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HE puTcH of seventeenth-century New Netherland seems only in the
Tlast dozen years or so to have become finally a matter of the past. After
the forty-odd years of Dutch sovereignty came to an end in 1664 the Dutch-
speaking settlements flourished and spread, but they were for all practical
purposes cut off from the mother country. The language, which from now on
lived and developed independently of the Dutch of the Netherlands, survived
a remarkably long time, but by the end of the nineteenth century it was in
active use only around Albany, New York, and in the northernmost part of
New Jersey. The latter settlements seem to have preserved best their identity
as speech islands, and even the tide of Dutch immigration in the 1840s appears
to have done little or no mingling with this isolated group no longer felt by
the Dutch to be compatriots." By the beginning of the twentieth century
‘Jersey Dutch’ and ‘Albany Dutch’ were plainly becoming extinct and began
attracting attention as collectors’ items. In 1908 William H. Carpenter pref-
aced a discussion of some seventy-six Dutch words which have entered the
lexicon of American English and the sound changes involved with some rather
detailed remarks on the history and fate of the original New Netherland
Dutch.” In 1910 J. Dyneley Prince, professor at Columbia and Vice Governor
of New Jersey, published a detailed though somewhat fanciful description of
the sounds of Jersey Dutch (hereafter JD) in terms of their deviation from
Standard Dutch, and included some remarks on the grammar, where again the
theme is predominantly the ‘decay’ of Standard Dutch.® Nevertheless, his
work is by far the most complete body of material on this late stage of the
language, and we will have occasion to refer again both to his remarks on the
sounds and to his glossary of about seven hundred words of JD. In the same
year Prince gratified the curiosity and interest he had aroused in the Nether-
lands by publishing a short annotated text in JD in a Dutch joumal.4 Then in
1938 L. G. Van Loon, a doctor in Reading, Pennsylvania, wrote a booklet
outlining some characteristics of the sounds, grammar, and vocabulary of

1. J. Dyneley Prince, “The Jersey Dutch Dialect,” Dialect Notes, 111 (1910), 460.

2. William H. Carpenter, ‘Dutch Contributions to the Vocabulary of English in America,’
Modern Philology, V1 (1908), 53-68. Schele de Vere in 1872 included a considerable number
of Dutch words but said nothing of the language itself.

3. Prince, op. cit., pp. 459-84.

4. Prince, ‘A Text in Jersey Dutch,’ Tijdschrift voor Nederlandsche Taal- en Letterkunde,
XXXII (1913), 306—12.
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Albany Dutch, which appears to have become quite noticeably differentiated
from JD.*> A year later, an article by Van Loon appeared in a Dutch journal,
in which he announced that he had interviewed the last remaining speakers
of the language, made a few unfortunately vague remarks on the pronunciation,
presented a number of grammatical forms which differed from Standard
Dutch, and appended to this a short conversation, a few verses, and a glossary
of about 150 words.® '

Though these records of JD are valuable in giving us a good sample of the
vocabulary and grammar of JD just before its demise, we are considerably
less well informed on some other points: since all discussions tend to treat the
sounds inexactly and in terms of ‘corruption’ of Standard Dutch, it is not
possible to piece together any satisfactory picture of the phonological system
of the language.

An opportunity to supplement this material with more reliable information
came when Hans Kurath recently called to my attention and placed at my
disposal a field record made under his direction and containing a number of
entries in Dutch. The record, made in Park Ridge, Bergen County, New
Jersey (the heart of the old Dutch settlements in the state) and dated 1941,
is part of the material for the Linguistic Atlas of the United States and Canada.
It was taken down by the late Guy S. Lowman, who presumably knew little
or no Datch but included in phonetic transcription nearly three hundred JD
entries—both words and phrases—for whatever they were worth. The in-
formant was J. B. H. Storms, eighty at the time, whose family had lived in
the immediate area for at least four generations and who claimed descent from
the first schoolteacher in New Amsterdam. It is interesting that Storms also
served Van Loon as an informant in 1939, an indication that he was probably
well known as one of the last speakers of JD. Although there is no guarantee
that the informant still spoke Dutch as fluently as he had in childhood, the
evidence preserved in the field record agrees in all important respects with
that set down by Prince a generation before. While the field record’s phonetic
transcription of JD has the obvious limitation that it was not made with the
intention of collecting evidence of any particular sort, its very precision
provides us with a stock of information which—supplemented at some points
by a comparison with older but less exact descriptions—enables us to draw
some fruitful conclusions concerning developments within the sound system

5. L. G. Van Loon, Crumbs from an Old Dutch Closet; the Dutch Dialect of Old New York
('s-Gravenhage, 1938). Prince made some intriguing remarks about a distinct subdialect
spoken by Negroes within the small JD settlement, but gave only few examples (seen. 3).

6. Van Loon, ‘Ave atque Vale,—Jersey Lag Duits Verdwijnt, Onze Taaltuin, VIII,
(1939—40), 91-95, 107—19.
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of JD during the nearly three hundred years of its separation from Netherlands
Dutch in a foreign environment.

VOWELS

In the interest of economy and clarity, all the diacritics used in the field
record before or after vowels and consonants to indicate fronting, backing,
raising, or lowering have been omitted here. The symbol [1] in unstressed
syllables corresponds in every case to the field record’s ‘barred’ [1], and in a
few cases an unusual symbol has been replaced by an equivalent and more
usual one. Corresponding modern Dutch forms are given in italics without
further identification. J. Dyneley Prince’s description of the JD sounds
(note 1) is referred to as ‘Prince.’

Dutch  Jersey Dutch

[1] [¢] [twentix] twintig ‘twenty,” [ek] ik ‘I, [sxelPpat] schildpad
‘turtle,” [kent] kind ‘child,” [me®lk] melk ‘milk. [e-] [sxe.®l]
schil ‘peel,’ [=-] [xjee-st] gist ‘yeast.” Prince has 4.

[£] [ 2] [2lft] elf ‘eleven,” [waex] weg ‘road,’ [ha®lp] help ‘help.

[=-] [zee-s] zes ‘six,” [ae-mor] emmer ‘bucket,” [wa-t] wet ‘law.’

[a-] [va-r] wer ‘far,’ [da-rti-n] dertien ‘thirteen,” but [a] in [vardar]
wverder ‘further,’ all before 7.

[e] [bén] ben ‘am,” [besta] beste ‘best,” but [e-] in [¢-x] eg ‘harrow.
Prince has dd or d.

[a] [a-] [a-xt] acht ‘eight, [ka-If] kalf ‘calf, [la-1o] lange ‘long,
[pa-nokuk] pannekoek ‘pancake.’

[a] [axtar, (a.xtar)] achter ‘behind,” [nam, (na.m)] nam ‘took,
[bank] bank ‘bench,” [vasrks] warken ‘pig.” Prince has 4.
[a] [xobraxt] gebracht ‘brought,’ [pad] pad ‘toad,” [af] af ‘off.

[v] The correspondence is uncertain. We find [A] in [las] Just ‘like,
and [3] in [dorv] ‘may’ durf ‘dare,’ this latter unstressed. Prince
has miits (muts) ‘cap,’ safilt (schuld) ‘fault,” and leext ‘sky’ (lucht)
‘air’; Van Loon indicates [4].7

fo] [a] " [kram] krom ‘crooked,” [aso] ossen ‘oxen,’ [xadast] gedorst
‘threshed,” [kekfas] kikvors ‘frog.’

o] [5+ns] ons ‘us,” [5-nz3] onze ‘our,’ but [5] in [zo1)] zong ‘sang,’ in
every case before nasal. Prince has ¢, but Van Loon indicates
[a] for Albany Dutch,

[i1® [i-] [dri.] drie ‘three,’ [ti-n] tien ‘ten,” [ni-t] miet ‘not,” [vi.x] wvier
‘four,” [ravi-r] rivier ‘river,” but [i] in [nit] niet ‘not.” Prince has 7.

[yl [o-] [sxe®r] schuur ‘barn,” [de-vl] duivel ‘devil,” but here in the

euphemistic (and dialect) form duwvel. Prince has we, presumably
[y-1or [¥-].

[u] [u-] [stu-1] stoel ‘chair,” [tu-] toe ‘to,” [plu-x] ploeg ‘plow,” [ku-] koe
‘cow,” but [u] in [mux] 7oee ‘tired.’

7. Van Loon, op. cit., p. 6.
8. Dutch iz uu 0¢ are quite short [i y u] everywhere (including word-final position)
except before 7, where they are long [i-y-u-].
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Dutch  Jersey Dutch

[ul [vuta] woeten ‘feet, [-kuk] keek ‘cake,’ [duna] doen ‘to do,’
[xut] goed ‘good,” [hu®st] hoest ‘cough.’ Prince has @ and u.
[e-] [e-] [le-pol] lepel ‘spoon,” [xe-v] geef ‘give,’ [ne-xa] negem ‘nine’;
[€] in [heal] heel ‘very.
[&°] [we’] weer ‘weather,’ [ne’r] meer ‘down,” [mone®r] smencer
‘Mr.,” in every case before 7.
[i-] [i-n] een ‘one,” [twi-] twee ‘two,” [sti-n] steen ‘stone’; these are

probably not a JD development but dialect forms.? Prince has
£and 1, ef.

[o-] [e] [de®r] deur ‘door,’ [zeventix] zewventig (colloq. and dial.)
‘seventy’; [0-] in [ze-v®] zewven ‘seven.’ Prince has e.

[o-] [o+] [ho-xar] hoger ‘higher,” [o-ltkuk] olickock ‘cruller,’” [o-pa] open
‘open’; [0] in [drox] droog ‘dry.’ Prince has 4.

[2-] [>-] [twd-Iv] rwaslf ‘twelve, [ho-moar] hamer ‘hammer,” [ho-var]
haver ‘oats,” [vo-°dar] wader ‘father,” [x0-°n3] gaam ‘to go.

=] [x2°t] gaatr ‘goes,’ [jo°r] jaar ‘year,’ [bugzalo®r] beezelaar ‘apron.’

Prince has 4, i.e., Eng. aw.

[21] [ 1] [vaerv] vijf ‘five,” [wer] wei ‘meadow,’” [meer§a] mueisie ‘girl’;
once [a1] in [straik] ‘ironing’ strifken ‘to iron.” Prince has @i and
di.

[ceY] [oeu] [hoeus] huis ‘house,’ [reeum] ruim ‘room,’ [ceUn] wien ‘onions,’

[veeul] ‘mad’ vwil ‘dirty.” It is amusing to note the fieldworker’s
constant indecision as to how to represent this sound, though
his variety of transcriptions generalized here leave no doubt as
to what he heard. Prince has du, which gives no hint of any
rounding of the first component.

[ou] [a- U] [za-vt] zout ‘salt,’ [vra-vu] wroww ‘woman,’ [ta.ws3] ‘reins’ tonw
‘rope’; [av] in [bavari] ‘orchard’ bowwerij ‘farm,” [xotraut]
getrouwd ‘married.” Prince has au.

Anomalous in their correspondence are: [keen] kan ‘can,” [zzx’t] zat ‘sat,’
both no doubt due to the English form; [A] in forms like [xobraxt] gebracht
‘brought’ above may be the result of lengthening to [5.] (cf. Prince’s daxze
[do.xta] dachte ‘thought’) and late shortening; [pe’rt] paard ‘horse’ (cf.
common dialect peerd), [ke.s] kaas ‘cheese’ (dialect form kees); [kasteit]
kersttijd ‘Christmas time,” [mat] met ‘with’; [zik] ziek ‘sick’ and [zwip]
zweep ‘whip,” both undoubtedly influenced by the English; [manceut] mimuut
‘minute,” but [du’znd] duizend ‘thousand’; [boeuzom] bezem ‘broom’ probably
shows a secondary rounding (cf. beuzem, cited by Van Loon for JD), but
[hoeuthoeus] houthuis ‘woodhouse’ is more likely a slip on the part of the
informant; [xrgna] greeme ‘green’ and [z@.ta] 20ete ‘sweet’ are dialect forms
showing umlaut; [he.] ‘have,’ [hx.1] ‘have (you)’ heb, [ho-°d] had ‘had’
seem to be relics of old dialect forms, the last lengthened at an early date and
fallen together with [5.] from older long a; [boxra-fnas] begrafenis ‘burial’

9. [i-] as a reflex of Gme. ai is common in the dialects of the Netherlands. See Schinfeld’s
Historische Grammatica van het Nederlands, ed. A. van Loey (Zutphen, 1954), pp. 76-77.
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does not show the expected [2-] for Dutch az (Prince also has anomalous 7).

We have, then, the following vowels: [i i-, 1, € e.,e €’ ¢., = =’ =-,
ac’a., p@’ P.,auu., U0, 00.,39° 3.]. The choice of short vowel, vowel
plus glide or long vowel seems, as far as the transcription allows us to deter-
~ mine, to be decided by the surrounding sounds.

The most noteworthy differences in the correspondences of JD to Dutch
vowels are both qualitative and quantitative. Qualitative differences are:
(1) the lowering of [1] to [¢] and [g] to [2];'® (2) the unrounding of [o] or
[5] to [a], and (3) the rounding of [a-] to [5.]." The first and third of these
probably owe their origin to the dialects spoken by the first settlers, while
the second can reasonably be taken as an example of the impact of American
English. Quantitatively, the JD vowels no longer correspond to the Dutch:
we notice that nearly all those which in Dutch are phonetically short turn up
in JD with greater length, e.g., [sxe.’l] schil, [zx.s]zes, [a.xt] acht, [o0-ns]
ons, [dri.] drie, [stu.]] stel, and that occasionally a Dutch phonetically long
vowel is shortened, e.g., [z@ventix] zeuventig, [drox] droog. The qualitative
differences enumecrated above are of interest as phonetic phenomena in ascer-
taining the origin of the speakers of JD and the preservation of archaic or
dialectal features; the quantitative differences are likewise important, since
they seem rather clearly to exhibit the impact of American English. Even more
significant, though, have been the phonological consequences of the latter
changes: the vowel system of JD no longer shows any trace of the distinguish-
ing features of the Dutch system. In Dutch, for example, [€] ken ‘hen’ and
[e.] heen ‘away’ are distinct in three ways. The first is short while the second
is long, ¢ is mid lax while e is higher-mid tense, and ¢ can occur only immedi-
ately followed by a consonant while e¢ can occur in open syllable; comparable
threefold distinctions can be found between [0] fom ‘bomb’ and [o-] boom
‘tree,’ [¥] kus ‘kiss’ and [p.] keus ‘choice,” [a] 72am ‘man’ and [a.] 74aan ‘moon.’
These three features cannot all be phonologically significant; the pairs of

10. Dutch [1] and [g] are distinctly lower than the English or German ‘short’ 7 and e,
vet not low enough to be represented by IPA [¢] and []. Afrikaans also shows examples
of lowering, e.g., in ek ‘1, wen ‘to win,” ken ‘chin.’

11. The modern Standard Dutch palatal aa [a-] is a sound that seems to have begun to
come into general popular use only after the middle of the seventeenth century, in other
words, after the speech which became JD had already been removed from such developments
in Netherlands Dutch. The dialects had (and have) [=-] or [e-], primarily north of Amster-
dam, and [e-] or [2-] south of Amsterdam. Since a number of features of JD point to a
southern origin, its carlier speakers may have brought with them a rounded [>-]. The prob-
lem of the rise of the Standard Dutch aa which is not characteristic of any dialect is discussed
in detail by W. Hellinga in De Opbouw wan de Algemeen Beschaafde Uitspraak van het Neder-
dands (Amsterdam, 1938).
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vowels can be distinguished as ‘short’ and ‘long,’12 though it also seems reason-
able—and indeed preferable—that the phonological significance be assigned
to the ‘Silbenschnitt’ (closed-syllable ‘checked’ ws. open-syllable ‘free’
vowels)™® or the place of the termination of the word stress, length being
then an automatic result of the vowel’s not being immediately cut off by the
following consonant or only the vowel and not the following consonant as
well receiving the word stress. Dutch accordingly has the following, exclusive
of the diphthongs: Checked i, ¢, 4, u, o (some speakers distinguish [o] and
[2]); free ie, ee, aa, uu, eu, oe, oo (for the status of ie, uu, oe, see note 8).

JD, on the other hand, shows none of the features that suggested such an
analysis for Standard Dutch. Only [1 o U] are definitely short, though the fact
that we find [hu’st] and [du®znd) in the field record seems to indicate that at
least [u] was not always sharply cut off by the following consonant. The
vowel [1] was found stressed only in two words, both of them suspect (see
above), but should probably be included on the strength of its occurrence in
unstressed syllables. All the other vowels, as we have seen, fluctuate between
short and long depending upon environment and probably stress as well. Since
there is no evidence that vowel length is distinctive and nearly all the vowels
which in Dutch are ‘checked’ by the following consonant can in JD be ‘drawn
out’ (with additional length or with the glide [’]), there is no reason for
assuming any distinctive feature but quality. We then have, with varying
but nonsignificant length:

e @ o ®£I U aU

A large amount of additional evidence might conceivably make it possible to
reduce one or two of these to the status of variants, e.g., assign [1] to [i] or
[u] to [u], but this cannot be done on the basis of what now exists. It is inter-
esting to note that [u] and [u] did in fact both originate in Dutch [u] as longer
and shorter variants which eventually became differentiated in quality.

CONSONANTS

Dutch [ptk bd fsxmnnh j] appear to have the same value in JD, though
not always the same distribution. None of the sources make any mention of
aspiration of [p t k], which are not aspirated in Dutch, but since Lowman

12. Jac. van Ginneken, Onze Tualtuin, 11 (1933), 32140, 353-65; III (1934), 8~22.
13. N. van Wijk, ‘Scherp en Zwak Gesneden Klinkers,” Nieuwe Taalgids, XXXV (1941),
153 ‘Silbenschnitt en Quantiteit,” Onze Taaltuin, IX (1941), 233.



A FINAL WORD ON JERSEY DUTCH 249

uses the same symbols for them as for his American English [p t k] with no
further comment, it can probably be assumed that they had become aspirated.

Dutch [v z 7] in initial position are semivoiced, and [Y] in the pronunciation
of many speakers has been replaced entirely by [x], even in medial position.
Although this is a relatively late development,' JD shows definite signs of
voicelessness in these spirants. We find [v] in [vuts] woeten ‘feet,” [vi.’]]
viel ‘fell,” [ho.var] haver ‘oats,’ and the [v] of [va-n] wan ‘of” which we find
twice may point to a weaker articulation or simply to the pronunciation of an
old speaker. Van Loon tells us'® that [v] has been replaced by [f] initially in
Albany Dutch, but Prince says only that [v] is ‘like Eng. v, but not so strong
a labial.”"® We have [z], e.g. in [zak] zak ‘bag,’ [za-ut] zout ‘salt, [daza]
deze ‘this,” but also [z] in [buzelo’r| beezelaar ‘apron,’ [bra.mbo.za] frambozen
‘raspberries’ (and braambessen ‘blackberries’?). Van Loon makes no comment,
but his glossary contains spellings like swart (zwart ‘black’), suive (zeuven
‘seven’), sou (zou ‘should’); Prince distinguishes s and z. For Dutch [Y] or
[x] we find no voiced spirant. Normally there is [x] ([xo.t] gaat ‘goes,’ [ho - xar]
hoger ‘higher,” [le.xar] lager ‘lower’), though the transcription significantly
shows a palatal spirant in four cases: [xje.°l] geel ‘yellow,” [xja.st] gist
‘yeast,’ [®ixjont] ‘owns,’ eigen (adj.) ‘own,’ [sxje.’l] schil ‘peel’ are fairly
unambiguous evidence for a southern origin of the dialect(s) spoken by the
first settlers. Prince states that x before ¢ or i ‘is always palatalized into #7.""
Exceptionally we find [g] ([mo.ger] muager ‘thin’), [k] ([apkewz’rmt]
‘warmed up,’ [moke’r] begeer(?) ‘want’), though the first of these latter is
doubtless a variant or a slip and the second is highly dubious. Though voicing
was certainly no longer significant in the spirants in Albany Dutch, we must
probably assume that it still was in JD, though weakened even further than in
present-day Dutch.

The Dutch trilled 7 seems to have given way entirely to the American retro-
flex r; Prince makes this statement,'® and the field record shows no distinction
in symbols. Dutch w [v] is JD [w], possibly continuing the bilabial heard
today in Flemish, but more likely the American English [w]. Dutch / varies
from palatal to velar depending upon environment, but JD seems to have had a
still more velar [t] ([kro.%t] ‘“field,’ [to-f}] zafel ‘table’), and Prince describes
it as ‘almost the Polish barred /.”"° It is worth noting that the typical Dutch

14. Schinfeld’s Historische Grammatica, pp. 54-55.
15. Van Loon, op. cit., pp. 5-6.

16. Prince, op. cit., p. 462.

17. Ibid.

18. Ibid., p. 461.

19. Ibid.
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neutral vowel between / and labials or velars is not found in JD: [two.1v]
twaalf vs. [tva.lof ] ‘twelve,” [me’lk] melk vs. [mel’k] ‘milk.’

A striking distributional feature in JD is that voiced consonants can occur
in final position, a phenomenon unknown in Dutch outside of compound or
sentence sandhi. The field record has [du®znd] duizend, [pad] pad ‘toad’ (the
voicelessness in Dutch concealed by the spelling), [kendsrz] kinders (colloq.)
‘children,” [ez] is, [vaerv] wiff, [two.1v] twaalf, [jorzee.lv] jezelf ‘yourself,
[mezae . Iv] mijzelf ‘myself’; b does not appear because it is rare medially,
and JD has no voiced velar spirant; this distribution might even be thought of
as another indication of increasing loss of relevance of the voicing contrast.
We can perhaps see the same significance in the additional fact that the Dutch
sandhi or assimilation rules no longer seem to apply. In Dutch, a cluster of
two or more consonants with phonologically distinctive voicing, when juxta-
posed in a compound or across the word boundary, must be entirely voiced
or entirely unvoiced; this is, however, concealed by the orthography in most
cases. In JD we find [het de’r] ‘the door,” [ixjent da] ‘owns the,” [nit
duns] ‘not do,” [nit be.tor] ‘not better,” [xro.tvo.dar] ‘grandfather,’ [hart
va.n] ‘hard of,’ [ni.t dat] ‘not that,” [ez xadast] ‘is threshed,” [ek ben] ‘T am.’
Most of Prince’s apparent examples (he makes no statement about this) are
probably influenced by the traditional Dutch orthography, though his biév
tius ‘stayed home’ and was ds ‘was, is’ are clear cases, especially since he
comments on the oddness of the latter, in Dutch [vaz 1s].

Although we have been concerned mainly with JD phonology, it seems
appropriate to append a few comments on words entered in the field record
but not found in any of the previous discussions, or words recorded there in
a form divergent enough to be noteworthy. Some correspond to modern
Dutch words, but with a change in meaning: [bauvari] ‘orchard’ (with the
change in stress found in Bowery): bouwerij ‘farm’; [kro.”l] ‘field’: kraal
‘corral’; [ni.ver] ‘spry’: dial. znuwver ‘industrious’(?); [predeko.si]: predikatie
‘sermon,’ though preek is now more usual; [slgpkor] ‘near (horse)’: slimker
(archaic southern dialect form) ‘left’; [taphoeus] ‘hotel’: taphuis ‘tavern’;
[ta.wa] ‘reins’: touw ‘rope’; [voeul] ‘mad’: vuil ‘dirty’; [amtrae.nt] ‘because’:
omtrent ‘about’; [vler] ‘meadow’ (Carpenter gives the borrowings wly,
fly, etc.; see note 2): wallei ‘valley’; [xoberx] ‘mountain’: berg ‘mountain,’
gebergte ‘mountain range.’

Some additional words appearing in an unexpected form and not mentioned
in the course of the discussion above are [mux] mwe(de) ‘tired,” like Afrikaans
moeg with a puzzling final consonant; [xoc.ta] gegeten ‘eaten’; as both Prince
and Van Loon point out, verb forms have undergone many changes, mostly
in the direction of strong to weak, with analogical leveling: [stae.’rvds]
stierf ‘died,” [hae’Ipta] hielp ‘helped,” [enxotrekt] ‘shrunk’ (but [ceutxatraka]



A FINAL WORD ON JERSEY DUTCH 251

‘worn out’) vs. Dutch ingetrokken ‘drawn in,” [xone.mso] genomen ‘taken,’
[xoberta] gebeten ‘bitten’ (infinitives nemen and bijten); the forms [ha.]
‘have,” [hz-1 jo] ‘have you,” [ho.°d] ‘had’ are probably dialect words rather
than JD developments.

A few forms occur which do not correspond to any Dutch usage and do not
seem to be influenced by English: [het d¢’r] de deur ‘the door,’ interesting
not only because it seems to be a neuter article where Dutch has none, but
because both Prince® and Van Loon™ assure us that JD and Albany Dutch
have lost all gender distinction. The record has only three other examples:
[het slégkor pert] het paard ‘the near horse’; [was het dasa] ‘wash the dishes’:
dis ‘table with food,’ the latter itself a problem; [het no.’sta huk] ‘the next
corner.” Also [lo.nmg] ‘lane’: laan ‘avenue’; [o.°ft] ‘often’ (waak, dikwijls)
[vlerSor] ‘butcher’ (vleeshouwer), the last two both suggesting German;
[hazs] ‘his’ (zijm); [apset] ‘courting’; [bila.-bard me’lk] ‘curds’ (wrongel,
dikke melk); [zo-to mi.s] ‘sweet corn’ (mmis); [kram haeniy] ‘worm fence’
and [sti-n hemnm] ‘stone fence’ (heining); [patom] ‘laurel’ (laurier).

The field record has few phrases, bat many of those recorded show a usage
divergent from Dutch but not entirely English: [vor mo to vortz.ls] vs. om
me te vertellen ‘ro tell me’; [ek moke®r ap het no.°sto huk aftokama] vs. ik
wens aan de volgende hoek uit te stappen ‘1 want to get off at the next corner’;
[jo kan mo xohaelpt] vs. je had me kunnen helpen ‘you might have helped me.’

Finally, the expected influence of English is found in numeroas words and
constructions, though in view of the age of the informant and the fact that he
had probably spoken little JD in later years, a minimum of importance should
be attached to these: [le.ve roeum] ‘living room’; [ba.rl] ‘barrel’; [mitceut]
‘without’ (Prince has only the expected zonder, but cf. Pennsylvania German
mitaus); [i.nxwaex] ‘anyway’; [inxplex] (analogy; elsewhere regularly
[plek] plek) ‘anyplace’; [ma-k kafi] ‘make coffee’; [za-t ne’r] ‘sat down’;
[he1p jorza’tv] ‘help yourself’; [apkowz’rmt] ‘warmed up’; [e1xjent]
‘owns’; [to.flle.pal] ‘tablespoon’; [zi-t leik] ‘looks like’; [apxo-jo] ‘throw
up’; [trauzerg] ‘trousers’; [dae.d] ‘dad’ (according to notes in the field record,
the informant insisted that both of the last two forms were JD. Prince also
gives trauzer and comments on his informant’s regarding this as JD);
[enxadro-vs] ‘driven in’; [ez ale vardar] ‘is all the further’; [waz zik xane . ma)]
‘was taken sick’; [hart va.n ho’riy,] ‘hard of hearing’; [heer stae’rvdo va.n]
‘he died of’; [n3-° zon baeuk] ‘(sick) to his stomach’; ek we-t ni-t dat €k
make’rta] ‘I don’t know that I care to’; [haer ho-°d nit be-tor x0.°ns] ‘he
ought not to go’; [ot ez hem (hg’r, €k)] ‘it is him (her, I)’; [just ens monceut]
‘just a minute.’

z20. Ibid., p. 465.
21. Van Loon, ap. cit., p. 8.
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