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Regie-Lectal Contamination



Dutch partitive genitive

* [Indefinite pronoun + Adjective],,

e jets speciaal
something special

* wat bijzonder
something peculiar

* niets leuk
nothing fun



Dutch partitive genitive

* [Indefinite pronoun + Adjective],,

e jets speciaals
something special

* wat bijzonders
something peculiar

* niets leuks
nothing fun



with -s

without -s

1435

953

153

477

p < 0.0001, Crameéer's V =0.29

Other factors:

e Type of adjective
* Register

* Pronoun

* Frequency



143 partitive genitive phrases

— T

Typically Netherlandic Neutral phrases Typically Belgian
phrases phrases
wat boeiend(s) weinig concreet(s) jets interessant(s)
jets bijzonder(s) iets zinnig(s) niets speciaal(s)
wat leuk(s) jets spannend(s) jets deftig(s)

jets leuk(s) niets erg(s) jets raar(s)



Netherlandic Neutral Belgian
phrases phrases phrases

with -s 611 1073 704

_—

p < 0.0001, kendall'st=0.28



Lectal contamination



1. Lectal difference causes lexically-specific effect

2. Lectal contact causes lexically-specific input



Morphological preference: variant +s Morphological preference: variant +@
Lexical preference: iets bijzonder(s) Lexical preference: jets speciaal(s)



- B Hears:

iets speciaal > iets bijzonder

') +Q@



1. Lectal difference causes lexically-specific effect
2. Lectal contact causes lexically-specific input

3. Usage-based theory predicts that lexically-specific input causes lexically-specific output



jets speciaal

')

P(+@ | iets speciaal(s) )

Hears:

>

Produces:

>

jets bijzonder

+Q@

P(+@ | iets bijzonder(s) )



Lectal difference causes lexically-specific effect
Lectal contact causes lexically-specific input
Usage-based theory predicts that lexically-specific input causes lexically-specific output

Even within a single lect, lexical preferences echo lectal differences



Netherlandic Belgian Netherlandic Belgian
phrases phrases phrases phrases
with -s
Lectal
} Contami-
nation

Lectal




Lectal difference causes lexically-specific effect
Lectal contact causes lexically-specific input
Usage-based theory predicts that lexically-specific input causes lexically-specific output

Lectal Contamination: even within a single lect, lexical preferences echo lectal differences



Computer simulation






jets bijzonders: 694
jets bijzonder: 4
jets speciaals: 249

jets speciaal: 50

jets bijzonders




jets bijzonders: 694+1
jets bijzonder: 4
jets speciaals: 249

jets speciaal: 50

jets bijzonders




iets bijzonders: 695
jets bijzonder: 4
jets speciaals: 249

jets speciaal: 50

jets speciaals




iets bijzonders: 695
jets bijzonder: 4
jets speciaals: 249+1

jets speciaal: 50

jets speciaals




iets bijzonders: 695
jets bijzonder: 4
jets speciaals: 250

jets speciaal: 50

jets bijzonder




iets bijzonders: 695
iets bijzonder: 4+1
jets speciaals: 250

jets speciaal: 50

jets bijzonder




iets bijzonders: 695
jets bijzonder: 5
jets speciaals: 250

jets speciaal: 50




iets bijzonders: 695
jets bijzonder: 5
jets speciaals: 250

jets speciaal: 50

O R
jets bijzonders: 69.5%

jets bijzonder: 0.5%

jets speciaals: 25%

/\ jets speciaal: 5%
N ——






Initial Netherlandic memory

iets bijzonder(s) jets speciaal(s)

jets bijzonders: 80

with -s 80 20

jets bijzonder: O
jets speciaals: 20

jets speciaal: O




Initial Belgian memory

iets bijzonder(s) jets speciaal(s)

jets bijzonders: 12

with -s 12 48

iets bijzonder: 8

jets speciaals: 48

jets speciaal: 32







iets bijzonder(s)

30

jets speciaal(s)

20

with -s

100 agents: 50 Netherlandics, 50 Belgians
10 series

100.000.000 interactions (1 million PIT)
Record every 10.000 PIT

0 language contact

iets bijzonder(s) iets speciaal(s)

401,654 98,356




iets bijzonder(s) iets speciaal(s)

12

48

with -s

100 agents: 50 Netherlandics, 50 Belgians
10 series

100.000.000 interactions (1 million PIT)
Record every 10.000 PIT

0 language contact

iets bijzonder(s) iets speciaal(s)

ol,46¢

U

236,356




No language contact

No lectal contamination






iets bijzonder(s)

30

jets speciaal(s)

20

with -s

100 agents: 50 Netherlandics, 50 Belgians

10 series

100.000.000 interactions (1 million PIT)

Record every 10.000 PIT

0.01 language contact

iets bijzonder(s) iets speciaal(s)

370,005

N Fr"N

e S e S —

113,867

Lectal

}Contami—

nation




iets bijzonder(s) iets speciaall(s)

12

48

with -s

100 agents: 50 Netherlandics, 50 Belgians
10 series

100.000.000 interactions (1 million PIT)
Record every 10.000 PIT

0.01 language contact

iets bijzonder(s) iets speciaal(s)

39,025 226,311

146,946

Lectal
} Contami-
nation



100 agents: 50 Netherlandics, 50 Belgians
10 series

100.000.000 interactions (1 million PIT)
Record every 10.000 PIT

0.01 language contact



Lectal difference
Lectal contact
Usage-based theory

Lectal Contamination



Observational data



ConDiv corpus
Indefi nite PronoOUNS: jets ‘something’, niets ‘nothing’, wat ‘something’, veel ‘a lot’, weinig ‘few’, zoveel ‘so much’

AdJECtlveS: aardig ‘nice’, apart ‘apart’, belangrijk ‘important’, beter ‘better’, bijzonder ‘particular’, blauw ‘blue’, concreet ‘concrete’,

deftig ‘decent’, dergelijk ‘similar’, erg ‘awful’, geel ‘yellow’, gek ‘crazy’, goed ‘good’, groen ‘green’, interessant ‘interesting’, klein ‘small’, lekker
‘tasty’, leuk ‘fun’, mooi ‘beautiful’, nieuw ‘new’, nuttig ‘useful’, oranje ‘orange’, positief ‘positive’, purper ‘purple’, raar ‘weird’, rood ‘red’,
spannend ‘exciting’, speciaal ‘special’, verkeerd ‘wrong’, verschrikkelijk ‘horrible’, vreemd ‘weird’, warm ‘warm’, wit ‘white’, zinnig ‘sensible’,
zwart ‘black’

143 unique phrases
Manual checking

3018 instances, 2388 with -s, 630 without -s



143 phrases

— T

Typically Netherlandic Neutral phrases Typically Belgian
phrases phrases
wat boeiend(s) weinig concreet(s) jets interessant(s)
jets bijzonder(s) iets zinnig(s) niets speciaal(s)
wat leuk(s) jets spannend(s) jets deftig(s)

jets leuk(s) niets erg(s) jets raar(s)



Netherlandic Neutral Belgian Netherlandic Neutral Belgian
phrases phrases  phrases phrases phrases phrases
520 629 286 D1 444 418

_m

152 309

p <0.0001, kendall'st=0.22 p <0.0001, kendall'st=0.20



Mixed effects logistic regression

—s absence ~ AdjectiveType + Country + Register + Pronoun + Frequency
+ 1|Phrase

+ LectalProfile + Country: LectalProfile



Netherlandic neutral Belgian Netherlandic neutral Belgian
phrases phrases  phrases phrases phrases  phrases



Replication

e Twitter corpus (compiled by Tom Ruette)
 Same pronouns & adjectives

e 1299 instances, 1142 with -s, 157 without -s



Why is lectal contamination important?

* Simple idea, and therefore dangerous
— Not a special case of language variation
— Not a special case of language contact

—  Base assumptions of usage-based theory

 Deeply language-internal effect of a mere difference between lects
—  Cannot study lects in isolation
— Language of the Netherlands is influenced by Belgian language use

— Need the study of language contact



How to deny lectal contamination?

* This specific case study
— Belgians have no prestige
— Too little language contact

— More Dutch-speaking Netherlandics than Dutch-speaking Belgians



How to deny lectal contamination?

* |n general

1. Lectal difference causes lexically-specific effect
2. Lectal contact causes lexically-specific input

3. Usage-based theory predicts that lexically-specific input causes lexically-specific
output: Dabrowska (2012,2014); Ferreira et al. (2002); Bod (2006); Ferreira &
Patson (2007); van den Bosch & Daelemans (2013)

4. Even within a single lect, lexical preferences echo lectal differences



Want to hear more?

Come have a chat with me
e Handout

* Pijpops, Dirk and Freek Van de Velde. 2016. Constructional contamination: How
does it work and how do we measure it? Folia Linguistica 50(2). 543-581.

* Pijpops, Dirk, Isabeau De Smet & Freek Van de Velde. Constructional
contamination in morphology and syntax. Four case studies. Forthcoming in
Constructions and Frames.



Thanks!
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