effect implies bothgbeial group 1 has reduced its
usage of standard forms and social groups 2 andaw& hincreased their
percentage (Sundgren 2002: 312).

Sundgren’'s very interesting report triggers newestjans: is this
representative of the change rate in urban didélkslay we know too little.
However, we may now be inaugurating a new era, ashawe the chance to
revisit societies studied in the first period ofriie sociolinguistics about 1970.
Such studies will be of great importance, becabseetis a general assumption
that language is changing very rapidly in our times in a specific direction —
towards a prestigious or standard variant.

In 1972 one of our early Norwegian sociolinguistsd dialectologists,
Anders Steinsholt, said that it was at that timéodonately too late to describe
the traditional Larvik dialect, since many of thecdl features had become
vulgar, and “the standard language will undoubtedigrease its influencing
force” (Lindbekk 2000: 127). We have no exact statal studies from Larvik in
Steinsholt’s time, but two recent and independetioinguistic reports from
that town (Dybvik 1994 & Lindbekk 2000) should camse us that the
traditional grammatical forms in this urban dialetii dominate, and there is no
indication of their disappearance. Young peopletteditional forms even more
frequently than elderly people do. Only single amdy local lexical items tend
to sink into oblivion.

Once more | want to comment on language isoladioth contact as factors
explaining language conservatism or change. Foatheast, it is a paradox that
modern urban communities remain that stable condp#émethe changes in
previous centuries. | have calculated the histbobanges over several centuries
as well, and the language change rate was very imigbre-Modern times!
(Sandgy 2000: 349-351.) The concepts of isolatith @ontact are too vague,
and not the central ones.

The innovative force is perhaps not an effecthef humber of people. It is
more likely to be an effect of the social situatadfianguage mixing. If the latter
is the case, the innovative forces appear moshdilt in the establishing epoch
when a town or centre is a melting-pot. This goe#l with the theory of focus-
sing, too. As the referred studies concern statnbencunities, we now need a
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guantitative and longitudinal study of an unstabily in order to establish a
contrast to Eskilstuna and the other stable urleameunities.

8. The influencing of incomers
Migration seems to be an important factor. My exsmwf dialect mixing and
melting pots concerned new societies where we mighgine and expect that
the inhabitants needed some time to develop a $ecuiecal culture. How will it
be when a traditional culture is exposed to a snadltoportion of incomers?
Such communities too are melting pots to some éxkgre we should expect a
traditional focussed culture to be reflected initdividual member's awareness
of the local language norms, and a small proporibimncomers not to disturb
the awareness of these norms. The strong focussingts of some fuzziness.
We have as yet, to my knowledge, no exact datadtothe size of theroportion
of incomerghat can affect norms in a traditional communitgwéver, there are
some interesting studies describimyvincomers influence traditional societies.
Here one factor seems to be vital: the proportibmixed marriages. This
factor has been thoroughly analysed by John Hekya(i®96: 117 tab. 20) in
his reports on the dialect of Dalarna in Sweden. hdes given a precise
description of dialect disintegration. In this amea see a difference between the
rural communities in Alvdalen and the urban centrfelora and Rattvik where,
typically, dialect retention is higher in the rutdlan the urban communities
when compared to the percentage of incoming or enp@rents. Helgander's
figures are presented in Table 8.

Table 8. Mixed marriages and dialect speakers larDa, Sweden

1. Percentage of 2. Families | Percentage of 3. Families

Families |children (of |with both |children (of |with both

with these families)parents these families) parents not

mixed using dialect | speaking |using dialect | speaking

parents dialect dialect
Mora 36.6% 6.8 20.5% 12.1 42.9% 100%
Rattvik 37.1% 7.7 24.3% 17.6 38.6% 100%
Alvdalen| 44.6% 20 37.6% 55.3 17.8% 100%

(Helgander 1996:117)

These data tell us that in families where the pgarspeak different dialects, i.e.
only one speaks thiecal dialect, there is a strong tendency for the chiiche
speak standard Swedish. However, even though togron of mixed parents
is highest in the area of Alvdalen, i.e. 44.6%, théddren of these families tend
more often to use the local dialect than childremixed parents do in Mora and
Rattvik. The exact figures are 20% of the childiresuch families in Alv-
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dalen, and 7.7% and 6.8% in Rattvik and Mora. &nttho urban areas, Mora and
Rattvik, a high proportion of children even of pasespeaking the local dialect
have chosen to acquire standard Swedish. Compénecaiumn 2. In Alvdalen
less than half of them (100% — 55.3% = 44.7%) do 503 % stick to the
Dalarna dialect. Even within each of these threeninipalities there is a
corresponding pattern between the central areahenperiphery.

Thus the urban centres seem to stimulate the itimnsto a standard
Swedish, and families with mixed or incoming paseiricrease this tendency
further more. On the whole, the prospect, everha most conservative area,
Alvdalen, is that a regional standard Swedish warigill take over as the
medium of communication among the children in tarnfuture. Data from
Eastern Norway seem to support these findings iarDa (e.g. Papazian 1997).

9. The levelling processes

So far we have discussed or tried out hard sodi@tédrs such as size, economic
basis, migration and urbanization, and we have ddokor the linguistic
consequences. Let us now use the opposite apprdashbribing the linguistic
changes and looking for the societal factors.

There are observable levelling processes withih @lir language
communities. Interestingly this process manifetstslfi differently in the various
countries, and therefore searching for contrastg hedp us understand more
about the conditions for language change. The &osttrast should be drawn
between Denmark and Sweden on the one hand amathibe Nordic countries
on the other.

Earlier in this talk | have mentioned the surprigy far-reaching split into
many dialects in Denmark in previous times. Todag tanguage situation is
totally different. Dialectologists now consider thhe traditional dialects are on
the verge of extinction and characterize the charage“an extreme linguistic
process” (cf. Kristensen 2003, Pedersen 2003).rimber of dialect-speaking
Danes was 80-90% early in the 19th century (Pede2663: 10), whereas it is
estimated at “a couple of percent” today (Kristen2@03: 29).

Inge Lise Pedersen assumes this radical changeeisesult of “an early
modernization of agriculture and the dominancehef ¢apital” (Pedersen 2003:
9). Extensive agrarian reforms were implementediratol800, and traditional
dialects started their decline from that periodriby the 19th century Danish
agriculture was transformed into industrial product with a large export
market, and the reforms caused greater regionalsanchl mobility. Farmers
were now to a large extent involved in fields ofidty beyond the villages
where they lived (Pedersen 2003: 11-12).

It seems as if the nation of Denmark has becongesimgle region today.
Previously the high-status dialect of Copenhagenh dra influence all over the
country, now even the low-status dialect of theitehpxerts an impact. This
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means that the social differentiation of Copenhalgecomes relevant all over
the “region” or nation of Denmark.

Denmark & Sweden « The other Nordic countries
y

Denmark < Sweden

The standardization process is not totally the sanm®weden. Mats Thelander
(1979), in an extensive thesis on the dialect oftf@sk in Norrland (northern
Sweden), has elaborated statistical methods analsthef implicational scales to
study the cohesion of variants of different vargbin the dialect. He concludes
that there are three language norms, or spokeeties in Burtrask, which he
calls a *“traditional local dialect”, the “Swedisttasdard” and a “regional
standard”. This last one is a mixture of the twobeos with quantitatively stable
proportions of both. We notice here that regioraits still have a position.

Claes-Christian Elert (1994) claims that locallelits are not generally used
much in Sweden today; the regional standards ddmirfdhree varieties — as
described by Thelander — are certainly found irasnehere local dialects still
persist and diverge a great deal from the standérd. regional standards are
characterized solely by phonological and phoneiffer@nces, and on the basis
of such criteria Elert concludes that there aresaegional varieties of Swedish,
including Finland-Swedish.

Typical of the Danish and Swedish situations is tble of a standard
language. The most precise and fruitful definitaira spoken standard is that a
listener shall not be able to localize the speakfethe standard. From the
discussion among Danish linguists | have understtia there have been
discernable local variants of the national codel watently, but thanks to the
modern total dominance of the Copenhagen varietiiese varieties cannot be
localized any longer, and Danish has eventuallyetigped a spoken standard
language by definition.

Strictly speaking, Sweden has no such spoken atdndnguage. On the
other hand, the Swedish written standard code das the prevailing model for
the changes in each region. However, a total amma@gan into a single
linguistic region still seems far off. In this resp the Danish case is unique, and
| am not able to suggest any explanations for dhigueness and the difference
of the two countries other than the relative sitehe capital and the short
distances within the country. It is difficult to ddtify any other societal
differences between these two countries, DenmadtkSaveden.
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The contrasting pairs in this part of the discussiee these:

Denmark & Sweden < the other Nordic countries
Y

Eastern Norway & Nylané The other regions of Norway & Ostrobotnia

We have the Danish language situation as an extmm#e one side and the
Norwegian and Finland-Swedish (especially Ostroldtsituations on the other,
where a general shift to a national standard isfrfan being the case. Even
though the urbanisation process started earlieDenmark, the urbanization
process is presumably very similar in all Scandisacountries, so this factor
cannot represent a satisfactory "explanation” al@wr laboratory contains a
contrast that demands a more precise explanatmmhywa have perhaps to resort
to Pedersen's last suggestion by adding: "strarglatd ideology".

Pedersen (2003: 24f.) assumes that this shifh¢éostandard language is
connected to the social changes after 1950, finst faremost the increased
urbanization. The urbanization process comprisél thee centralisation of the
population and the diffusion of urban behaviouratt@rn into the countryside.
The consequence is that children feel more inclimeshift to the standard than
to stick to the dialect that was already associatih rural life and the private
sphere (p. 25). The general ideology was alrealingepeople that only the
standard language was “applicable to instituticedtings” (p. 25).

Dialectal levelling within Norwegian is solely riegally based, either as a
compromise between the traditional dialects witthie@ region or by having an
urban centre in the region as its model. Urbaredtalplay an important part in
regional levelling. The regional capital, ratheartithe national capital, seems to
be the prevailing language model. Rural informaniserefore, tend to
accommodate their language to the dialect of thares¢ city even when
speaking to people from Oslo.

Thus the levelling process will be different in ™ay. Therefore, ‘regional
dialect’ is a more appropriate term than ‘regios@ndard’ for these varieties.
However, the patterns of regional levelling ardl stinclear. In some areas or
municipalities it is difficult to observe obvioukanges over the last generations,
whereas in other communities that experience aanizhtion process and high
proportions of incomers, the changes can be radida levelling process is
most obvious in South-Eastern Norway, which seemsbé under intense
influence from the capital, Oslo — which here hls function of being the
regional capital — although it is possible to drscsub-regions with particular
characteristics.

I have mentioned three new Norwegian industrialtress that formed new
communities and new dialects, all of them sitecioigt Eastern Norway. There
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is one, perhaps two, examples of new industriatresnn the East Norwegian
region, as well. Unfortunately, we have not anyotxdata about the dialect
changes there, but according to my observationsnib@ern Rjukan dialect, for
instance, seems to be fully adapted to the soetali@ndard eastern Norwegian
dialect, which is based mainly on the dialect ofoQthe regional capital. Thus,
the formula | gave for the Sunndalsgra, Odda arssdgal (3) cases does not
fully apply to Eastern Norway today. | interpretistlas an effect of the stronger
pressure from the centre in the direction of a hgeneous dialect in this area.

| doubt that this dominance of the regional cergrequally visible in other
regions. Nor is there any established regionaledtabutside Eastern Norway,
only trends in the dialect changes. A general teagldas that geographically
widespread regional features oust local ones. (dp@ies to phonological and
grammatical features more than to lexical onespeag words seem to spread
rapidly on a national basis.)

An example of regional levelling is apocope in #eunty of Nordland.
Traditionally there were different patterns in tbeal dialects, from apocope in
quite a lot of morphological categories, as in &sgltto apocope in only a few
categories, as in Vefsn. The new emerging regidraéct is a compromise in
that apocope is restricted to the verbs; howeves, s now implemented in
dialects with previously almost no apocope. (San2@y0.) Confer the shaded
lines of Table 9:

Table 9. Apocope (marked as ) in Nordland, Norway

Traditional dialect Levelled dialect of Traditiondialect Glosses
in Salten Nordland in Vefsn

alewv_(inf) > levv lev(a) 'to live'
levv_(pres.) > levv_ lev(e) lives'
levd_(past) > levd_ levd(e) lived'
var_(ptc.) > var_ vare 'been’
ein han_(weak masc.) ein hane ein hana 'a cock’
ei kann_(weak fem.) ei kdnne < ei kana 'a
woman'

eit stykkj_(weak neut.) eit stykkje < eit stykkje 'a piece
da gras_(neut. def. sg.) de grase < de grase 'the
grass'

fleir kann(weak fem. pl.) fleire kdnne fleire kannar 'more
women'

In the county of Aust-Agder a recent innovationrssdo support both the strong
regional tendencies and the fact that changes @are nm the direction to the
centre and not from. Some years before the SecamttWvar youngsters in the
small town of Tvedestrand started using the subiggat of the second personal
pronoun singuladu ‘you’ in non-subject positions as in: “E ser pa tu
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look at you’ (Broberg 2001). Tvedestrand was at time a small village with a
stable population of about a thousand inhabitaNtsrgak allkunnebgk Now
this syntactic innovation has spread to most ofcthenty of Aust-Agder. This is
an interesting example where a new characterist@icsmaller town diffuses into
the dialect of a larger towns, here Arendal, whecthe centre of this county.

A very interesting parallel to the Norwegian sitoa is the Finland-Swedish
one. The situations in the two countries are sinmblath in the way that most
people use their local dialects in everyday lifed & the way regional levelling
takes place. According to Ann-Marie Ivars (199&rthis a tendency in Nyland
— which is the southernmost region — to level betlbcal dialects into a regional
dialect. Whether this is a regional dialect of Mearwegian type, i.e. a regional
compromise, or a regional standard of the Swedgigé, tis not fully clear to me.
Perhaps the latter interpretation is the best asdyars in her description from
1996 adds that middle-aged and young educated @eepld to use more
regional forms, whereas the elderly stick to theldfid-Swedish standard. This
seems, therefore, to be connected to the bididlsittetion. Interestingly, Ivars
has interpreted the expansion of regional formisesizg a linguistic consequence
of social levelling after the Second World War —ethcorresponds to Ulla-Brit
Kotsinas’ interpretation of the parallel developmen Sweden-Swedish.
(Kotsinas 1988.)

Ostrobotnia (= Osterbotten) — the northernmostaRih-Swedish region —
can with some advantage be compared with NorwagideitCentral Eastern
Norway. The dialect split is more noticeable inr@kbtnia than in Nyland, and
the inhabitants retain their traditional dialecterenthan in the south. In recent
descriptions (lvars 1996&2003 & Wiik 2002) it isaghed that this region during
the two last decades has had a kind of dialecigsaace, which in particular has
affected the situational distribution of the natbmwral standard and the local
dialects. Dialects are now used more widelp some extent even in writing in
Ostrobotnia.

As to the levelling processes of local dialectstr@botnia is very different,
too, and | want to quote from Ivars: "The sociogisjogical preconditions for
levelled regional varieties do not exist as yelly (translation from Ivars 2003:
62.) However, both she and Barbro Wiik (2002: 36a2timit that there may be
tendencies of levelling so that the present 30edtalin the future can be best
described as being 10 different dialects, in acmwocd with new administrative
areas. There are examples in Ostrobotnia and Nooiv@&ynovations spreading
within regions, a fact that enforces the impresslat these dialects are not on
the verge of extinction (Ilvars 2003: 72f.).

These clear differences in the levelling processes interesting. It may
support an idea suggested by James Milroy thatiitstgy being academic people
and members of a cultural elite, prefer to interfoeces and processes within
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hierarchical models, and therefore find it selfémnt that urban societies and
specific social classes prevail. Tendencies dengatirom this pattern are
difficult to fit into the intellectuals’ picture othe world. In any case, these
variations and contrasts in the pattern of levgligihould be studied in greater
detail, as the hierarchy models gain some suppoenmark, Sweden and
Eastern Norway, but not elsewhere in Norway an@strobotnia.

It is assumed that the Norwegian situation camXy#ained by the cultural
struggle, which is also reflected in the struggkween the two written codes
Bokmal and Nynorsk. This struggle has its social aconomic basis in regional
conflicts and several anti-authoritarian or antitcal movements. This particular
aspect of political and cultural history has forggidong regional identities.
Officially, in accordance with a law of 1878 Norwaxg teachers have to accept
the pupils’ use of the local dialect; that is, teachers have to adapt their speech
to the pupils’. Even though this has not been padtin all urban schools, there
has been a considerable acceptance of dialectsomvegian schools — in
contrast to the situation in Denmark and Swedeh.K@stiansen 2002.)

However, this explanation is too ad hoc, sincelaes not apply to the
Ostrobotnia case, which is linguistically similarthe Norwegian one. Finland-
Swedish even has a written language with its nau@atentre outside Finland,
whereas Norwegian, especially Nynorsk, has its reem the Norwegian
dialects. Bidialectalism is common in Finland-Sveédiwhereas it in Norway
plays an insignificant role. | have no answer twidorway and Ostrobotnia can
be both so similar and so different. These pairsootrasts have therefore forced
us to formulate more precise questions.

10. Conclusion
My intention has not been to provide all the answadvout language changes,
rather to use the Nordic communities as a laboyatdhe picture is quite
complex and the Nordic counties provide severa sétcontrasts. What | have
learnt about language change is a) that the siz®mimunities seems to play a
role, b) so does migration, as well, and c) that thordic countries still
demonstrate variation that is hard to understanidfaetorily on the basis of
such statistical and demographic data alone. Thexefwe certainly have to
resort to an ideology factor, as well. The discliof cultural analysis
underlines that the symbolic power of culture, vihis in fact an ideological
factor, plays an increasingly important role in raodsocial life and 'lifestyles’,
which is demonstrated e.g. in the fact that cultsyanbols play an essential role
in modern industry and marketing (Frgnes 1999). Oheur challenges is to
integrate these insights in sociolinguistic reskearc

Despite similarities in social structure in oumntries, and despite contact
and so on, language is used differently as a @allartefact, and the language
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awareness seems to differ considerably in our Marduntries. Even the central
notions of e.g. ‘language’, ‘standard language’ amlect’ are conceived very
differently in the various communities. This corstn naturally then triggers a
guestion about how we can explain or understanddbgetal basis of ideologies
or language awareness.

Notes
1 Differences between the rural Sunndalen dialedtthe new dialect of Sunndalsgra:
1. the two monophthongs//and ée/ change to the diphthongs /ei/ and /ay/

2. weak fem. sg. ends in -e in the sg. indefirotenf, which is a merger of /-e/, /-
u/ and /-_/ in the rural part of Sunndalen
3. morphophonological palatalization of velars ggars (both in verbs and
nouns)
. palatalization ohd, ns, nis introduced
. the previous two plural suffixes in the masoeilimerge in -a
. the previous two plural suffixes in the feminmerge in -e
. the previous two plural suffixespfp merge in -a in weak feminine
. the adj. suffix in the neuter: -e > -ent (p. 80)
. gy and g are used as stem vowels in the pagharilc. in 2. class of irregular
verbs (<a#—oin the rural dialect)
10. Reflexive suffix in verbs: -st > -s
11. 1. pers. pron. sg=> e
12. 1. pers. pron. pbs > vi
(Jenstad 1983.)

© 0 N O~

2 This quantification model is based on data frdgmorsk frekvensordbo{@Bergen
1989), a dictionary of word and form frequencies.
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