Roelofs 2



The Features, Roles and Functions of Dunglish in Modern Dutch Society
Mees Roelofs
5915376
First reader: Dr. W.Z. van den Doel
Second reader: Dr. K. Sebregts


















[bookmark: _Toc13119154]ABSTRACT
The aim of this thesis was to research the concept of Dunglish in the Netherlands. Edwards (2016) studied the roles and functions of the potentially valid Dutch English variety. However, the phenomenon of Dunglish was not investigated in any detail. This concept can be defined as “a more or less ‘flawed’ English as used by Dutch speakers; coined in analogy with other common hybrid names such as Chinglish and Franglais” (Edwards, 2016).
First, the features of Dunglish and Dutch English were compared to each other with a corpus study. Edwards (2010) and Ridder (1995) have listed features of Dutch English. These lists were employed to discover similar features of Dunglish and Dutch English. Most features which were discovered in this particular Dunglish corpus could be sorted into two categories: ‘grammar and syntax’ and ‘vocabulary and idiom’. This differed from Dutch English, as features of this variety could also be categorised as ‘discourse style’. The most prominent feature of Dunglish was found to be the literal translation of idioms and vocabulary from Dutch into English. One possible explanation for this finding could be that these literal translations are easily recognisable as non-standard Dutch English usage. Other, more obscure non-standard features are not exclusively used in Dutch English but in other New Englishes as well and will therefore not be recognised as Dunglish. 
	Second, users’ approaches and attitudes to Dunglish were investigated. These attitudes could provide information about the role and use of English in modern Dutch society. To test this, a small-scale study amongst students was performed. The participants reacted to Dunglish content from Make That The Cat Wise. The responses indicated a division between Dunglish users: some participants felt positive or affectionate towards the use of Dunglish; however, there were negative responses and ashamed reactions as well. Functions of Dunglish that were discovered are: Dunglish as a means of identification, as entertainment, as a didactic device and some users have financial goals when using Dunglish. 
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[bookmark: _Toc13119155]1. INTRODUCTION  
Edwards (2016) has explored the roles and functions of English in the Netherlands. However, she did not investigate Dunglish thoroughly. This social variety is an interesting phenomenon, because it is not naturally performed by Dutch speakers of English. This means that the users of Dunglish must have specific goals.  
This study attempts to investigate the concepts of Dutch English and Dunglish in relation to each other, and to explore how users’ different approaches and attitudes to these phenomena provide information about the role and use of English in modern Dutch society. In order to investigate this, several questions have been proposed. Mollin (2006) poses a framework to evaluate the roles of English in society, in which three elements have been identified: form, function and attitude. This framework has been used to develop the following questions: What are the features of Dunglish and how do these compare to features of Dutch English? What are the functions of Dunglish and what are the attitudes towards this variety in the Netherlands? The answers to these questions could provide information about the form, role and use of English in modern Dutch society.









[bookmark: _Toc13119156]2. THEORETICAL BACKGROUND 
[bookmark: _Toc13119157]2.1 An introduction to Dunglish
First, it is necessary to clarify what definitions have been used to describe Dunglish. Certain portmanteau terms have been coined to describe the combinations of English and another language, based on the word English with another language, such as Dutch, Chinese or Spanish. The resulting terms are Dunglish, Chinglish and Spanglish respectively (Lambert, 2018). O’Grady et al. (2011) refer to code switching, such as Spanish-English or French-English switching with Spanglish and Franglais (p. 501). The definition by O’Grady et al. (2011) will not be used to describe Dunglish in this thesis. Code switching results in a combination of two, or even more, languages. The Dunglish variety that will be explored in this thesis is entirely in English, nevertheless often literally translated or influenced by Dutch. 
Numerous terms are used to describe the Dunglish variety, the most common of which are Dunglish¸ Nederengels, Steenkolen-Engels (Edwards, 2014) and Dutchlish (Ridder, 1995). According to Lambert (2018), Dunglish was first mentioned in World Englishes literature in 1965, followed by Dutchlish in 1986. Both were still used in 2018 and Dunglish was detected more often than Dutchlish (p. 24). Because Dunglish is used more frequently, this term will be used to describe the hybrid Dutch-English variety. Dunglish is defined by Edwards (2016) as “the name used in popular media in the Netherlands to refer, derogatorily, to more or less ‘flawed’ English as used by Dutch speakers (in Dutch: Nederengels or Steenkolen-Engels); coined in analogy with other common hybrid names such as Chinglish and Franglais” (p. ix). This will be the working definition for Dunglish because it focusses on the non-standard and derogatory nature of this hybrid variety. 
The term Dunglish is often used interchangeably with Dutch English, which is spoken by native Dutch speakers of English and could be a variety of English. However, these two terms do not describe the same phenomenon. Edwards (2017) acknowledges that the Dutch are oftentimes unfamiliar with the difference between the Dutch English variety and the mocked Dunglish variety (p. 407). Dunglish became popular through a book by Rijkens (2005) in which literal translations from Dutch were collected. Edwards (2017) states that Dunglish is humorous to Dutch people because most readers recognise the heavy transfer of this variety and the errors which are often made by Dutch learners of English (p. 407). When the features of Dutch English are stereotyped and mimicked, the resulting variety could be called Dunglish. According to Edwards (2016), a distinction can be made between the stigmatised Dunglish variety and a potentially legitimate Dutch English variety (p. 86). The difference between Dunglish and Dutch English, according to Edwards (2017), is that Dutch English is produced by highly proficient users of English, who make minor non-standard mistakes because of transfer (p. 407). Dunglish is a stigmatised and derided variety that mocks Dutch learners of English who may be unproficient in English and consequently make learner errors. 
The development of Dunglish in the Netherlands could show a similar pattern to other stereotypical language hybrids such as Spanglish and Chinglish. The users of these varieties deliberately make mistakes and know that this variety is a stereotyped form of, for example, Spanish English. The error becomes an innovation; a “structural, lexical or pragmatic divergence of a reference variety of English” (Edwards, 2016, p. x). 

[bookmark: _Hlk8387949][bookmark: _Toc13119158]2.2 Dunglish as a social variety
Dutch English and Dunglish may be viewed as different but related phenomena. Dunglish can be described as a social variety. In the Netherlands, it may be possible to argue that Dunglish is a variety of English that is adopted by specific users of Dutch English. Dutton (1969) describes a social variety as a language variety that belongs to a certain social group (p. 18). These speech communities consist of members with certain values (O’Grady et al., 2011). These members comprise a community of practice, which is a group of speakers who have developed a shared language system and norms (Lave & Wenger, 1991). These groups have developed more distinctive ways of speaking to each other (Eckert & McConnell-Ginet, 2003). In the case of Dunglish a certain group within the Dutch English-speaking variety has developed the Dunglish variety. According to Lave & Wenger (1991), the people who belong to a certain community of practice will have their own motives to use this kind of variety (p. 98). A social variety can be characterised by its phonological, syntactic and lexical features and is mostly used by one specific speech community (O’Grady et al., 2011). The next segment will discuss the features of Dutch English and Dunglish. 

[bookmark: _Toc13119159]2.3 English in the Netherlands 
In Dutch society, the role of English has developed into more than simply another foreign language. The European Commission (2012) stated that 90 percent of Dutch people reported to be able to hold a conversation in English (p. 4). Ridder (1995) distinguishes reasons why Dutch people use English instead of their native language. First of all, English may offer words that have no Dutch equivalent. Sometimes, it could be necessary to use English because of an international oriented setting and it brings status to the English user. It also sounds vaguer than Dutch, which makes it easier to express emotions for Dutch speakers of English. Lastly, it is fashionable because of its relationship with American popular culture (p. 47-48).  
 English teaching in the Netherlands has become increasingly more important since the Second World War (Ridder, 1995). From 1993 onwards, English became a mandatory subject for all pupils. This means that all pupils will follow at least four years of English in school during their secondary education. This prepares them for their higher education, as universities offer a growing number of Bachelor’s and Master’s programmes with English as the only language of instruction. After graduating, the Dutch will continue to encounter the English language; such as in advertisements, on social media and in their professional life. 
Perhaps the most prominent contemporary debate in sociolinguistics concerning English in the Netherlands is what it should be classified as: an Outer Circle or an Expanding Circle variety. Englishes around the world can be categorised by employing multiple frameworks, one of which is the Kachruvian Three Circles model (Kachru, 1985). Kachru (1992) argues that the previous distinction used to classify English into the following three categories did not suffice any longer. This traditional distinction by Quirk et al. (1972) divided speakers of English into three classes: speakers of English as a native (ENL), a second (ESL) and as a foreign (EFL) language (p. 3-4). According to Kachru (1992), this distinction did not reflect the complexity of reality. Instead, Kachru (1985) poses a new model: the Kachruvian Three Circles model. Within this framework, countries are divided into three new categories: the Inner Circle, Outer Circle, and Expanding Circle (p. 3). The Inner Circle represents the countries where English is spoken as a native language, such as the United Kingdom and Australia. In the Outer Circle, English has been introduced through institutionalisation. These are mostly countries which are now members of the Commonwealth. They are characterised as being norm-developing, and English has an official status. The Expanding Circle comprises the rest of the world, where English is a foreign language without an official status. In contemporary publications, both the classification by Quirk et al. (1972) and Kachru (1985) are used. The Netherlands was, when these papers were published, classified as an Expanding Circle country, with an EFL variety. Accordingly, it has no official status and most native Dutch inhabitants do not speak English as a first or second native language. However, this qualification has been questioned by many academics since then. Edwards (2014) suggests that English in the Netherlands is developing towards the Outer Circle. Reasons for this are that English is used in a wide context in the Netherlands, and that the Dutch English variety has salient features, because of language interference with Dutch, that no other English variety has (Edwards, 2016). There are clear indications that this country is moving towards the Outer Circle, or an ESL status (Jenkins, 2009; Kirkpatrick, 2007). Deshors (2014) calls this the “intermingled” state of the Outer and Expanding Circle (p. 298). Disagreeing with the conclusion that the Netherlands is an Outer Circle country, Gerritsen et al. (2016) investigate the status of English in the Netherlands by employing the six criteria as defined by Kachru (1985). They observe the debate on the status of English in the Netherlands and conclude that English in the Netherlands cannot be categorised as an Outer Circle variety (p. 470). 
The debate on EFL and ESL status in the Netherlands shows that some academics argue that the Dutch speakers of English are not simply norm-dependent any longer. While it is not settled whether the Netherlands is still an Expanding Circle country or that it now belongs to the Outer Circle, there might be development in the ownership of English. The Dutch could be innovating their own English features and may not be adhering to standard English language rules. One of the characteristics that could indicate this kind of development is that the Dutch are creative with their English usage. Rudby & Alsagoff (2013) suggest that in language, this kind of hybridity is a synonym for creativity. It cannot only be used for innovation in terms of the language features; however, it results in a mix of styles, discourses and practices as well (p. 8). One of the results of this innovation in the Netherlands could be the development of the Dunglish variety.





[bookmark: _Toc13119160]3. FEATURES OF DUNGLISH 
[bookmark: _Toc13119161]3.1 Dunglish corpus and methodology
In this section, an attempt will be made to answer the following question: What are the features of Dunglish and how do these compare to features of Dutch English? There is no list of features or Dunglish corpus available to use for this research. Edwards (2016) and Ridder (1995) explore Dutch English features, and the features which have been found during their exploration will be compared to the Dunglish features. They both have compiled lists of the Dutch English features. As their two lists overlap, a combined list of features as compiled by Edwards (2010) and Ridder (1995) will be used. This list can be found in the Appendix (Appendix A). 
The first element of this research is to compile a Dunglish corpus. It is beyond the scope of this study to compile and examine a complete corpus of Dunglish. Therefore, only online sources have been investigated. Fortunately, plenty of Dunglish material may be found online. The sources have been found through the online search engine Google, by searching for “Dunglish”, “Dutchlist”, “Dutch English”, and their Dutch equivalents. Other sources were suggested by an academic who was familiar with the concept of Dunglish. The Dunglish content had to meet the following requirements: it had to be completely in English; however, invented Dutch-English words were allowed. This means that if a text contained code switching with Dutch and English words, it was not added to the corpus. There was no minimum or maximum word count. To limit the size of the corpus, the ten last social media posts of a page were added. This means that only the ten most recent posts of Make That The Cat Wise were included in the corpus. This corpus analysis is limited in content because only written online sources were included. Dunglish can be a spoken variety as well. Because of the limitations of this thesis, spoken Dunglish has not been examined.
The difference between a Dutch English text and a Dunglish text is that a Dutch English text was intended to be written in a standard English variety, with corresponding standard grammar, syntax and vocabulary. The Dutch user of English transferred Dutch features and vocabulary into their English and produces non-standard mistakes. The texts that were added to the corpus were intended to be incorrect non-standard English. Dutch readers of these texts will notice that it consists of Dutch vocabulary and idioms that have been literally translated into English. Oftentimes, these texts are intended to be humorous or stigmatising. The popularity of Rijkens (2005) and other Dunglish texts ensure that plenty of readers are familiar with this concept and its humorous nature. The corpus consists therefore mostly of texts and pictures that are comical and clearly and consistently translated from Dutch. The books by Rijkens (2005), Burrough-Boenisch (2004) and similar sources have not been added to the corpus. The authors of these texts pretend that the Dunglish utterances have been produced by Dutch speakers of English who tried to be as proficient as they possibly could, while they still made humorous non-standard English mistakes. It is not clear whether these utterances have been fabricated by the authors or that they are examples of genuine Dutch English users. This uncertainty is the reason why these sources have not been added to the corpus. Another popular example is www.dunglish.nl, which is a website where non-standard Dutch English examples have been collected. The reason why this website has not been added to the corpus is that these texts were not written to ridicule Dutch learners of English or to mock Dutch English. The website www.dunglish.nl has only genuine mistakes made by users of Dutch English. 
[bookmark: _Hlk534453707] The complete corpus consists of two short stories, poems by a Dutch artist, and pictures from an organisation called Make That The Cat Wise. The Dunglish corpus can be found in the Appendix (Appendix B). After the compilation of the corpus was finished, the contents were explored. To investigate whether the Dutch English features (Appendix A) were present in the corpus, these were inspected individually. The list of features by Edwards (2010) is divided into three segments: ‘grammar and syntax’, ‘vocabulary and idiom’ and ‘discourse style’. The same division has been employed for the present study. Features of ‘grammar and syntax’ are, for example, ‘mass nouns as countable’, ‘that-clause instead of noun phrase’ and ‘adjectives instead of adverbs’. The features of ‘vocabulary and idiom’ are ‘lexical shift’ and ‘idioms and expressions which have been transferred from Dutch’. The last category is ‘discourse style’, with features such as ‘greater formality’ and ‘misuse of politeness formulae’. These three categories will now be explored further and will be accompanied by examples from the corpus if these are available. These examples are, of course, grammatically and syntactically incorrect. Feature categories that have not been encountered will not be listed in the analysis.  

[bookmark: _Toc13119162]3.2 Analysis 
[bookmark: _Toc13119163]3.2.1 Grammar and syntax 
Tense and aspect
*Tomorrow we leave them in the wood (Tomorrow we will leave them in the woods) (Kousbroek). 
*I go them behind after! (I will go after them!) (Kousbroek).
*They wanted now starting with the walls. (They wanted to start building the walls) (De Wit). 
*He sticked a feather in Pete’s ass (He told Pete that he should hurry up) (De Wit). 
*Lower sack I not (I will not go lower) (Make That The Cat Wise).
*We come there well (We will succeed) (Make That The Cat Wise). 


Adjectives instead of adverbs 
*They lived still long and lucky (They lived happily ever after) (Kousbroek). 

Prepositions and phrasal verbs 
Literally translated prepositions and misuse of prepositions: 
*I see the future dark in (The future is dark) (Kousbroek). 
*We’ll leave them to their fate over (We will leave them to their fate) (Kousbroek). 
*You can me the pot on (Bugger off) (Kousbroek). 
*No, there can I not on begin! (We are not doing this) (Make That The Cat Wise). 
*I find here really no ball on (I do not care about this at all) (Make That The Cat Wise). 

[bookmark: _Toc13119164]3.2.2 Vocabulary and idiom
Idioms and expressions transferred/borrowed from native language
First of all, there are typical Dutch idioms and sayings that have been translated into English: 
· *I work myself an accident the whole day (I work hard all day) (Kousbroek).  
· *He gave no shrink (He did not flinch) (Kousbroek). 
· *They had to fight with much againststrokes (They had to deal with many setbacks) (De Wit). 
John O’Mill, the Dutch artist, translates Dutch sayings. However, instead of directly translating the words into English, he switches some Dutch words with English words that look or sound the same: 
· *Ran to hard from staple (Got ahead of themselves) (O’Mill). 
· *Drive the spot with me (Make fun of me) (O’Mill).

Make That The Cat Wise also translates most of their content directly from Dutch into English:
· *That says me nothing (I do not know what that means). 
· *I find here really no ball on (I do not care about this at all).
The examples above show Dunglish usage where Dutch has been directly translated into English words that already exist. To an English native speaker, these sentences would not make sense; however, the words are standard English. There are also Dunglish examples where the user came up with new English words. John O’Mill especially produces ‘Fantasy English’: 
· A nap is a “tucky”, which is a loose translation of the Dutch word for nap: “tukje”. 
· Someone gets called a “scat about”. This sounds like the Dutch word “schattebout”, which means sweetheart. 
· A sailor falls in the “fore-under”, which is a mistranslation from the Dutch “vooronder”, and a fore-under does not exist in English. A ‘vooronder’ is the steerage of a ship. 
·  “And gave her a lell with the laple” (And slapped her with the spoon) (O’Mill). This is a direct translation from Dutch and the words that have been translated sound like Dutch words. “Lell” and “laple” are Dutch words that have been spelled as if they are English.  
Make That The Cat Wise translates some Dutch words into English which results in nonsense English: 
· “Againstworthy” is the translation of the Dutch word “tegenwoordig”, which is made up of the words “tegen” and “woordig”, and these two words have been translated. 
· “Donkey-ears” is the translation of “ezelsoren” in Dutch, the equivalent of dog-ears in English. 
· 
Transformed words
Mass nouns as countable nouns and compound words: John O’Mill forms compound words from two English words, which are compounds in Dutch. An example is: “telephonecell”. 

False friends: 
Make That The Cat Wise sometimes uses false friends: 
· “Under attack – under a tak?” (Under attack – under a branch?) (Make That The Cat Wise). 

[bookmark: _Toc13119165]3.3 Discussion
This particular corpus analysis shows that these Dunglish features can mostly be categorised as ‘vocabulary and idiom’ and ‘grammar and syntax’, while features of ‘discourse style’ are uncommon. In this analysis, the Dutch English features are more extensive than the encountered Dunglish features. One explanation for these results could be that the texts from the corpus are aimed at Dutch people who are unaware of the non-standard English mistakes that they make while using English. Heavy transfer from Dutch, such as literal translated idioms, will be recognised by Dutch people (Edwards, 2017). More obscure mistakes, such as misuse of formulae and honorifics, would not be recognised as errors and therefore may not be as comical to Dutch people. Edwards (2017) points out that this is the difference between the Dutch English variety and Dunglish (p. 407). 
	The features of ‘grammar and syntax’ cover the structure of sentences and how, for example, adjectives should be used in standard English. A Dutch speaker of English could say “*to work as efficient as possible” (Edwards, 2010). This utterance would not be considered stereotypical Dunglish, rather as a feature of Dutch English or any New English variety (p. 20). As it is such a common non-standard English feature, and not specifically connected to Dutch speakers, this will not be used as stereotypical Dunglish by Dutch users of English. It will therefore also not be considered as humorous as other Dunglish features. Only when transferred Dutch features are recognised by Dutch speakers of English, this is typical Dunglish. The same goes for the category ‘discourse style’ as well, because most of these features are applicable to all New Englishes, which includes but is not restricted to Dutch English. 
One feature that could be applicable to Dunglish, however, is ‘code switching or mixing’. Dunglish can also be defined as the product of mixing Dutch and English, for instance in the study by O’Grady et al. (2011). The difference between Dunglish texts and code-mixed texts is that Dunglish texts could be read by English speakers who do not know English, and could still recognise every word, as every word is still English. The only exceptions are Fantasy English inventions. The code-mixed texts can only be understood by readers who know Dutch and English, for some words have not been translated into English. This differs from, for example, the two Dunglish stories that have been found. “Escaped from the Language Lab” is a coherent story; however, it includes lots of Dutch idioms and other sayings, verbs and nouns that have been translated directly into English. This results in a story which is probably comprehensible to Dutch speakers and will be harder to understand to English native speakers or people who speak English as their second language. They will recognise that the text is completely in English but will probably not understand its meaning. Therefore, the feature ‘code switching’ is not applicable to stereotypical Dunglish as defined in this thesis. 
	This analysis has shown that Dutch English and Dunglish are not the same variety. The features of Dutch English are more diverse; it has more distinctive features that Dunglish. It could be the case that Dunglish has a different function than Dutch English and that the users could use this variety to convey a message by using Dunglish. This could mean that the users, who are mostly Dutch English speakers, use Dunglish for a different reason. This concept will be discussed in more detail in the next section. 
This concludes the first segment, in which an attempt was made to answer the question: “What are the features of Dunglish and how do these compare to the features of Dutch English?”. This corpus study has shown that online Dunglish content mostly consists of direct translations and non-standard grammar and syntax. The next section will cover the functions of Dunglish and the attitudes of the users. Together with this first part, it will provide an introductory sight into the uses and functions of Dunglish in the Netherlands. 















[bookmark: _Toc13119166]4. DUNGLISH IN THE NETHERLANDS 
In this section, an attempt will be made to answer the following sub-question: “What are the functions of Dunglish and what are the attitudes towards this variety in the Netherlands?” A small-scale study and relevant literature will be employed to discover possible functions and attitudes. First, general attitudes in the Netherlands concerning English language usage will be discussed.

[bookmark: _Toc13119167]4.1 Attitudes in the Netherlands 
As discussed in Section 2.3, some scholars have argued that Dutch speakers of English are evolving towards a norm-developing, Outer Circle variety. One example is Edwards (2016), who states that the Dutch are moving towards a variety with local Dutch-English norms. Davies, Hamp-Lyons and Kemp (2003) state that local varieties can evoke all sorts of attitudes, from fearing incomprehensibility to taking pride in their own variety. This is in agreement with Edwards (2010), who claims that some are alarmed by the development of local varieties. One common fear is a deterioration of the quality of communication between Dutch English users and users of other varieties of English. Because of this concern, Inner Circle varieties are still favoured in the Netherlands. This is also reflected in studies on attitudes towards Dutch English and Dunglish. Wayling (2012) reports negative attitudes towards Dunglish. However, no distinction between Dunglish and Dutch English was made in this study. Not only do Dutch speakers of English prefer a standard English accent, they think that English teachers should have an RP accent as well (Van der Haagen, 1998). A standard English variety with Dutch salient features was scored least desirable by the same pupils. Dutch English is not a target variety and Dutch speakers of English still aim for native-speaker varieties, especially General American or RP (Edwards, 2016).
Another topic of research is the attitudes towards English in the Netherlands. Edwards (2016) explores attitudes towards Dutch English of Dutch participants, which is in her view the largest study on Dutch English attitudes in the Netherlands (p. 65). Only a small portion of this survey considers attitudes towards Dunglish. In her study, participants responded to statements concerning English in the Netherlands and the Dutch English variety. When asked about their own accent 25% strongly agreed and 36% agreed to the statement that foreigners should not be able to recognise their Dutch accent (p. 83). This could signify that Dutch speakers do not appreciate their own Dutch English accents. 73% agreed that Dunglish is bad English; however, 71% did not object to their English having Dutch “flavour” (p. 83). There were positive results for English-speaking Dutchmen as well: 88% agreed that speaking both Dutch and English is an advantage and 56% agreed that English enriches the Dutch language (p. 84). Still, 26% found that English is a threat to the Dutch language. These results show that most Dutchmen like using English and think it is beneficial to their lives. However, some think the Dutch language is in danger because of the increasing use of English. They are quite inconsistent when it comes to their own accent and the perception of others. Dutch “flavour” does not seem to bother them; however, they do not want foreigners to recognise where they are from. 
These results could indicate why these Dutch respondents dislike the use of Dunglish. Edwards (2016) ascribes the discrepancy between Dutch English and Dunglish to the Dutch being unfamiliar with the difference between the two varieties. It could also suggest that the word Dunglish has negative connotations (p. 82). While the results show that Dutchmen do not object to their Dutch transferring to their English, Dunglish is a stereotypical form of Dutch English. Dunglish is not simply an English variety with Dutch ‘flavour’; it is a stereotypical and stigmatised Dutch English variety. To investigate the attitudes towards Dunglish further, the next section will cover a small-scale study on attitudes towards Dunglish. 

[bookmark: _Toc13119168]4.2 Attitudes towards Dunglish 
Because Edwards (2016) did not test the attitudes towards Dunglish on a large scale, a study has been performed to add to the results of Edwards’ study (2016). The present study was limited in size because of constraints in both time and resources. The aim was to start exploring possible attitudes towards Dunglish of native Dutch speakers of English. 

[bookmark: _Toc13119169]4.2.1 Methodology
Twenty participants responded to a randomly assigned picture from Make That The Cat Wise, which is a popular website with Dunglish content (Appendix A, figures a to d). Four pictures were used in total, which means that five participants responded to one picture. They were asked to answer questions about these pictures (Appendix C). The pictures were printed on a paper on which the participants could write their answers as well. An example of such a paper is shown in the Appendix (Appendix C). The goal of the first three questions was to test what kind of emotions and reactions the pictures evoked. The last question was asked to find more sources of Dunglish content for the corpus study. The answers to these questions can be found in the Appendix as well (Appendix D). 
The participants were Dutch university students who spoke English as a second language and none of the students studied in a field that was related to language or linguistics. This ensured that none of the respondents had any linguistics-related knowledge that could distort the results. However, all respondents were Honours students in at least the second year of their Bachelor’s programmes. Because of the homogeneity of this group, the representativity of the results is not assured. The small group size prevents the results from being extrapolated to a more general group, such as Dutch society (Faber & Conseca, 2014). The results will consist only of observed tendencies and trends.  
The responses were short and consisted often out of a single word or a short phrase. These words or phrases were categorised into three groups. The first group can be described as the positive group, who responded positive or affectionate towards the Dunglish picture. Such reactions or attitudes are, for example: “funny”, “cool” and “nice”. The second group reacted negatively or ashamed towards Dunglish, who stated that Dunglish is “embarrassing” and “stupid”. The last group responded by stating that the Dunglish picture was unrealistic. These three different groups will now be investigated further. 

[bookmark: _Toc13119170]4.3 Results
[bookmark: _Toc13119171]4.3.1 Positive and affectionate responses 
Of the 60 responses in total, 32 were related to the humorous nature of the picture. The members of this group, who believe that the Dunglish content is amusing and harmless, are not the only ones who think this. Dunglish is a popular phenomenon in the Netherlands. This popularity is exploited by many organisations, one example are social media pages such as Make That The Cat Wise. Their Dunglish posts mostly consist of a picture, accompanied by a text (e.g. Appendix A, Make That The Cat Wise). Others who use the popularity of Dunglish are artists, who use the vague language boundaries of Dunglish to express their creativity. A well-known user of Dunglish is the poet John O’Mill, who invented the language Double Dutch: “literal translations or transliterations of Dutch idioms into pseudo-English (Tigges, 2015, p. 16) This example shows a made-up language, which could be considered to be Dunglish, in which Dutch is literally translated into English. Comedians are another group that uses Dunglish to entertain their audience (e.g. Torn, 2004). Several books have been written on stereotyped Dutch-English and Dunglish. Examples are I Always Get My Sin by Rijkens (2005) and Righting English That’s Gone Dutch by Burrough-Boenisch (2004). 
The online Dunglish distributors and the artists, such as comedians and writers, who use a form of literally translated Dutch English, all exploit the comical style of Dunglish. However, there are signs that point to other goals of these users. One example is that Facebook page Make That The Cat Wise sells merchandise. They clearly do not only aim for a well-visited Facebook page, but generate an income through it as well. This means that the functions of Dunglish which have been encountered in this category are not only to entertain people and that these distributers have financial goals as well.

[bookmark: _Toc13119172]4.3.2 Negative and ashamed responses
Users of Dunglish can use this variety as an identity marker, i.e. it can be adopted to form a social group that includes and excludes individuals. By speaking a certain way or by sharing beliefs on how people should speak, a community of practice is created. The Speech Accommodation Theory (Giles, 1980) holds that speech convergence and speech divergence create these social groups. By using Dunglish instead of Dutch English, these users show that Dutch users of English who are unproficient in English are inferior because of their use of this kind of English. Edwards (2016) warns that this could result in a divide between users who are proficient and those who are not (p. 197). 
In some instances, the users of Dunglish have extreme opinions regarding English use in the Netherlands. More than one in five responses showed either embarrassment or disturbance. There are many reasons why someone would object to the use of Dunglish, both described in academic literature and mentioned in the results of the study. In the Netherlands, several organisations actively protest the presence of English in the Netherlands and the use of English and Dunglish. Examples of such organisations are Onze Taal (Our Language), Stichting Nederlands (Foundation for Dutch), Stichting Taalverdediging Nederlands (Foundation to Defend the Dutch Language) and the Ampzing Association. They delegitimise the Dutch English variety and Dunglish by stating that languages should remain pure and should not influence one another. As mentioned before, O’Grady et al (2011) state that if a language is considered the standard variety, this will always marginalise other varieties (p. 516). By stating that English and Dutch should not influence each other, these organisations are claiming that these standard pure languages are of higher status. Other varieties, which have been influenced by different languages, are of lower status. Language transfer, such as the literal translations in Dunglish, is therefore of low status as well. With this opposition, the members of these organisations show that they are of high status as well, because they exclusively use standard language varieties without language transfer. Such feelings are not contained within these organisations. Plenty of Dutchmen feel embarrassed by their fellow Dutch speakers of English, who in their view use a variety of English that is heavily influenced by Dutch or that these speakers of Dutch English are unproficient language users. 
This phenomenon is called the complaint tradition and it is described in Schneider’s Dynamic Model (2003). This model describes the emergence of new Englishes through competition and selection. These new varieties will develop because of their history and the languages that are already present in the region. The third step within this model is nativisation and it includes the rise of complaints by conservative speakers (p. 248). A rupture between language users will develop and this could result in a division between conservative users and other users, possibly of lower status. One group is pleased with language innovation and development while the other group does not want their language to change. This could explain what is taking place in the Netherlands. This complaint tradition is described as the phase in which conservative language users claim that their language quality is deteriorating. Questions regarding standard varieties and what can be regarded as the ‘correct’ form will arise. Eventually, local varieties and norms will be accepted, even in formal settings (p. 248). 

[bookmark: _Toc13119173]4.4 Discussion
Multiple attitudes and function of Dunglish have been encountered in the present study. However, it is reasonable to suggest that not all attitudes and functions have been discussed. Because of constraints due to sample size and resources, there are possibly more attitudes and functions to discover. There are other functions of Dunglish that have not been encountered in this study but have been covered in the relevant literature. John O’Mill, the author of Double Dutch poems, was a teacher as well. He has claimed that he used Dunglish as a didactic device that warned his pupils against the use of Dunglish. Van Hattum & Rupp (2014) added an anecdote about a teacher who made their pupils listen to a stereotypical Dunglish accent, to convince them to stop being embarrassed of their own accent (p. 1). This example of the didactic function of Dunglish shows that the list of categories and functions of Dunglish is certainly not exhaustive; there are probably more functions and attitudes in the Netherlands that have not been covered in this thesis. 
The results also showed that some participants thought the usage of Dunglish by Make That The Cat Wise was unrealistic. It is beyond the scope of this thesis to address this reaction; however, it poses interesting questions. Who decides what realistic or unrealistic language use is? When does a feature become realistic Dunglish? Further research could investigate this attitude. 
	By employing relevant literature and the present study, attitudes towards Dunglish and its related functions have been discovered. It has become apparent that there are different opinions about and users of Dunglish. These users and their communities have been examined through the theoretic frameworks of Schneider (2003), Giles (1980) and Lave & Wenger (1991). This study has attempted to show that there are social groups that are different because of their understandings of what their language is supposed to be. Dunglish can be used as a variety of identification, whether ingroup or outgroup. An individual could be opposed to the use of Dunglish and could show their perceived self-status. Dunglish can be used as a didactic device, to warn pupils or to reassure them that their accent is not a problem. 
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[bookmark: _Toc13119174]5. CONCLUSION AND DISCUSSION 
The goal of this thesis was to examine the roles and functions of Dunglish in the Netherlands. First, a corpus analysis has shown that Dunglish and Dutch English have features in common. Dunglish content was found online, primarily on social media platforms. By analysing this content, it became apparent that Dutch English is more complex and has a wider variety of features than Dunglish. Second, the attitudes of Dutch participants towards the Dunglish variety were tested. Twenty respondents reacted to Dunglish pictures of Make That The Cat Wise (Appendix B, Make That The Cat Wise a to d). The majority of the responses showed enjoyment; others felt annoyed or embarrassed. These emotions have been connected to the theories of Giles (1980) and Lave & Wenger (1991), who all theorise that communities of practice are formed by appreciating or criticising the use of a language variety, such as Dunglish. This has shown that one of the functions of using Dunglish is to form groups which accept or reject this variety. Therefore, an individual can identify themselves with one of these groups. Other functions are Dunglish as entertainment, using Dunglish for financial goals or showing this variety as a didactic device. While these are the most common functions that have been encountered in the study, there is a possibility that more functions exist which have not been covered.
The aim of this thesis was to investigate Dutch English and Dunglish and to explore how users’ attitudes to these possible varieties provide information about the role and use of English in modern Dutch society. The content of the corpus was proven to be mostly literally translated Dutch into English, and non-standard use of syntax and grammar. The results from the study on attitudes has shown that Dunglish is not simply a form of entertainment in the Netherlands; its functions are more extensive. These results imply that users of Dunglish are aware of the possible functions of this concept, e.g. they all react either positively or negatively towards it. They are capable of using this phenomenon as a means of identification. This indicates that users of Dunglish are aware of the uses and functions of this concept and can react to it. Dutchmen could be developing towards a use of English that is not as norm-dependent as before; some even use Dunglish with affection and create art with it. 
This corpus study was limited in size and could be enhanced by a bigger corpus and more thorough investigation. The study could be improved by searching for features that are uniquely Dunglish, instead of comparing this variety to Dutch English. Spoken Dunglish could by analysed as well. Hopefully, this will result in a detailed list of Dunglish features, which resembles the lists of Edwards (2010) and Ridder (1995). Further research could enhance the second segment of this thesis as well. The group of participants was not representative for the Dutch population. A study with more participants of all age groups could result in a more representative view of attitudes in the Netherlands. Additionally, the list of functions could be developed further. These elaborations will develop a more refined and complete description of Dunglish in the Netherlands. This will add to previous research on English in the Netherlands, primarily Edwards (2016).   
Other aspects of Dunglish and the production of its content have not been investigated. Producers and distributors of the online content, such as Make That The Cat Wise, are an interesting phenomenon. Their use of directly translated Dunglish is humorous; however, further research could investigate what the role of the accompanying pictures is. These pictures seem to have been selected because of their bizarre or humorous settings. This could influence the reaction of the respondents. Another interesting study could delve into the reactions of the social media users who respond to, like and share Dunglish posts. It could be possible that they simple enjoy the variety, or that they feel humiliated by it. This would add a new dimension to the attitudes in Dutch society. 
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[bookmark: _Toc13119177]A. List of Dutch English features
The list of Dutch English features as defined by Edwards (2010) and Ridder (1995). 

1. Grammar and syntax 
· Tense and aspect  
· Adjectives instead of adverbs 
· That-clause instead of noun phrase, gerund, etc.  
· Of-structure with animates 
· Preposition and phrasal verbs 
 
2. Vocabulary and idiom 
· Lexical shift  
· Idioms/expressions transferred/borrowed from native language
· Transformed words: mass nouns as countable nouns and compound words 
· Fantasy English
· False friends 

3. Discourse style  
· Greater formality, liberal use of formal connectors 
· Code switching/mixing  
· Politeness formulae and honorifics  























[bookmark: _Toc13119178]B. The Corpus of Dunglish. 
Escaped from the language lab
Through R. Cowsbrook

There was once a poor woodchopper. This woodchopping, he said one day to his woman, there sits no dry bread in it. I work myself an accident the whole day, but you and our twelve children have not to eat. “I see the future dark in,” his woman agreed. “We must try to fit a sleeve on it,” the woodchopper resumed; “I have a plan: tomorrow we shall go on step with the children, and then, in the middle of the wood, we’ll leave them to their fate over.” His woman almost went off her little stick when she heard this. “What is there with you on the hand?” she cried, “aren’t you good sob?” But the woodchopper wasn’t brought off his piece by her wailing, he gave no shrink. “It cannot differ to me what you think,” he said. “There sits nothing else on, tomorrow we leave them in the wood.” Little Thumbkin, the youngest son, had listened off his parents’ conversation. The next morning before day and dew he went out and filled his pockets with pebbles. During the walk into the wood he knew unmarked-up to drop them one by one. Then the parents told the children to gather some wood, and shined the plate. When the parents didn’t come for the day any more, the children understood that they had been left in the stitch. Soon the waterlanders appeared. But Thumbkin said: “Don’t sit down by your packages. I will sorrow for it that we all get home wholeskins.“ Thank be the pebbles, he was able to find his way back. “By God,” the parents said as they came to foreshine, “how have you ragged him that?” “No art on,” said Thumbkin and explained what he had done. “If you want to be rid of us you will have to stand up a bit earlier.” That is just what the parents did. This time there came no pebbles on to pass. All Thumbkin had was a piece of dry bread. He decided that his bread there then but must believe to it. He left a trail of breadcrumbs but he didn’t have it in the holes that they were being made soldier by the birds.
His parents departed with the Northern sun, as on the day before, but this time Thumbkin soon touched rid of the trail. What now? Good counsil was expensive. The sun was already under, it was raining pipestems and the crying stood Little Thumbkin nearer than the laughing. At last he saw a tiny light through the trees; it turned out to be a house. The lady who stood them to word was a giantess. She gave them what to eat but Little Thumbkin received the feeling that something wasn’t fluff. He had understood that the giantess’ man, the giant, was a people-eater who would see no bone in devouring them. If we do not pass up, he thought, we shall be the cigar; as soon as they saw their chance clean they took the legs and smeared him. When the giant came home, he sniffed the air and bellowed: “I smell people flesh! Woman, why have you let them go there from through? Bring me my seven-league boots, I go them behind after!” He was about to haul the children in, but wonder above wonder, just then he decided to lie down in order to snap a little owl. “Shoot up, help me!” Thumbkin said to his brothers as soon as the giant lay there pipping, we must see to make him his seven-league boots off-handy. They squeezed him like an old thief but they went ahead and knew him to draw his boots out. “Now we must make that we come away!” Little Thumbkin gasped. He put on the boots and quickly made himself out of the feet, carrying his brothers along. Also, he had seen chance to roll the giant’s pockets and pick in all his gold pieces. “How have you boxed that before each other?” cried Thumbkin’s parents in amazement when he showed up. “It was a pod-skin,” said Little Thumbkin modestly. “I may be small but I stand my little man. And look, I have also brought a lot of poon. We used not to be able to allow ourselves billy-goat’s leaps, but now we have our sheep on the dry. We will never come anything too short again! I shall be able to buy myself a nail-suit at last! And a woody-stringy!” “And I a soup-dress,” cried his mother, “they are you of it these days.” “Great,” his father exulted. “I shall buy us a motor-car.” That afternoon he came riding to the fore in a sleigh of a wagon. “I seem to be having trouble riding straight out,” Thumbkin’s father complained. “That you thank the cuckoo,” his woman said, “you have a piece in your collar. You have him round again. I shall stop you in bed.” The next day all the children were stuck in the clothes as well. In her new soup-dress, mother looked a cleanliness. After that, they moved to The Hague, where they bought a chest of a house on the New Explanation, and they lived still long and lucky. 







































Dunglish 
by De Wit 

John of Amstel and his size Pete Green had the hands inonebeaten by the building of a house. They were whole what males. They had to fight with much againststrokes. It went not allmeal of a little slate roof. Courage lost, all lost and therearound kept they the canal therein. They had the fundaments of the house ready en therewith was the fundament placed. John was a type of big steps, quickly home but Pete was more a Little Pete Exactly.

They wanted now starting with the walls. Thereinfrontof had they a cement mill required. Pete knew well someone who such an apparatus had. He askes the man if he his cementmill could borrow but that said: :"You can me the pot on." But Pete Green was not rapidly out the field to beat. Along his nose way informed he by this or thither if  one knew where he somewhere such an apparatus on the head could tap. And on a given moment had he bite. Before a little prick was he succeeded in Trousers on Longdyke. John did then something what he not quick should do he sticked a feather in Pete's ass.

Then came the next againstbeat: the windowframes proved too big. John was inmediately weather in all states but Pete said: "There is no man overboard, we saw there ordinary a piece off." Yes, yes if John Pete yet not had, was he beautifully in the monkey lodged. John sit all fast with his hands in his hair, but Pete sees overall well a whole in.
They were all a solid end on  walk. When the windowwork of the roof was installed, allowed they themelves well a little pot pansbeer. They worked hard but not everything could they self do. So were there yet a number business where they no cheese of had eaten. But happily had Pete his breadrequired connections.

At the end of the ride is it them, after many fives and sixes, then yet worked out the house elegant up to deliver and could John and Pete say: ready is Kees!
But if you John on the man off asks, if he it yet one turn will do, shall he say: "I am mad Henry not."

















John O’Mill (various works, cited from Light verse in Dutch en double Dutch)

`Say you that well,` said Alex Bell
and locked his wife in a telephonecell.
An old man in southern Kentucky
was sleepy and made a cline tucky
His wife - by the hand - said: '
Wake up, suffert, and dry the dishes to help me a stucky

A hot-heated Drent in Ter Apel
who always ran to hard from staple
forsplintered his plate
when the waitres was late
and gave her a lell with the laple.

A terrible infant, called Peter
sprinkled his bed with a gheter
His father got woost,
took holf of a cnoost,
and gave him a pack on his mieter

Limerick
A sailor, by storm and by thunder
fell plat on his beck in 't fore-under.
He broke all his teeth
now he'll never say 'chees',
when a foto is taken - poor donder!

Pete’s Knot
Three arrogant pupils of Class Five 3
attempted to drive the spot with me,
but I had ‘m through
and before they knew,
I set ‘em for Pete, Pete Snot, you see.
Zo paste hij vaak de Engelse spelling toe op Nederlandse woorden (vb: ‘snighbone’ ipv ‘snijboon’, ‘kickforce’ ipv ‘kikvors’,…), vertaalde hij Nederlandse zinnen letterlijk naar het Engels (vb: ‘I have you love’ ipv ‘ik heb je lief’), …
‘My Love, you look a little pips!’ ‘Too much fish perhaps and chips’

An emigrant’s love 
My love is like a paprica
that’s newly pickled hot,
my love is like a solo drums
played on a copper pot.
 
And hot are you, my scat about,
as sambal in my rice
and I will love you still, my dear
when the calves can dance on the ice.
 
When the calves dance on the ice, my dear
and the Moordike Bridges waltz,
when your hair has turned
to silver, dear, and all your teeth are false.
But now farewell a while, my dear,
and promise you will wait,
for now for thirty-seven years
I think I’ll emigrate










































Make That The Cat Wise

Figure a. Make That The Cat Wise (2018). 
[image: Afbeelding kan het volgende bevatten: 1 persoon, glimlacht, zitten, water en buiten]

Figure b. Make That The Cat Wise (2018). 
[image: Afbeelding kan het volgende bevatten: een of meer mensen en zittende mensen]










Figure c. Make That The Cat Wise (2018). 
[image: Afbeelding kan het volgende bevatten: een of meer mensen, zittende mensen en tekst]

Figure d. Make That The Cat Wise (2018). 
[image: Afbeelding kan het volgende bevatten: 6 mensen, tekst, buiten en natuur]

Figure e. Make That The Cat Wise (2018). 
[image: Afbeelding kan het volgende bevatten: 2 mensen]



Figure f. Make That The Cat Wise (2018). 
[image: Afbeelding kan het volgende bevatten: 3 mensen]

Figure g. Make That The Cat Wise (2018). 
[image: Afbeelding kan het volgende bevatten: een of meer mensen]      










Figure h. Make That The Cat Wise (2018). 
[image: Afbeelding kan het volgende bevatten: 1 persoon, buiten en tekst]

Figure i. Make That The Cat Wise (2018). 
[image: Afbeelding kan het volgende bevatten: 1 persoon, zitten en tekst]

Figure j. Make That The Cat Wise (2018). 
[image: Afbeelding kan het volgende bevatten: 3 mensen, gras, buiten, natuur en tekst]



[bookmark: _Toc13119179]C. Example question paper  

[image: Afbeelding kan het volgende bevatten: een of meer mensen, zittende mensen en tekst]


1. What do you feel when you see and read this image? 


2. Is there a reason for this feeling? 


3. What do you think about this kind of English usage? 


4. Do you know any more of these kinds of English usage, where can these be found? 



[bookmark: _Toc13119180]D. Dunglish questions results 
1. What do you feel when you see and read this image? 
Picture a. “Typical for the Dutch society” “Embarrassing” “Extremely funny” “I do not understand why someone would make these kinds of pictures” “I’m embarrassed” 
 Picture b. “Funny translation” “It’s funny, but it’s not smart” “It annoys me that people could actually say this” “It’s embarrassing that people find this funny” “Nice” 
Picture c. “I hope that no one actually says this” “I don’t think anyone would actually say this” “It’s funny, it doesn’t sound right” “It’s stupid” “If anyone would say this, I would laugh”
Picture d. “This one is smart, more thought out than most I know” “This one is very funny” “I don’t think anyone would ever be this stupid” “I don’t think that this has happened in real life” “Very funny, but not realistic”

2. Is there a reason for this feeling? 
Picture a. “The theme of this picture is also very Dutch” “I hate that people think this is what Dutch people sound like” “I don’t know” “It’s just a stupid translation” “It’s a clever translation, but no one talks like this”
Picture b. “The picture is also funny” “Funny picture and text is also clever” “The translation is funny” “I don’t think this is what Dutch people say” “It’s a funny text” 
Picture c. “It’s funny because the translation is literally Dutch” “The translation is funny” “The picture together with the text is hilarious” “It’s a funny picture” “I don’t believe that Dutch people would say this” 
Picture d. “The joke is very clever” “It’s funny if you know Dutch and English” “It’s a funny joke for Dutch people” “Together with the picture, it’s very funny” “It’s funny but not realistic that a Dutch person would say this”

3. What do you think about this kind of English usage? 
Picture 1. “Embarrassing” “Annoying” “Funny” “Funny” “Funny”
Picture 2. “Cool” “Funny” “Embarrassing” “Not realistic” “Funny” 
Picture 3. “Funny” “Funny” “Annoying” “Embarrassing” “Very nice”
Picture 4. “Unrealistic” “Funny” “Weird” “Funny” “Not realistic”

4. Do you know any more of these kinds of English usage, where can these be found? 
Picture 1. “Some memes on Facebook” “No” “Only Make That The Cat Wise” “No” “Yes on Facebook” 
Picture 2. “On social media” “No” “Make That The Cat Wise” “On the internet” “No”
Picture 3. “No” “Sometimes in real life” “Social media” “Memes” “No”
Picture 4. “Social media” “No” “I don’t know” “I don’t think so” “Make That The Cat Wise and on Facebook” “On Facebook” 
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For 5 euro is it from you.
Lower sack I not.
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Stand now up, man! | push
myself an accident!

Make you not so thick,
we come there well.
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little hand! : Henkie not!
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