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ABSTRACT

The present dissertation concerns formal aspects of Polish borrowing in 21%-century
Wymysorys — a minority Germanic language spoken by a few dozen people in the town of
Wilamowice in Poland. By drawing on modern borrowing theories and his own empirical
studies conducted in situ, the author documents, describes, and explains all cases and types of
Polish borrowings that may currently be found across the Wymysorys sound system, lexicon,
and grammar. The evidence demonstrates that Polish has influenced Wymysorys to a significant
extent, both quantitatively and qualitatively. The quantitative impact surfaces in the high type
frequency of linguistic elements that have been borrowed. The qualitative impact transpires in
the wide range and diversity of the parts of the language being affected, whether in the sound
system (Polish has affected phonetics, phonology, phonotactics, and prosody, in addition to
consonants and vowels), lexicon (Polish has affected nearly all lexical classes, both content and
functional, and most of their sub-types), and grammar (Polish has affected derivational and
inflectional morphology, morpho-syntax, and syntax). The extent of the Polish influence is such
that the original typological profile of Wymysorys and its Germanic essence could be viewed as
compromised: the Wymysorys language shifts towards a blended Germanic-Slavonic profile.



AGRIP

bessi ritgerd fjallar um formlega lantoku Ur podlsku i natima vymysorysku — germonsku
minnihlutatungumali sem talad er af nokkrum tugum manna i baenum Wilamowice 1 Péllandi.
Verkid, sem byggir 4 nitimalegum kenningum um lantéku og rannséknum sem gerdar voru a
stadnum, skjalfestir, lysir og utskyrir 6ll tilvik og gerdir polskrar lantdku sem er ad finna i
malfredi og ordasafni vymysorysku 21. aldar. Gognin syna ad polska hefur haft mikil ahrif &
vymysorysku, badi megindlega og eigindlega. Megindleg &hrif koma fram i harri tidni
tungumalapatta sem hafa verid fengnir ad lani. Eigindleg ahrif sjast 4 fjolbreytileika peirra hluta
tungumalsins sem hafa ordid fyrir ahrifum, hvort sem pad er hljodkerfi (polska hefur haft ahrif &
hljod (bzdi samhljod og sérhlj6d), hljookerfi, hljodskipun og hljomfall), ordmyndunar- or
beygingarkerfi (polska hefur haft ahrif & formgerd orda, badi afleidslu og beygingar), ordskipun
(polska hefur haft ahrif 4 setningagerd) eda ordasafn (pdlska hefur haft dhrif 4 naestum alla
ordflokka og flestar tegundir peirra). Umfang pdlskra édhrifa eru slik, ad telja verdur ad
upprunaleg gerd vymysorysku og germanskur kjarni hennar eigi 4 hattu ad hverfa, par sem
tungumalid faerist 1 att ad blondudu germansk-slavnesku snidi.
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PREFACE

The origins of this dissertation go back to the summer of 2008 when I flew from Iceland to
Poland to meet Tymek Krol — then, a fifteen year-old speaker of Wymysorys. Seeing Tymek
for the first time at the bus stop in Wilamowice, I did not know that I was going to encounter
in him a wonderful friend, fall in love with the language he spoke, and embark on a fascinating
journey — the study and research of a unique variety of the Germanic linguistic family. Since
then, I have worked intensively on the documentation, description, and analysis of Wymysorys
grammar and lexicon, conducted numerous fieldwork activities, and published 19 articles and
a grammar book on the language — all of this in close collaboration with Tymek.

During my research activities, [ became fascinated with a particular aspect of Wymysorys — its
prolonged and intense contact with Polish. I have documented several contact-related features
of Wymysorys in phonetics, lexicon, and grammar, analyzed blended Wymysorys-Polish
conversations, and the mixed Germanic-Slavonic character of the language. With the increased
knowledge of Polish elements in Wymysorys, I gradually realized that a thorough study of
Wymysorys-Polish language contact, in particular, a comprehensive analysis of Polish
borrowings in Wymysorys, was necessary. In January 2008, I decided to undertake such a study
in the form of a doctoral dissertation.

After more than a decade of research on Wymysorys, this dissertation necessarily draws on my
previous studies dedicated to Wymysorys-Polish language contact and Polish borrowings in
Wymysorys. In particular, parts of the articles “The Polish component in the Vilamovicean
language”, “Vilamovicean — A Germanic-Slavic mixed language?”, “Slavic-Germanic
hybridization in the Vilamovicean language”, and “Where Germanic and Slavic meet — A note
on new Polish-based tenses in the Vilamovicean language”, published respectively in Glossos
(2014), Studies in Polish Linguistics (2015), Words and Dictionaries (2015), and
Germanoslavica (2016), are reused in certain sections and chapters of the present work.
However, this dissertation provides a significantly larger and much more nuanced examination
of Polish borrowings than my previous studies did. From the beginning, it was envisioned as
an original and autonomous research activity rather than a collection of already published
works — a legacy project that concludes nearly 15 years of my studies on Wymysorys. Pieces
of the evidence collected during my doctoral research and analyzed in the present dissertation
have already been included in my two recent articles: “Wymysorys”, that was published in
Rethinking Verb Second (2020), and “Complexity of endangered minority languages — The
sound system of Wymysorys”, that should appear this year in Contemporary Research in
Minority and Diaspora Languages of Europe.
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CHAPTER ONE

1. Introduction

“It’s the start that’s difficult” said Vladimir while waiting for Godot (Beckett 1954:41).
Estragon disagreed, suggesting that one could start from anything. “Yes, but you have to
decide” insisted Vladimir (ibid.). Estragon agreed. Vladimir was right: it is not easy to begin
telling a story. Especially, if this story is years-long research that has taken one to so many
places, people, and times. Let me thus listen to Estragon and simply start somewhere; let me
tell you about Wymysorys and the endeavor of a young man who fell in love with this language
more than a decade ago.

The present chapter initiates my story — this dissertation. First, I will present my field of
research and describe the background that is, in my view, necessary to fully understand my
study (section 1.1). Subsequently, I will state the topic or problem, formulate broad goals and
objectives, and explain the structure of my dissertation (section 1.2).

1.1 Wymysorys

This research is about Wymysorys — a minority Germanic language that is spoken in the small
town of Wilamowice (Wymysoii), which is situated in southern Poland, in the Bielsko County
of the Silesian Voivodeship, some 80 kilometers from Krakow. In this section, I will describe
the two critical facets of Wymysorys that should already be obvious from the previous
sentence: its inherited Germanic-ness (section 1.1.1) and its inevitable contact with Slavonic
languages, in particular, Polish (section 1.1.2).

1.1.1  Wymysorys as a Germanic language

Wymysorys is a member of the Germanic family — its western branch, to be exact (Kleczkowski
1920; Putschke 1980; Wicherkiewicz 2003; 2013; Ritchie 2012; Zak 2016:131;
www.ethnologue.com; www.glottologue.org). Together with various High German varieties —
both Central and Upper — Wymysorys forms part of the Elbe (Irmionic) group of the West-
Germanic branch (Ritchie 2012:7, 9).! Within the realm of High German varieties, Wymysorys

! The classification of West Germanic and the various German dialects is the messiest (Stiles 2013) and the most
controversial (Ringe 2006:213) among all sub-groups and branches of the Germanic family. Although various
tree models have been proposed, the best manner to approach the West Germanic branch is to consider it as a
continuum of dialects — certainly with a phylogenetic foundation — that have experienced close contact through
the centuries (Durrell 2006a:54; Ringe 2006:213-214). However, even the areal relationship of dialects and
languages within this branch is highly complex and, in various respects, passionately debated (Durrell 2006a:54;
Stiles 2013; Fulk 2018:17-18, 25-26). According to one theory, West Germanic is split into three sub-groups:



is regarded as a dialect of Central German, specifically its eastern sub-group (Kleczkowski
1920; Mojmir 1930-1936; Putschke 1980:478; Wiesinger 1983; Morciniec 1984; 1995;
Lasatowicz 1992; Wicherkiewicz 2003:5-14; Lewis 2009; Ritchie 2012:9, 86; Louden
2020:808).2 Within the East Central German branch, Wymysorys is grouped with other dialects
spoken east of Upper Saxony and German Lusatia, thus being classified as a Silesian German
variety (Kleczkowski 1920; Wicherkiewicz 2003:3).} Specifically, together with dialects

North Sea Germanic (e.g. (Old) English, (Old) Frisian, Old Saxon, Low German), Weser-Rhine Germanic (e.g.
(Old) Low and High Franconian, Dutch), and Elbe Germanic (also referred to as ‘Alpine Germanic; e.g.
Alemannic and Bavarian; Henriksen & van der Auwera 1994:9; Durrell 2006a:54; Harbert 2007:8; Besch & Wolf
2009:273; see also Salmons 2012:85). The tripartite model of West Germanic — in the form explained above or
with certain minor variations — is widespread in scholarship (see Konig & van der Auwera 1994; Harbert 2007).
However, it is far from being unproblematic because of controversies regarding the demarcation between the
northern and southern parts of the branch, and the position of the intermediate members such as Old Saxon, Old
Low, and High Franconian (Riibekeil 2017:996). A slightly divergent model of the fragmentation of West
Germanic — also influential in current scholarship — proposes a binary split into two poles at a diachronic level
and a more gradient relationship at a synchronic level. Accordingly, West Germanic is historically divided into
North-Sea Germanic — which, as previously explained, includes Old Frisian and Old English and their successors,
as well as Old Saxon and Low German — and Upper German-Franconian (or various types of High German)
(Nielsen 1998:57; 2015:262). Thus, the internal split of the West Germanic branch with the “most validity” is
Ingwaeonic versus non-Ingwaeonic (Stiles 2013; see also Riibekeil 2017:996). In this model, Dutch — as well as
Old Saxon and Low German — occupy transitional positions between the two sub-branches (Nielsen 2015:262; cf.
Van Bree 1987). That is, they mix both Ingwaeonic and non-Ingwaeonic features, albeit in different proportions
(Stiles 2013). Some of these non-Ingwaconic features are attributed to “High Germanization” or the radiation of
High German varieties towards North-Sea varieties in later historical periods (Stiles 2013). As a result, the lowest
tier of the model reveals a continuum of varieties from more Ingwaeonic to more non-Ingwaeonic. Alternatively,
the first West Germanic dialectal split occurred when the predecessors of Frisian and English separated from
Proto-West Germanic. The remaining varieties referred to as Proto-German subsequently split into Old High
German (the predecessor of Middle High German and modern High German varieties) and Old Saxon / Old Dutch
(the predecessor(s) of present-day Low German and Dutch; Jones & Jones 2019:5). Overall, in some aspects, the
tree models have little relation to the actual synchronic classification, which draws on typological similarities
exhibited by modern West Germanic languages and their dialects (Henriksen & van der Auwera 1994:9).
Nevertheless, although alternative topographic, more wave-like, representations have been proposed (Salmons
2012:85; Stiles 2013), standard cladistic models are commonly used.

2 The division into Lower, Central, and Upper German is primarily synchronic, although it certainly has a
diachronic foundation (see Jones & Jones 2019:5-7). That is, all German dialects tend to be categorized along a
dialectal continuum spanning from the north (Low Germanic, which is a member of the North Sea or Ingwaeonic
branch in the cladistic tree models) to the south (Upper German) through the center (Central German). Upper and
Central German dialects form the High German group. Low German includes North Low Saxon, varieties spoken
in Schleswig and Holstein, Westphalian and Eastphalian dialects (Niebaum 1980:458-464), varieties used in
Brandenburg and adjacent areas (Mecklenburgish and Markish), as well as Pomeranian and Low Prussian
(Stellmacher 1980:464-468). Upper German comprises North Upper German dialects such as South Franconian,
East Franconian, and North Bavarian (StreBner 1980:479-482); West Upper German dialects, e.g. those found in
Switzerland and France (Kleiber 1980:482-486); and East Upper German dialects such as Central and South
Bavarian (or Austrian). Central German is divided into two main sub-branches: Western, including Central
Franconian (e.g. Ripuarian and Luxembourgish) and Rhine Franconian (e.g. Hessian and Palatine; Beckers
1980:468-473), and Eastern, which is the most relevant for Wymysorys (see next footnote) (Putschke 1980:474-
478), as well as various transitional varieties (see Keller 1960; Kloss 1983; Jones & Jones 2019:7). The main
classification criterion for this continuum is the so-called “High German Consonant Shift” (Eisenberg 1994:349;
Henriksen & van der Auwera 1994:10; Durrell 2006b:44). Low German is unaffected by this change, Central
German is affected partially, and Upper German has undergone this change either entirely or nearly entirely
(Eisenberg 1994:349; Henriksen & van der Auwera 1994:10-11; Jones & Jones 2019:5-7; Fulk 2018:25-26, 30-
31). Due to the very nature of continuum models, and the reciprocal influences experienced by West Germanic
languages, this south-north progression of the High German Consonant Shift is gradual and thus the dialectal split
itself is fuzzy.

3 The other clusters of dialects of East Central German are: Thuringian (central and north varieties), Upper Saxon
(MeiBen variety, North Upper Saxon, and Erzgebirgisch), Lusatian-New-Markish (i.e. Lausitzisch-Neumdrkisch
spoken in the center and south of Brandenburg, itself divided into South Markish, New Markish, and Lusatian),



spoken in Bielsko (Bielitz), Biata (Biala), and the other Silesian German enclaves — e.g. those
that were spoken in Szynwatd (Schonwald; currently Bojkow) and Gosciecin (Kosthenthal) —
Wymysorys constitutes a class of secondary Silesian island varieties (Kleczkowski 1920:7,
160; Wiesinger 1980:497-498; 1983:911; Wicherkiewicz 2013:5). Similar to the dialect of
Szynwatd, Wymysorys is defined as an intermediate variety between non-diphthongized and
diphthongized dialects, with significantly more features typical of the former type than of the
latter (Kleczkowski 1920:157, 160). Furthermore, like the other members of the Bielsko-Biata
linguistic enclave — and possibly some extinct varieties that were spoken further to the east —
Wymysorys belongs to the Silesian-Galician cluster of Silesian German dialects (Kleczkowski
1920:158). Within this cluster, it forms a group of the so-called “countryside” varieties together
with dialects spoken in Gorny Lipnik (Kunzendorf), Halcnéw (Alza), Wapienica (Lobnitz),
Migdzyrzecze Gorne (Ober-Kurzwald), and Bystra (Bistray) (ibid.).

Diachronically — and in agreement with its typological vicinity to other Silesian vernaculars —
Wymysorys is a successor of Middle High German, which itself descends from Old High
German (Kleczkowski 1920:155; 1921; Wiesinger 1980:496, 498; 1983:911-912; Morciniec
1984; 1985; 1995; Zieniukowa & Wicherkiewicz 1997:308; Wicherkiewicz 1998a:206;
Rautenberg 2000:1295-1296; Wicherkiewicz & Olko 2016:19; Zak 2016:132). Old High
German was spoken from the 8" until the 11%/12" century (Sonderegger 1979:180-181;
1980:569-570; 1987; Henriksen & van der Auwera 1994:11; Jones & Jones 2019:11-14; ;
Besch & Wolf 2009:135-144; Schmid 2017:11-12; Fulk 2018:30-31). It was not a discrete
language but rather a dialect cluster spoken in the area confined between the Danube and Main
rivers, and in Thuringia (Sonderegger 1980:569-571, 575; Henriksen & van der Auwera
1994:11; Jones & Jones 2019:7-10; Schmid 2017:11-12; Fulk 2018:30). During the 11" and
12" centuries, Old High German developed into Middle High German (Sonderegger 1979:182-
183; Lindgren 1980:580-581; Henriksen & van der Auwera 1994:11; Schmid 2017:3, 29-36),
which lasted until the 14%/15" centuries. Like its predecessor, Middle High German lacked
uniformity, constituting an umbrella term for all dialects that underwent the second consonant
shift, either entirely or partially (Jones & Jones 2019; Schmid 2017:29).*

Bohemish, North Moravian (Mdhrisch), and High Prussian (Putschke 1968; 1980:477; see also Bergmann 1990).
These last three dialects are sometimes considered subtypes of Silesian (Sonderegger 1979). There are two
hypotheses of the formation of East Central German, which is inherently tied to colonization processes (Putschke
1968; 1980:475; see also Bergmann 1990:290-291; Besch & Wolf 2009:62-71). According to one hypothesis,
East Central German descends from a colonial, levelled variety that arose in the 12" and 13™ centuries in the
March or Margravate of Meiflen, as a result of the interaction of dialects brought by the settlers (Frings 1957; cf.
Putschke 1980:475; Besch & Wolf2009:62-63). The other theory rejects the idea of the mixing of settlers’ dialects
(Putschke 1968; 1980:475). Instead, East Central German features would be traced back to dialects spoken in the
10" and 11™ centuries in Central Thuringia. The levelling process would have affected the dialects of the pre-
colonial burgward or castellany system and would have lasted from the 10% to the 12" century (Putschke
1980:475). This means that the first German settlers “already brought with them the linguistic characteristic of
the East Central German colonial koine” (Bergmann 1990:290-291) — the so-called “Ausgleichssprache”, in
Putschke’s words (1968:122).

4 Regarding Silesian German, the Bielsko-Biata dialect, and other linguistic enclaves in Silesia see Weinhold
(1853; 1887), Bukowski (1860), Waniek (1880; 1897), Pautsch (1901), von Unwerth (1908), Gusinde (1911;
1912), Schonborn (1912), Hanke (1913), Graebisch (1920), Kuhn (1928; 1935; 1967), Kuhn & Schlauer (1930),
Wackwitz (1932), Jungandreas (1933; 1937), Weiser (1937), Weinelt (1938), Friemel (1938), Peuckert (1950),
Bluhme (1964), Mitzka (1968), Trembacz (1961; 1971), Schmitt (1965-1967), TeBmann (1968), Menzel (1972),



Given its dialectal position and historical background, Wymysorys is fairly closely related to
Modern Standard German (Chromik & Dolatowski 2013; Chromik & Wicherkiewicz 2014;
see also Kleczkowski 1920; Mojmir 1936; Lasatowicz 1992; Ritchie 2012; see also Louden
2020:816). Indeed, according to some scholars, Wymysorys exhibits an unmistakable German
character (Wicherkiewicz 2003:15; Ritchie 2012:19).3

Although the main line of the genetic classification of Wymysorys in the Germanic family is
relatively unproblematic — as explained in the previous section, scholars agree to its East
Central German frame and Middle High German origin — the filiation of the language spoken
in Wilamowice is more complex. This stems from the fact that Wymysorys distinguishes itself
from the other members of the Bielsko-Biala linguistic enclave, as well as from the Galician-
Silesian and Upper Silesian dialects, by alleged Flemish, Frisian, or even Anglo-Saxon traits
(Kleczkowski 1920; 1921; Wiesinger 1983; Morciniec 1984; 1995; Ryckeboer 1984;
Lasatowicz 1992; Wicherkiewicz 2003; Ritchie 2012). Such phonological, lexical, and
grammatical peculiarities, and a less canonical German character exhibited by Wymysorys,
have sometimes led scholars to grant this language a particular position among closely related
varieties (cf. Hanslik 1907:50 in Wicherkiewicz 2003:18; see also Mtynek 1907:8-10;
Latosinski 1909:13, 266-270; Kuhn 1981; Ryckeboer 1984:25-26; Wicherkiewicz 2003:15-
19). Specifically, according to Kleczkowski (1920:153), while the East Central German
substance of Wymysorys is obvious, the language also exhibits some minor or less significant
(“mniej wazne”) Low and Upper German traits. A similar opinion is expressed by Ritchie
(2012). Even though principally an Elbe (Irmionic) and East Central German dialect,
Wymysorys has certain features typical of North Sea (Ingvaeonic) languages (cf. also Zak
2016). In light of this, it is sometimes hypothesized that Wymysorys is partially related to
(Middle) Franconian dialects, in addition to its Middle High German and East Central German
phylogenetic frame. It would thus be, to an extent, a relative of the western(most) varieties of
Central German (Wicherkiewicz 2003:3; cf. Zieniukowa & Wicherkiewicz 1997:308;
Wicherkiewicz & Zieniukowa 2001:492-493).

The East Central German essence of Wymysorys and its genetic relationship to both Silesian
and Modern Standard German — all being descendants of Middle High German — need not be
perceived as conflicting with certain non-Central and/or non-High German traits possibly
exhibited by this language. On the contrary, mixed features found in Wymysorys are expected

Wurbs (1981), Ullman (1982), Kneip (2000), Morciniec (2012), Dolatowski (2015; 2016; 2017). See also Besch
et al. (1983).

5 As with Wymysorys, Modern Standard German descends from Old High German and subsequently Middle High
German or, rather, its variety spoken in the court of Saxony in the late Middle Ages (Eisenberg 194:349; Henriksen
& van der Auwera 1994:11). Due to socio-political and linguistic reasons — e.g. the economic and political
relevance of Saxony, its use in Luther’s Bible translation and during the reformation, and an intermediate dialectal
position between Low German and Upper German, which eased its understanding by speakers of other German
varieties — a later variant of this language, known as (Early) New High German, became accepted in other parts
of the German-speaking territory in the 16" and 17" centuries (Eisenberg 1994; Henriksen & van der Auwera
1994:11; Johnson & Braber 2008:22-26). In the 19" century, New High German developed into Modern New
High German or Modern Standard German (Eggers 1980:603-608; Henriksen & van der Auwera 1994:11; Schmid
2017:3; on the history of German and/or its periodization, see Bach 1970; Sonderegger 1979:164-177; Schildt
1991; von Polenz 1991; Russ 1994:10-16; Besch & Wolf 2009; Salmons 2012).



given its previously mentioned colonial origin (Morciniec 1984; 1995; 2002:415-416;
Wicherkiewicz 2003; see also Weinreich 1958). To begin with, Silesian German, to which
Wymysorys certainly belongs (Kleczkowski 1920; 1921), had, itself, a complex origin. Even
though Silesian descends from the 12-13" century varieties of Middle High German and its
crux was likely formed by the medieval dialects spoken in Thuringia and Upper Saxony, a
number of Middle Franconian features may have also penetrated the language (see Keller 1960;
Bach 1970:103; Ullman 1982). Therefore, Silesian German shares features not only with Upper
Saxon and Thuringian dialects but also, albeit to a lesser degree, with Franconian dialects,
including Central and Rheine Franconian (Bach 1970:102-103). Being a Silesian variety, it is
natural that Wymysorys exhibits a comparably complex origin, thus drawing on more than one
source dialect. In other words, even though during the First German Colonization between
1250-1300, the majority of the original speakers of Wymysorys might have mainly arrived
from one region, most likely — at least originally — from Thuringia and Franconia (Zieniukowa
& Wicherkiewicz 1997:308; Wicherkiewicz 1998a:206; 2003; Wicherkiewicz & Zieniukowa
2001:491-493; Zak 2016:132; see also Putschke 1980:498), some colonists could also have
originated from other regions, e.g. more western and/or northern parts of today’s Germany,
even Flanders, Friesland, or Wallonia (Wicherkiewicz & Olko 2016:17; Louden 2020:816).
Because of this, the emerging Wymysorys language would have acquired certain linguistic
peculiarities typical of the dialects spoken by those, probably less numerous migrants,
incorporating them into the dominant frame of Middle High German and the emerging East
Central German.

This is consistent with the ethnic profile of the First German Colonization, which started in the
12 century, and which reached what is now the Wilamowice area around 1250-1300 (Putschke
1980:498). Although many settlers came from Lusatia and Saxony, some may also have arrived
from the area of the middle part of the rivers Main and Rhine (Kaindl 1911; Kuhn 1981).
Moreover, this migratory wave possibly included additional groups of Dutch, Flemish, and
Walloon origins (Wicherkiewicz 2003:7-8; Wicherkiewicz & Olko 2016:18). For instance,
there is evidence that some Flemish settlers stayed in Silesia during their journey to
Transylvania in the 12™ century and that Walloon settlers resided in Sleza (Zobtenber)
(Wicherkiewicz 2003:8). Drawing on linguistic data (e.g. toponyms) as well as economic and
legal history (Weinhold 1887:201-207; Kaczmarczyk 1945), some argue that Flemish and
Walloon colonists had lived in Silesia even before the actual arrival of German settlers of the
First Colonization (Weinhold 1887; Inglot 1929:504; Bardach 1980:6; Wicherkiewicz 2003:8-
9; see also Schwarz 1950; Zientara 1975; Irgang 1993; Irgang; Bein & Neubach 1995).

The ethnic and linguistic complexity of Wymysorys is further complicated by the fact that the
main groups that participated in the 13"-century colonization did not come to Wilamowice
directly from Thuringia, Upper Saxony, Lusatia, or even Franconian territories. Rather, the
settlers came from the already colonized Silesia where they had stayed previously — their
Thuringian and Franconian origin thus being only indirect (Kleczkowski 1920:7; Zieniukowa
& Wicherkiewicz 1997:308; Wicherkiewicz 1998a:206; Wicherkiewicz & Zieniukowa
2001:492-493). Therefore, the immediate origin of the Wymysorys colonists, as well as those



of other Silesian-Galician enclaves, were likely some types of Silesian (levelled or unlevelled)
varieties (Putschke 1980:497). However, even from there, settlers might have brought features
that were atypical of the eastern variety of Middle High German, as colonists mixed and/or
interacted. These additional fluxes of settlers may have originated from Bavaria, Austria,
Hessia, or elsewhere (Lasatowicz 1992; Chromik & Dolatowski 2013).6

Thus, Silesian German emerged from varieties spoken by medieval colonists who originated
from various parts of the German states, as well as Holland, Belgium, or even France
(Morcinienc 1984; 1995; 2002:415-416; Chromik & Dolatowski 2013). As Silesian was, to a
degree, a linguistic conglomerate (Morciniec 2002:471) — more diverse originally than in later
periods when various dissimilarities were levelled out — such non-Middle High German and
non-Central German elements found sporadically in Wymysorys should not be viewed as
problematic. Quite to the contrary, they are fully expected. They are not, however, sufficient
to question the East Central German dialectal classification of Wymysorys and its Middle High
German origin.

1.1.2 Contact with Polish

Since its origin, Wymysorys has remained in close contact with Slavonic languages that have
predominately been spoken in the area around Wilamowice. Given the placement of
Wilamowice in the westernmost part of Lesser Poland — some 80 kilometers from its capital,
Krakow — and near eastern Upper Silesia, the most relevant Slavonic languages are Polish’ and
its Lesser Polish and Silesian border dialects® (Wicherkiewicz 1998a:207; 2003:403). This
contact has been intense and has persisted for some nine centuries.

® For an overview of the history of Wilamowice consult Latosifiski (1909), Bilczewski (1936), Rosner (1977),
Barciak (2001), and Wicherkiewicz (2003).

7 Polish is an East Lechitic language belonging to the western branch of the Slavonic linguistic family. East
Lechitic (which comprises Polish and Polish-Silesian) together with North Lechitic (Kashubian and Slovincian)
and West Lechitic (Polabian) form the Lechitic subgroup of West Slavonic (Stone 1993a:759; Polanski 1993;
Dhugosz-Kurczabowa & Dubisz 2006:48-49; Sussex & Cubberley 2006:89). Apart from Lechitic, West Slavonic
contains two subgroups: the Lusatian (Upper and Lower Sorbian) and the Czecho-Slovak group (Czech, Slovak,
Moravian, and Lach) (de Bray 1980:336-337; Stone 1993b:593-594, 682-683; Dhugosz-Kurczabowa & Dubisz
2006:48-49). (Originally, between the 7" and the 10" century, West Slavonic was differentiated into Lechitic and
Lusatian (Sorbian). In the 9" century, it incorporated the third sub-group, Czecho-Slovak, which had been
separated from the South Slavonic languages (Dlugosz-Kurczabowa & Dubisz 2006:47-51).) The East Slavonic
languages, in turn, constitute one of the branches of the Slavonic linguistic family, which also includes South
Slavonic (Macedonian, Montenegrin, Bulgarian, Serbian, Bosnian, Croatian, Slovenian, and Old Church
Slavonic) and East Slavonic (Russian, Belarussian, and Ukrainian, as well as Ruthenian and Rusyn, which are
usually viewed as a single language complex) (Schenker 1993:60, 115-117; Huntley 1993:125-126; Sussex &
Cubberley 2006:2, 4-5, 43-46; Dhugosz-Kurczabowa & Dubisz 2006:28; Schuster-Sewc 2014:1163-1 164). Even
though the above tripartite model is commonly used in scholarship (see Janda 2006:415), the fragmentation of the
Slavonic languages that would historically be more accurate is more complex, being related to the so-called three
migration waves of the Slavonic peoples (for detail, see Dlugosz-Kurczabowa & Dubisz 2006:45-49; Dejna
1973:45-46, 49-57; Sussex & Cubberley 2006:43).

8 Polish has four main dialects (Dejna 1973:235-241): a Greater Polish dialect (wielkopolski) in the west, around
Poznan and Gniezno (Dejna 1973:248-254); a Masovian dialect (mazowiecki) in the center around the capital city
Warsaw and northeast from it (Dejna 1973:241-248); a Silesian dialect (s/gski) in the southwest around Katowice
and Opole (Dejna 261-266; Rothstein 1993:754-755; Sussex & Cubberley 2006:526-527), and a Lesser Polish
dialect (matopolski) in the southeast around the former capital Krakow (Dejna 1973:254-261). Silesian Border
dialects are transitory varieties spoken in the easternmost part of Silesia along the frontier with southwestern



In the 13" century — the time when the original German(ic) settlers arrived in what would later
become Wilamowice — the area of Bielsko-Biala was ruled by Silesian Piast princes (those of
Cieszyn (Teschen) and Os$wigcim (Auschwitz)) under the dominion and authority of the
Kingdom of Poland (Wicherkiewicz 2003:9). In 1327, these Silesian rulers swore their loyalty
to the Czech king (Morciniec 1984; Wicherkiewicz 2003:9). The region of Bielsko-Biata
remained part of Upper Silesia until the middle of the 15" century. In 1457, the eastern portion
of the Bielsko-Biata region — where Wilamowice was located — was incorporated into the Polish
kingdom as the western part of Lesser Poland (Wicherkiewicz 2003:9). This new border was
crucial for future divergence between colonial German varieties, being responsible for the
gradual, partial, or total Polonization of the dialects in the Polish zone during the next 400 years,
and the inverse Germanization of previously Polish-speaking areas in Lower, Middle, and Upper
Silesia, where Polish was still widely spoken in the 18" and 19% centuries (ibid.; Czaplifski
2007). The Polonization of the westernmost part of Lesser Poland — previously an eastern part of
Upper Silesia — intensified in the 17" century when the Bielsko-Biata area became, once more,
Catholic due to Counter-Reformation (Wicherkiewicz 2003:10). Silesia, in contrast, remained
Protestant.” Although, the absorption of Lesser Poland into the Austrian Empire after the partition
of Poland in the 18" century partially contained the expansion of Polish — at least in the
administrative and educative domains — the Austro-Hungarian rule recognized Polish as the
official language of Galicia in the 19% century. This again created favorable grounds for the
Polonization of the territory adjacent to Wilamowice (Kuhn 1970:11, 17; Wicherkiewicz
2003:10). In 1875, Polish was reintroduced to the to the municipal administrative and educational
sectors in Wilamowice. At that time, Wymysorys children were, from the beginning of their
school careers, instructed in Polish, although from the second grade onwards, they were also
taught German or, in fact, Wymysorys (Wicherkiewicz 2003:10). Moreover, several Polish
activists came to Wilamowice from Lesser Poland, advocating the use of Polish and the
strengthening of ties between Wilamowians and Poles.!? At the beginning of the 20" century,
perhaps to counteract these Polonization processes, local enthusiasts intended to improve the
status of Wymysorys by upgrading it to a literary language, which could subsequently lead to its
more official usage. As a literary language, Wymysorys expanded to narrative and poetry, was

Lesser Poland. Additionally, after the Second World War, new mixed dialects emerged in the west and north, on
the previously German territories (Rothstein 1993:755). These new varieties have greatly approximated the
literary standard, losing the truly dialectal traits brought by the post-war migrants (Paryl 1978; Homa 1979, 1982,
1998; Dubisz, Kara$ & Kolis 1995:86-87). To be accurate, the dialectal status of Silesian is disputed and many
regard this variety as a language. One should also note that the term ‘Silesian’ may refer to two distinct linguistic
systems: an East Central German variety/dialect/language and a West Slavonic variety/dialect/language. In cases
where a confusion could arise, I will use the terms ‘Silesian German’ and ‘Silesian Polish’ respectively.

® Current research confirms that religion could have played a significant role in shaping the Wymysorys language.
Even now, evangelical Protestant speakers exhibit a tendency to use more German loanwords than Catholic
speakers, for whom Polish is the liturgical code (Hornsby 2016:87).

10 The late 19" century shows a gradual decline of Wymysorys speakers in the town: in 1880, 92% of the population
spoke Wymysorys; in 1890, 72%; and in 1900, only 67% (Wicherkiewicz 2003). However, in 1910, this number
increased again to 73% (ibid.). One must keep in mind that the exact question in the survey on which the aforementioned
numbers are based was, “What is your nationality, German or Polish?”. This means that the interpretation of these
results is more complex. However, these data are relatively consistent with the research conducted by Neels (2012;
2016) according to which, in the Interbellum period (1918-1939), approximately 25% of the inhabitants of Wilamowice
did not speak Wymysorys with their parents at home.



given a system of explicit rules of grammar, and acquired its own orthography (see Mtynek 1907;
Latosinski 1909; Smolski 1910; F.G. & Schmidt 1913; and several works authored by Biesik that
were most likely written between 1913 and 1924).!! However, literary production did not become
significant and the proposed orthography (or rather one of them) failed to be adopted by all
members of the community. Crucially, the written language did not enter the official and formal
domains. Given the above, there is little doubt that Wilamowians were fluent speakers of Polish
since at least the 17" century, i.e. the time of the Counter-Reformation when church services in
the town began to be conducted in Polish, and possibly even earlier.!> The presence of
Wymysorys-Polish bilingualism continued and was evident in the second half of the 19" and
early 20" centuries, as illustrated by books written by Waniek (1880), Mtynek (1907), and
Latosinski (1909), as well as poems written by Biesik (see Wicherkiewicz 2003).

During the Interbellum, i.e. between 1918 and 1939, the relevance of the Polish language in
the administrative, economic, and education sectors increased further. At that time,
Wilamowice formed part of the reborn Polish state and was ascribed to the administrative
province of Lesser Poland. Polish predominated in all official contexts: in administration and
official municipal services, in education at primary school, and, as had been the rule before, in
church, during mass, prayers, and sacraments (Neels 2016:114-116).!3 In primary school in
Wilamowice, Wymysorys pupils usually studied in mixed classes with Poles — the inhabitants
of the neighboring villages. The communication between the two groups was often in Polish
(Neels 2016:116). Secondary schools were located outside the town. In all of them, Polish was
the language of instruction and the immense majority of students were Poles (Neels 2016:116).
Wymysorys in turn predominated in informal situations: at home within the family context, in
most quotidian interactions with other members of the community, and at work (Neels
2016:114-115). Overall, the Wilamowian community was proficient in both Wymysorys and
Polish, and both languages were spoken extensively before World War II — although, as
explained above, they specialized in distinct situations and were used for different
communicative purposes (Neels 2016:111, 116, 125).14

Although slowed down during World War IL,!° the Polonization of Wilamowice intensified after
the fall of Nazi Germany, especially in the period between the mid-1940s and late-1950s.

! The oldest work printed in Wymysorys was a collection of songs, poems, and folk tales published by Jacob Bukowski
in 1860 (cf. Wicherkiewicz 2003:26). The oldest fragments in Wymysorys known to date appeared in Franz Augustin’s
chronicle from 1842 (Augustin 2007; Chromik 2016:96; Wicherkiewicz & Olko 2016:21). Phonetic elements of
Wymysorys were also mentioned by Waniek in his 1880 description of the Silesian German sound system.

12 The first explicit mention of the Wymysorys-Polish bilingualism of the Wilamowice inhabitants appeared in
the 19 century. In a report in Gazeta Warszwska (1853:4), Jozef Lepkowski states that, while preserving their
own strange (“dziwny”’) language, “[d]o obcych méwig po polsku, [...], modla si¢ po polsku” (‘to foreigners they
speak in Polish, [...] they pray in Polish’). Note, however, that Pisarzowice (Schreibersdorf) and Stara Wies
(Altdorf) might have been Polonized into the 15" or 16™ century (Wicherkiewicz 2003:9).

13 Even outside the official context of church and school, communication with priests and teachers was always
expected to be conducted in Polish (Neels 2016:114-115).

4 Wymysorys-Polish code-switching was also a common feature in Interbellum Wilamowice (Neels 2016:125).
15 Note that, while Polish was banned from official domains during World War II, Wymysorys appeared in certain
formal situations — even though German, rather than Wymysorys, was the code that substituted Polish as the
official language in the community. In general, the usage of Wymysorys was not only tolerated but also
encouraged, the language being perceived as a type of German (Neels 2016). For instance, Wymysorys was
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Because of the persecution suffered by Poles at the hands of the Nazi invaders during the war,
all traces of “German-ness”, including Wymysorys, were perceived extremely negatively and as
undesirable, thus needing to be eliminated (cf. Neels 2016:117). The use of the Wymysorys
language was officially banned in 1946 by the local Polish authorities, and any expression of
Wymysorys culture, including traditional costumes, was prohibited (Wicherkiewicz 2003:11-12;
see also Krol 2018 and Maryniak & Krol 2019). In the years that followed the war, Polish became
the sole language used in any type of public context in Wilamowice. It dominated education,
administration, work environments, and all official or semi-official communication (Neels 2016).
Polish was the sole medium of instruction at the primary school in Wilamowice and the children
were only permitted to speak to each other and their teachers in Polish. The same held true for
secondary schools that were located outside Wilamowice and characterized by a clear Polish
ethnic profile. Since, after the war, most youths continued their studies at a secondary level,
young Wilamowians were exposed to Polish education for a much longer time than was the case
for their parents or grandparents. Mobility within with region and the country — both now
characterized by a dominant Polish ethno-linguistic profile — also intensified greatly. The number
of mixed marriages increased similarly (Neels 2016:118, 127). Lastly, the presence of industry
in post-war Poland became much more visible. As a result, increasingly more Wilamowians
sought jobs in factories, mines, and workshops — where Polish was generally spoken — rather
than in family-run agricultural businesses, in which Wymysorys could be used (Neels 2016).

The severe repressions lasted until 1956 when, after deep political changes that had taken place
in Poland and other communist countries, the Wymysorys language and its culture were officially
rehabilitated (Neels 2016:118). However, by that time, the position of the language had been
severely damaged (ibid. 125-126). Out of the fear of deportation, jail, or political, social, and
economic exclusion, the older generation and the child-bearing generation were reluctant to
“restore” the previous status of their language and to speak Wymysorys freely. Moreover,
although the overall political situation improved, the perception of Wymysorys and
Wilamowians among Poles was far from favorable (Andrason & Krdl 2016a; Neels 2016). As a
result, the use of Wymysorys remained common only in conversations that involved members of
the older generation and were carried out in secrecy (Neels 2016:116, 118). Members of the
middle generation adopted the attitude of diglossia. They mixed Polish and Wymysorys in their
interactions with parents and among themselves (ibid. 114). With partners and children, their
preferred code was Polish (ibid.). For young children, Polish was the language in which they
were predominantly addressed at home. In general, Wymysorys was no longer the dominant
language in the family (ibid. 114, 118). Its use in unofficial public situations also decreased
substantially. In official contexts, the language disappeared almost entirely (ibid. 114-115).
Overall, as a result of the various external political, sociological, and economic factors, the
community shifted entirely to Polish for official contexts, and nearly entirely for unofficial public
contexts during the first two decades after the war (Neels 2016). It was only within unofficial
familiar situations that Wymysorys continued to be used, albeit in a greatly reduced form (ibid.).

extensively used during school breaks, replacing previous Wymysorys-Polish code-switching. It was also more
commonly used in administration and during lessons at school, apart from being widely preferred in the context
of family and in various non-official situations, as had been typical before the war (Neels 2016:114-115).
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With the generations born after 1970, Wymysorys entered into a stage of critical endangerment,
where the transfer from parents to children ceased entirely (Neels 2016:120).!¢ The deterioration
of the position of Wymysorys continued in the two last decades of the 20" century. At the turn
of the 21* century, the Polish language and culture predominated in Wilamowice and the larger
region, with Wymysorys being employed very rarely. In 2000, only 4% of some 3000 inhabitants
of the town could speak Wymysorys (Wicherkiewicz 2003:13). The most optimistic estimates of
speakers (of varying degrees of competence) suggested that, around 2010, their number ascended
to 100 (Wicherkiewicz & Zieniukowa 2001:47) or even 200 (Andrason & Krol 2014a; 2016a).
However, there were probably less than 50 that were fully proficient: 41 according to Ritchie
(2016:73), fewer than 40 according to Louden (2020:816), 30 according to Metrak (2019:11),
and 20 or 25 according to Chromik (2016:91) — and this number was steadily decreasing year
after year (Andrason & Krol 2016a). Those who could speak Wymysorys were generally very
advanced in age, with most speakers born before 1940. All of them were also speakers of Polish
and their proficiency in Polish was equal to that of any other native Polish speakers. Accordingly,
the only generation that was fluent in Wymysorys included grandparents or great-grandparents.
Younger speakers were practically monolingual (Neels 2012; 2016:123), with a noticeable
exception of Tymoteusz Krol born in 1993. With regard to its position in the town, Wymysorys
was absent from all types of official public contexts and — barring a few exceptions — was not
used in unofficial public contexts (Neels 2012:132; 2016:114-115). The same fading of the
language was observed in an unofficial personal context, e.g. in the family environment.
Wymysorys was almost never used in communication with children and siblings, while its usage
between partners was extremely rare (Neels 2016:114-115).!7 All of this made Wymysorys one
of the most vulnerable Germanic languages in the world. Many linguists — including myself —
and the Wymysorys community itself saw that it was practically unavoidable that the language
would disappear within 10 or 15 years (Wicherkiewicz 1998b, 2000; Morciniec 1999;
Wicherkiewicz & Zieniukowa 2001, 2003).

Contrary to the post-war tendencies described above and the various predictions concerning the
imminent and inevitable extinction of Wymysorys, the language has re-emerged with
considerable force in the second decade of the 21% century. This renaissance is principally due
to the activities carried out by Tymoteusz Krol and the various revitalization programs conducted
by scholars from Polish and foreign universities.'® All such revitalization programs — which have

16 This general switch to Polish was possible mainly because the parent post-war generation was fully bilingual
(Neels 2016:126). It should also be noted that in the 1970s, when the Communist regime was overall less oppressive,
and in the 1980s, when it gradually drifted towards its inevitable collapse, the oppression of the Wymysorys language
and culture decreased even further. Wilamowians celebrated their customs and established links with communities
in Western Europe where they were warmly welcomed. Nevertheless, the ill sentiment towards Wymysorys and the
harassment of Wilamowians persisted long after the repressions ended, continuing until the beginning of the 21
century. Even in the first and the second decades of the new millennium, this harassment was painfully experienced
by Tymoteusz Krol, the youngest speaker of Wymysorys (Krol 2016:56-57; see further below).

17 As was usually the case, Wymysorys was excluded from personal prayers (Neels 2016).

8 In 2003, Krol founded the Circle of Wymysorys Culture and started his first revitalization initiatives
(Wicherkiewicz & Olko 2016:34). In 2011, he started to teach Wymysorys to local children informally, as well
as adults and students from other towns. This laid the foundations for the true breakthrough in the linguistic
situation of Wymysorys a few years later, when Krol’s teaching activities were institutionally supported by two
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involved grassroots activists, administrative authorities, educational bodies, and national and
international scientific organizations, as well as mass media — have generally been successful
(Wicherkiewicz & Olko 2016:41). These revitalization activities have greatly improved the
visibility of Wilamowice, contributing to an increased interest in the town and its culture and
language. Crucially, they have played a decisive role in the popularization of the acquisition of
Wymysorys among the local population. Currently, Wymysorys is still used in the family to a
rather residual extent. However, the popularity of the language appears to be increasing steadily
in unofficial public contexts, e.g. in the streets, clubs, community gatherings, and parties (own
data). It is also employed at school, although not as the vehicular language but rather as one of
the subjects offered to students. Significantly, its presence in the educational environment is
tolerated and encouraged. Wymysorys also appears, although rarely, in certain municipal
administrative services and documents (Krol p.c.). In its totality, Wilamowice may be developing
towards some type of renewed bilingualism — gradually abandoning the generalized
monolingualism that reigned after World War II — and functional complementarity with Polish.
Bilingualism is currently promoted (at least to a certain extent) in administration (e.g. in the
municipal office), education (i.e. at the local school), and — with a certain resistance — religion
(at church) (Wicherkiewicz & Olko 2016:43). Increasingly more Polish Wilamowians, who were
previously monolingual, can understand the language passively, and some are even able to speak
it, albeit to a (very) limited degree. As a result of the wide-range revitalization initiatives, the
changed socio-political climate, and the developments explained above, the extinction of the
Wymysorys language may be prevented, or at least considerably decelerated. Certainly, the
rampant and seemingly unstoppable decay of Wymysorys has been hindered. However, the
future of the language is still uncertain as the number of proficient native speakers continuously
decreases. It is also unclear whether the new speakers will learn the language sufficiently, to the
degree of being able to transmit it to the next, new generation of “native” speakers (cf. Neels
2016).

As mentioned at the beginning of this section, Wymysorys has coexisted not only with
Standard Polish but also with other local dialects of Polish, in particular those of Lesser Poland
and the Silesian border (Wicherkiewicz 1998a:207; 2003:403; Zak 2016:133-138, 141). In the
19" and early 20™ centuries, Polish dialects had a strong presence in the areas adjacent to

Polish universities: Warsaw University and Adam Mickiewicz University in Poznan (Wicherkiewicz & Olko
2016:37). Wymysorys — taught by Krol — was officially introduced to the curriculum of the local school in
Wilamowice in 2014. As of 2016, around 30 children were learning Wymysorys. That same year, the first official
examination of the Wymysorys language was organized at the Faculty of Liberal Arts at the University of Warsaw,
which has since offered a fully recognized course in Wymysorys to its students. Recently, the teaching activities
have been expanded even further by engaging more teachers and attracting a more diversified group of students
and pupils (for details, see Wicherkiewicz & Olko 2016:37). The institutionalized revitalization of Wymysorys
started in 2013 with the project Endangered languages: Comprehensive models of language revitalization carried
out at the University of Warsaw (Wicherkiewicz & Olko 2016:35). Other projects conducted at the University of
Warsaw included Documentation of the language and cultural heritage of Wilamowice and Creation of a touristic
cluster in the Wilamowice Commune at the basis of Wymysioerys (Wicherkiewicz, Krél & Olko 2017:8-9). The
project Dziedzictwo Jezykowe Rzeczypospolitej carried out at the University of Adam Mickiewicz in Poznan
between 2012 and 2014, collected, systematized, and made available online (see the website www.inne-
jezyki.amu.edu.pl) a great bulk of information on Wymysorys. In 2013, scholars from Polish and international
universities, as well as local activists, funded the Wymysorys Academy (Wymysicerysy Akademyy).
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Wilamowice, as demonstrated by the common use of a dialect in Pisarzowice, a village situated
some three kilometers from Wilamowice (Grabowski 1849; Kosinski 1891). Nevertheless,
Standard Polish was also present. It was taught at school and constituted the language of the
church and administration.!” After World War II, the pressure of Standard Polish greatly
intensified, while the position of dialects weakened. As a result of industrialization, mass media
(television and radio), extreme migratory movements, and longer schooling periods, which not
only included primary education but also often continued at the secondary and tertiary levels
(Neels 2016), Standard Polish gained in relevance in the town at the expense of the dialects.
Currently, the average inhabitant of Wilamowice typically uses Standard Polish rather than a
dialectal variety. Younger generations, who no longer speak Wymysorys (fluently), use
Standard Polish almost exclusively (Zieniukowa 1998; Wicherkiewicz & Zieniukowa 2001;
own data). However, certain dialectal traits, especially in the realm of phonology, may still be
heard in the speech of older Wilamowians, including those who maintained their ability to
speak Wymysorys (Wicherkiewicz 2003:404; Zak 2016). Even though noticeable, such traits
do not characterize the language of all or even the majority of present-day Wymysorys
speakers. As mentioned above, most Wilamowians, even those who speak Wymysorys, employ
Standard Polish as their Polish variety of choice.?

1.2 The present research

Having established Wymysorys as the general field of my study and explained the socio-
historical background of this language, I will proceed to the other tasks envisaged in my
introductory chapter. In this section, I define the precise topic of my research and its main aims
(section 1.2.1), describe the corpus on which this research draws (1.2.2), and present the
structure of my dissertation with which I plan to achieve the aims I have designed (1.2.3).

19 Note that teachers, priests, and public servants or officials (see, for instance, Mtynek and Latosinski themselves)
were often not original Wilamowians, but rather came from other parts of Lesser Poland.

20 1t should be noted that Wymysorys speakers have not only been bilingual, with Polish being their second
language, but for a long period of time, the community has been trilingual — most Wilamowians also spoke Modern
Standard German (Andrason & Krol 2016a:129; Neels 2016:118). Modern Standard German, usually an Austrian
version, was certainly — albeit to a distinct extent — used in the town in the 18", 19" and early 20" centuries, and
many spoke it fluently (see Kleczkowski 1920; Mojmir 1930-1936; Andrason & Krdl 2016a). During the partition
of Poland from the late 18" century until 1918, administration, education, and trade have all at some point
necessitated the use and knowledge of German. This is reflected in the above-mentioned note from the 1853
Gazeta Warszawska. Lepkowski observed that, apart from Polish, Wilamowians used German when addressing
foreigners. The knowledge of German was also widespread among Wilamowians during the Interbellum, between
1918 and 1939 (Neels 2016:111). The use of German by — and, in fact, Germanization of — Wilamowians reached
its apogee during the Second World War. Wilamowians used German daily in a range of situations, and young
children acquired German as their second native language instead of Polish (Neels 2016:116-117). The acquisition
of German abruptly ceased after World War II and the post-war generations are generally unfamiliar with German,
at least to the extent of their ancestors. Symptomatically, the only young, truly native speaker of Wymysorys in
the 21* century — Tymoteusz Krol — is also trilingual, being fluent in German as well as Wymysorys and Polish.
The older generation who speaks Wymysorys is generally proficient in German (own data).
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1.2.1 Topic

The socio-historical background of Wymysorys presented in the previous section and, in
particular, the Germanic essence of this language and its prolonged and intense interaction with
Polish, suggests that language contact constitutes an unalienable feature and, probably, the
most fascinating aspect of Wymysorys. Therefore, it is evident to me that the study of
Wymysorys-Polish language contact should lie at the heart of my research.

Given my own expertise and previous experience in formal linguistics, and the lack of any
compressive studies of the formal aspects of Wymysorys-Polish language contact, the area to
which I could contribute the most concerns the effects this areal interaction may have had on
language structure, i.e. the sound system, lexicon, and grammar.

The study of formal aspects of Wymysorys-Polish language contact could involve research on
a number of linguistic phenomena, for instance, Wymysorys-Polish code-switching, the
influence of Wymysorys on the structure of the Polish variety used by Wymysorys speakers,
and the possible formation of mixed language(s) by the new generation of Wilamowians.
Having previously documented certain types of borrowings and being particularly interested
in the permanent aspects of the Wymysorys language — significantly more than in idiolectal
episodes of code-switching or spontaneous language mixing, and more than in the structure of
Polish — my research will center on the problem of Polish borrowing in Wymysorys.

Although my analysis of formal aspects of Polish borrowing in Wymysorys will draw on
diachronic data, as it inevitably concerns the changes that have taken place in the language
and thus its historical development, I will focus on the Wymysorys language that is used
currently, i.e. in the 21°" century. As I will explain in detail in the next section, the reason for
this lies in the fact that, for the last 15 years, I have conducted wide-ranging research
activities dedicated to the contemporaneous variety of Wymysorys rather than its earlier
stages, especially that which used to be spoken in the 19" and early-20'" centuries, several
texts of which have been preserved to modernity.

To conclude, the present research concerns formal aspects of Polish borrowing in 21%'-century
Wymysorys. I aim to document, describe, and explain all cases and types of Polish borrowings
that may currently be found in Wymysorys, thus providing a comprehensive, descriptive, and
explanatory account of this phenomenon.
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1.2.2  Corpus

In order to document, describe, and explain formal aspects of Polish borrowing in 21%-century
Wymysorys, I will primarily draw on a comprehensive corpus that I have developed over the
course of more than 15 years of fieldwork activities conducted in Wilamowice, often in
collaboration with Tymoteusz Krél. This corpus emerges from and contains innumerable field
notes, pages of questionnaires, and hundreds of hours of audio and video recordings.

The linguistic material that forms my corpus has been extracted by means of two types of
procedures. On the one hand, a number of sentences, constructions, uses of lexemes, and
manners of pronunciation have deliberately been elicited. For instance, I conducted interviews
during which native speakers were asked to translate words or expressions from Polish or
German into Wymysorys (or vice versa). Alternatively, native speakers performed “tests” that
could reveal specific grammatical features, or the participants could comment on their language
choices. On the other hand, I recorded all types of conversational situations in which native
speakers talked freely in Wymysorys: they told stories, discussed their lives, sang, recited
poems and prayers, and conversed with each other in an uninterrupted manner.

In total, 65 informants participated in my fieldwork and contributed to the compilation of my
corpus. They were the only remaining native and, at least relatively, proficient speakers of
Wymysorys residing in Wilamowice. In Addendum A, I provide the complete list of these
participants. Nearly all of them were born in the third or fourth decade of the last century.?!
It is their varieties that jointly form what can be regarded as contemporary Wymysorys — a
non-purist and non-prescriptive conglomerate of “Wymysoryses” used by native speakers in
the 21%¢ century.??

2l Recently, a new group of young speakers has been growing due to the revitalization efforts of Kr6l and his
teaching activities in the town. Their language is heavily impregnated with Polish (their mother tongue) and, to a
lesser extent, with English and German (two languages taught at schools) (Krol 2015:25-26). For instance, the
expression s ’ej hefa loiit ‘there are [lit. is] many people’ used by such speakers is a replica of jest duzo ludzi in
Polish, while wjyr fiden mytum trdajn imitates the English construction we go by train (Krol 2015:25). As the
native language of these speakers is not Wymysorys but Polish, their competence in Wymysorys is limited.
Therefore, the Wymysorys variety of this group will not be incorporated in this dissertation as evidence of certain
features or tendencies currently operating in the language.

22 My fieldwork activities and the extensive documentation has also been used as the foundation of the Wymysorys
standard language. This Wymysorys standard was “designed” to counterbalance the idiolectal, area-lectal, and
sociolectal diversity of the language, and thus to provide some type of uniformity, necessary in teaching, which
constitutes the crucial element in revitalization programs (cf. Krél 2015). This standardized version of Wymysorys
has developed after excluding various person-dependent idiosyncrasies and idiolectal hapax legomena;
constructions that are generally very infrequent; forms that have emerged due to more recent contact with Polish
or German; as well as structures that most likely reflect the lack of full proficiency in the language, thus being
perceived by the most proficient speakers as ungrammatical. This standard language — which also uses the
standardized orthography (see below) — has been adopted in contemporary literary texts (e.g. Krél 2009; Ritchie
2014; Majerska 2015) and has gradually been introduced to materials developed for educational and revitalization
purposes, grammars, and dictionaries (Andrason & Krol 2013; 2014c; 2016a; 2016b; Krol, Majerska &
Wicherkiewicz 2016; Krol n.d. (a)). This fact has, in turn, contributed to the further spread and popularity of
Standard Wymysorys, especially among the new wave of younger speakers (Krél 2015:24). This version of
Wymysorys constitutes a fairly purified variety, artificial to an extent. Because of such purist and variant-reducing
endeavors, this standard variety often exhibits a conservative character, being relatively close to the Wymysorys
of the pre-1945 period — in fact, a fully intentional goal of its creators and propagators (see Andrason & Kroél
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While the immense majority of my corpus is spoken, the examples extracted will be presented in
written form. In my presentation, I will follow the spelling convention that was gradually
developed by Krol in the second decade of the 21% century. I have previously employed this
orthography in the various articles devoted to the Wymysorys grammar that have been published
since 2010 (see e.g. Andrason 2010a-b; 2011, 2013a-b; 2014a-c; 2015a-c; 2016a-b; 2020a;
Andrason & Krol 2013; 2014a-c; 2016a-b). The same spelling is also used in the majority of
literary texts that have been written in Wymysorys and published recently (Krél 2011; Ritchie
2014; Majerska 2015). Currently, this manner of writing may be considered to be the official
orthography of Wymysorys. It is widely employed in teaching materials (Krdl, Majerska &
Wicherkiewicz 2016), dictionaries (Andrason & Krol 2013; Krél n.d. (a)), and grammars
(Andrason & Krol 2016a; forthcoming), which jointly constitute what could be regarded as the
Wymysorys standard language (see footnote 22 above). In Addendum B, I explain the main rules
of this orthography, drawing on my Wymysorys grammar, published in collaboration with Krél
(Andrason & Krdl 2016a).* However, when quoting directly from older Wymysorys sources,
especially Mtynek (1907), Latosinski (1909), Kleczkowski (1920; 1921), Mojmir (1930-1936),
and Biesik (as edited by Wicherkiewicz 2003), I will preserve the original orthography of those
texts.

1.2.3 Structure

With the topic of my research established, my aims designed, and my corpus determined, I now
explain how I will accomplish what I have planned — a comprehensive, descriptive, and
explanatory account of Polish borrowing in the sound system, lexicon, and grammar of
Wymysorys — i.e. how my dissertation is going to be structured.

To begin with, I need to formulate precise research questions. To do so, I must first establish
knowledge gaps and controversies permeating Wymysorys scholarship (see chapter 2), and
next design an appropriate theoretical framework — a theory of borrowing (chapter 3). Once
my research questions are clearly articulated, I will introduce my evidence, drawing on the
corpus described above. I will describe Polish borrowings in the sound system of Wymysorys
(chapter 4), in the different types of its lexicon (chapters 5 and 6), and in the different modules
of its grammar (chapters 7, 8, and 9). Having presented the evidence, I will review my findings
and evaluate them within the adopted framework. This will enable me to answer the research
questions and suggest further implications and contributions to Wymysorys scholarship and
the broader theory of borrowing (chapter 10). Lastly, I will formulate my conclusions and
suggest avenues for future research (chapter 11).

2016a). Nevertheless, Wymysorys used currently, in its totality, should not be equated with the Wymysorys
standard. The former is, as explained above, a combination of al/l varieties of Wymysorys attested currently in the
town, including the standardized one. The latter, on the contrary, constitutes only one of the many types of
Wymysorys, or its registers, used presently.

23 This standard orthography grosso modo is a continuation of Biesik’s spelling conventions, also taking into
account annotations used by Kleczkowski (1920; 1921) and Mojmir (1930-1936), and enhancing all of them
with certain innovative solutions. Regarding the history of Wymysorys spelling, consult Wicherkiewicz (2003)
and Ritchie (2012, 2016).
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CHAPTER TWO

2. Literature review

To anyone who has known Wymysorys — currently and in the past — the influence of Polish on
the Wymysorys language system has been evident. The present chapter reviews scholarly
literature related to Wymysorys-Polish language contact, including borrowing, by adopting
both an analytical and a synthetic procedure. First, I will present a detailed history of research
dedicated to the influence of Polish lexicon and grammar on the Wymysorys language system
(section 2.1). Subsequently, I will identify limitations and controversies prevalent in contact-
related Wymysorys scholarship in order to determine the critical gaps in knowledge that
ultimately substantiate the need for this study (section 2.2).24

2.1 The history of scholarship dedicated to Wymysorys-Polish borrowing

Wymysorys-Polish borrowing phenomena — and thus the influence of Polish on Wymysorys —
have been noted by various scholars since the beginning of research on the Wymysorys language.
These phenomena were discussed before World War II in the 19" and the early 20" centuries
(see Waniek 1880; Mtynek 1907; Latosinski 1909; Kleczkowski 1920; 1921; Mojmir 1930-
1936), and subsequently after the war in the late 20" and the beginning of the 21% centuries (see
Zieniukowa & Wicherkiewicz 1997; Wicherkiewicz 1998a; 2003; Ritchie 2012; Zak 2013; 2016;
2019; Andrason 2014c¢; 2015a; 2015b; 2016a; 2020a; forthcoming (b); Andrason & Krol 2014a;
2016a). In this section, I will describe the details of Wymysorys-Polish language-contact studies,
with a particular emphasis on the publications related to borrowing, from their timid inception
almost 200 years ago until their relative proliferation in the second decade of this millennium.

2.1.1 Scholarship before World War II

Wymysorys-Polish language contact and the influence of Polish on the Germanic system of
Wymysorys were first mentioned in a chronicle from 1848 authored by Karl Franz Augustin —
a priest in Wilamowice (Augustin 2007; Chromik 2016:96). Without providing much

24 This division of Wymysorys scholarship into two types, pre-war and post-war, may seem artificial. It is,
however, deliberate and reflects essential differences between pre- and post-war Wymysorys and the respective
approaches used to research Wymysorys-Polish language contact. Pre-war publications analyzed a language that
was relatively safe and entertained a balanced functional complementarity with Polish (Neels 2016; Andrason &
Kroél 2016a). All such studies were developed with a rather rudimentary theoretical apparatus — a large part of
them being written by amateurs with no linguistic training. In contrast, post-war publications examine Wymysorys
at the verge of its extinction after severe and prolonged persecutions (see section 1.1.2). Most of these studies
focus on the contemporary form of Wymysorys, which, in several aspects, diverges from the pre-war variant.
Furthermore, all such works are written by scholars trained in linguistics or philology.
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argument, Augustin (2007:225, 589) notes that, although Wymysorys has maintained its
German character, it has also been mixed with Polish, the dominant language spoken in the
area around Wilamowice (cf. Chromik 2016:96).

The influence of Polish on Wymysorys was briefly mentioned by Gustav Waniek in his
description of the Silesian German sound system, Zum Vocalismus der schlesischen Mundart,
published in 1880.2° Waniek (1880:9, 20) observes that the impact of Polish on Silesian
German varieties, including Wymysorys, is visible in the lexicon, especially in nouns (e.g.
nauczyciel ‘teacher’) and verbs (e.g. uczy¢ ‘learn’). In contrast, phonetics — the focus of his
research — seems to be affected to a much lesser extent. Crucially, several divergences from a
canonical (Silesian) German sound system that Waniek observes (e.g. changes in accentuation)
need not, in his opinion, be attributed to borrowing from Polish but may constitute language-
or family-internal developments.

The first, more careful, discussion of Wymysorys-Polish language contact and borrowing can be
found in Miynek’s 1907 study, Narzecze wilamowickie (Wilhelmsauer Dialekt. Dy
wymmysuaschy Gmoansproch). According to Mtynek, having lived among Slavonic people —
i.e. Poles and the so-called “gérale”, the ethnic group of the Beskidy mountains?® — the original
medieval German allegedly used by Alemannic speakers has assimilated features characteristic
of the Slavonic languages spoken in the area, such as sounds, words, grammatical forms, or
expressions (Mlynek 1907:9-10). If not for the intonation and rhythmicity of Wymysorys, the
language would, in Mtynek’s opinion, give a Slavonic rather than Germanic impression, despite
the majority of its features nonetheless being of German character (ibid.). Consequently,
Wymysorys is viewed as consisting of two layers, namely German(ic) and Polish. The
German(ic) layer characterizes phonetics, intonation, and accentuation, as well as a large part of
the lexicon (ibid. 11). The Polish layer, like the German(ic) layer, concerns the pronunciation of
certain phonemes — both vowels and consonants (e.g. # is pronounced in a Polish manner (ibid.
12), and several sibilants and affricates are borrowed from Polish) — and lexicon, of which one-
third is apparently of Polish origin. Borrowing phenomena are similarly evident in syntax which,
according to Mtynek, is predominantly Polish in character (Mtynek 1907:12).%

The relevance of the Polish language for the development of Wymysorys and its contemporary
structure was also noted by Latosinski (1909) in his 450-page monograph dedicated mainly to
the historical and socio-cultural aspects of Wilamowice. The observations made by Latosinski
generally concord with Mlynek’s views discussed above. To begin with, the phonetic module
is one of the parts of the language that exhibits the heaviest borrowing-related phenomena.
of the vowel y — all very common in Wymysorys (Latosinski 1909:272-273). However,
contrary to the opinion expressed by Mtynek (1907), Latosinski (1909) argues that Polish also

25 See also Dialekt der Deutschen im vormaligen Oesterreichisch-Schlesien written by Waniek in 1897 and
reprinted in Wagner’s Der Beeler Psalter in 1935.

26 Mtynek (1907:9) uses the term “Horvats”.

27 Miynek (1907:12) also includes in his list of features adopted from Polish to Wymysorys, “polski sposob
myslenia”, i.e. the so-called “Polish way of thinking”.
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affected the “melody” of Wymysorys. That is, instead of the harsh pronunciation (“ostre i
szorstkie tony”; ibid:272) typical of old German(ic) varieties, Wymysorys adopted a softer,
more melodious Slavonic pronunciation, even though the essence of the language remained
Germanic (ibid:271-273). Similar to Mtynek’s proposal (1907), for Latosinski (1909:272),
lexicon is another area deeply affected by contact with Polish, as many lexemes (e.g. proper
names, nouns, and verbs) were borrowed from this language. Additionally, Latosinski (ibid.)
identifies traces of Polish influence in morphology and syntax, for instance, in the use of
negative concord (the so-called “double negation™); the presence of the particle Ze in the
imperative; and the word order in negative imperatives (e.g. ny mahze ‘don’t do (it)’).
Likewise, the semantics of certain constructions and morphemes (e.g. diminutive suffixes)
seems to reflect the Polish usage. Overall, according to Latosinski (1909:272), the Polish
influence on the Wymysorys language has been substantial.

The impact of Polish and, more generally, Slavonic languages (e.g. Czech) on Wymysorys
was fully acknowledged by Kleczkowski (1920; 1921), the true pioneer of Wymysorys
grammatical scholarship. In the first volume of his grammar, Kleczkowski (1920:167-181)
devoted 15 pages to the issue of Wymysorys-Polish borrowing. As did his predecessors, i.e.
Mtynek (1907) and Latosinski (1909) (consult also Waniek 1880 and Gusinde 1911; 1912;
cf. footnote 31 below), Kleczkowski (1920) pays the greatest attention to the lexicon sourced
from Slavonic languages, and makes the important distinction between two types of lexical
loans, depending on the period in which they were borrowed. The first, less abundant, type
includes loanwords that were adopted by Wymysorys from Old Polish or Old Czech. They
arguably date from the 13" century and are shared by other Silesian German varieties, e.g.
the dialect of Szynwald, and in some cases, Modern Standard German (Kleczkowski
1920:167). The other type — significantly more numerous — contains more recent loanwords
that were borrowed solely from Polish. According to Kleczkowski (ibid.), the two waves of
Polish lexemes incorporated into Wymysorys came both from literary Standard Polish,
through its use at church and school, and from the local dialects of Lesser Poland.

The differences between the two waves of loanwords are not only historical; they are also
reflected in the properties of the lexemes when integrated into the Wymysorys language
system. Lexemes of the first wave behave like other German words by having undergone the
same phonological evolution, e.g. diphthongization and the loss of 7 [r]. Therefore, their forms
may differ quite radically from the Polish sources (Kleczkowski 1920:167). In contrast,
lexemes of the second wave are only minimally formally differentiated from Polish and its
dialects (ibid. 174).%® Inversely, such words fail to have developed according to the
phonological tendencies operating in Wymysorys. For instance, their vowels do not conform
to the rules of the Wymysorys vocalic system and 7 is maintained (ibid.160-173). However,
certain adaptive mechanisms, phonological and/or morphological, have also operated during
the transfer. As far as the phonology of the loanwords is concerned, Kleczkowski notes
occasional changes in the accentuation of a word due to the loss of the final vowel or syllable

28 Various alleged divergences from Standard Polish can be linked to dialectal, especially Lesser Polish, forms
(Kleczkowski 1920:173).
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(ibid:174) and — extremely infrequently — direct adaptations to the common German
accentuation pattern where the stress falls on the first syllable (ibid). As far as morphology is
concerned, the following modifications in loanwords are identified: the feminine singular
ending -a is often lost; the adjectival feminine singular ending -a is replaced by -o; the neuter
singular ending -o is lost; the masculine suffix -ek and the feminine -ka are replaced by -ki; and
in a few cases, the gender of a lexeme is altered (ibid:174-176). Nevertheless, in their totality,
morphological changes are infrequent, as mentioned above, due to the vast majority of nouns,
adjectives, and adverbs being preserved in their original Polish forms (ibid. 174).

According to Kleczkowski (1920:168), the semantic range of Wymysorys words of Polish
origin is wide. Nonetheless, the vast majority of such lexemes tends to relate to determined
semantic domains. The most relevant of them involve agriculture, quotidian life and foods,
local flora and fauna, family and proper names (e.g. nicknames and toponyms), as well as
church and school — the latter two being essential Wilamowian institutions in which Polish was
used. As previously noted by Waniek (1880), the word classes that contain the largest number
of Polish-sourced lexemes are nouns and, to a lesser extent, verbs. In contrast, adjectives,
particles, conjunctions, and adverbs borrowed from Polish are much less numerous (ibid. 168,
177). Furthermore, it is not only individual lexemes that have been introduced from Polish —
borrowing may also concern fixed expressions and entire sentences or utterances.

Contrary to Mlynek (1907) and Latosinski (1909), Kleczkowski (1920:181) views the Polish
influence outside the lexicon as minimal. A few possible non-lexical cases of borrowing mainly
pertain to phonology: the treatment of voiced and voiceless consonants; the de-labialization of
labial constants; the presence of the velar 7 [1] (ibid. 13, 125-126); and the manner of
accentuation in which pitch plays a more prominent role than strength (ibid. 181). Nevertheless,
in Kleczkowski’s opinion, most of the above-mentioned traits stemmed from genuinely
German(ic) processes which had merely been reinforced by contact with Polish. Morphological
loans are even more exceptional, with the most significant being the transfer of Polish
diminutive suffixes. According to Kleczkowski (1920; 1921), the impact of Polish on
Wymysorys syntax is even more marginal. The syntactic system of Wymysorys is purely
(“czysto”) German (ibid. 1920:181). Traits that are less typical of Modern Standard German —
such as the presence of negative concord, partially free word order, and a possible absence of
consecutio temporum (Kleczkowski 1921:3, 6, 9) — are apparently not areal features imported
from Polish. Instead, they are etymological, being inherited or developed from Middle High
German (ibid. 39-41).%°

The impact of Polish on the Wymysorys language structure was also observed by Herman
Mojmir — the “father” of Wymysorys lexicology. In his monumental (nearly 650 pages in length)
Woérterbuch der deutschen Mundart von Wilamowice, which was published between 1930 and

29 According to Kleczkowski (1920:179-180), Polish influence on Wymysorys is also noticeable in the role that
Polish has played in introducing original Latin, French, Italian, and even German words into the Wymysorys lexicon
as secondary borrowings. Less common secondary borrowings — which again were most likely incorporated by the
intermediacy of Polish — came to Wymysorys from Yiddish, Romanian, Turkish, Greek, and Russian (ibid:181).
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1936, Mojmir identifies a large number of Polish lexemes that have penetrated Wymysorys
vocabulary.?® Out of all Polish loanwords, nouns are particularly abundant. Additionally, the
brief outline of a Wymysorys pronunciation provided in the introductory section of the
dictionary, as well as the various examples illustrating the use of lexical entries, suggest certain
Polish influence on phonetics: the relevance of palatalization and the presence of the palatal
consonants s, z, ¢, ¢, 3, 3, and 3; the use of dental and velar laterals, i.e. / and 7, respectively; and
the grammaticality of accent on the penultimate syllable in loanwords, morphology (e.g. suffixes
-ok and -02), and syntax (see Mojmir 1930-1936:xiii-xv).3!

30 In the work on this dictionary, Mojmir was guided and editorially supervised by Adam Kleczkowski and his
assistant, Heinrich Anders. Kleczkowski de facto completed the dictionary after Mojmir’s death and the loss of a
part of the original manuscript (cf. Wicherkiewicz & Olko 2016:25). Additionally, a dictionary and a grammar
written by Mtynek might have existed, as well as another dictionary, Wérterbuch der Mundart von Wilamowice,
authored by J. Biba and F. Rosner, which is mentioned by Kleczkowski (1920:7) and Mojmir (1930-1936) (cf.
Wicherkiewicz 2003:28; Wicherkiewicz & Olko 2016:22). The manuscripts of these texts (if they really existed),
which must have contained information on Wymysorys-Polish language contact, are lost.
31 Our knowledge of certain linguistic aspects of Wymysorys, which can in turn suggest some language transfer
from Polish, also draws on excellent dialectological studies dedicated to the languages of East German
settlements, including Silesian German and the dialects of the Bielsko-Biata enclave, that were pursued and
advanced by several scholars in the early 20" century. Among them, the most relevant for the study of Wymysorys
are two books authored by Konrad Gusinde: Eine vergessne deutsche Sprachinsel im polnischen Oberschlesien —
Die Mundart von Schénwald bei Gleiwitz (1911) and Schonwald — Beitrdge zur Volkskunde und Geschichte eines
deutschen Dorfes im polnischen Oberschlesien (1912). Gusinde did not deal with Wymysorys per se, instead
offering a highly valuable description of the dialect spoken in Szynwatd. Nevertheless, because of the possible
relatedness of the two varieties (cf. Kleczkowski 1920) and their similar socio-historical context, the Polish impact
on Szynwaldzki/Schonwaldisch was likely paralleled by similar contact-induced changes in Wymysorys. Gusinde
identifies three types of borrowings (of two layers, namely older and younger; 1911:146): lexical loans, especially
nouns and concepts related to agriculture, animals, nature, food, tools, as well as proper names and nicknames of
persons (1911:141, 146-148; 1912:15); morphological loans, e.g. suffixes such as -gk < -ak and -ors, -9rs < -arz
(ibid. 1911:83, 147); and phonological loans, e.g. the development of / to u/o (ibid. 104-105) and accentuation
(ibid. 150). All of these contact-related features concord with the transfer tendencies in Wymysorys identified by
Kleczkowski (1920). (Polish influence on other Silesian German dialects has also been studied by Hoffmann
(1909; 1910), Rother (1913), and Kaisig (1927).)

The other relevant scholars who studied Silesian and/or Bielsko-Biata dialectology before the end of
World War II were: Leo Rzeszowski who in his paper, Die deutschen Kolonien an der Westgrenze Galiziens
published in Zeitschrift fiir osterreichische Volkskunde (1908), quoted fragments of texts in local dialects (possibly
Halcnovian); Friedrich Bock (1916a; 1916b) whose Der Liega-Jirg: Gedicht in der Bielitzer Mundart and Die
Bielitzer Mundart und der Liega-Jirg (both reprinted by Wagner in 1935) contained texts written in the Bielsko-
Biata dialect and spelled in a phonetic manner (e.g. the above-mentioned Der Liega-Jirg ‘Jirg, the liar’); Wiktor
Kauder, who edited several volumes dedicated to the Bielsko-Biata enclave and the Polish part of Silesia (see Die
deutsche Sprachinsel Bielitz-Biala (1923); Der deutsche Bauer in der Sprachinsel Bielitz-Biala (1927);
Deutschum in Polnish-Schlesien — Ein Handbuch tiber Land und Leute (1932); and Das Deutschtum in Polen: ein
Bildband. Das Deutschtum in der Wojewodschaft Schlesien. Das Deutschtum in Galizien (1937-1939)); Franz
Weiser who, in a paper entitled Zur Mundart der Bielitzer Sprachinsel, published in Schlesisches Jahrbuch (1937),
discussed aspects of the Bielsko-Biata dialect; Wolfgang Jungandreas who, in a number of studies, offered
important descriptions of grammatical and lexical aspects of Silesian German, including its Upper dialect (see
especially Schlesische Zeitwortbildung (1923) and Schlesisches Worterbuch (Siebs & Jungandreas 1935-1938)),
as well as an analysis of their history and diachrony (see Texte zur Geschichte der schlesischen Mundarten (1931)
and Zur Geschichte der schlesischen Mundart im Mittelalter — Untersuchungen zur Sprache und Siedlung in
Ostmitteldeutschland (1937)); Andreas Wackwitz who, in Die deutsche Sprachinsel Anhalt-Gatsch in
Oberschlesien in ihrer geschichtlichen Entwicklung (1932), described another island variety of the Silesian dialect
spoken in Hotdunow (Anhalt) and Gaé (Gatsh); Walther Mitzka (1888-1976), the famous and prolific German
scholar, who in several papers (see Mitzka 1943; 1943-1944:104-106, 133; 1963-1965; 1968) dealt with various
sociolinguistic and grammatical features of Silesian German, including the dialect used in the Bielsko-Biata
enclave and its varieties; and especially Walter Kuhn, who published several articles and books dedicated to the
Bielsko-Biata enclave and Silesia, mentioning Wymysorys and emphasizing its German character. (This clashed
with the opinions defended by Mtynek (1907), Latosinski (1909), and Biesik (1913-1924), who argued for the
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non-German origin of Wymysorys and its non-German character and identity.) According to Kuhn, pro-Polish
views were mere Polish propaganda (see Kuhn 1928; 1935; 1940; 1967; 1970; and his oeuvre majeure —
Geschichte der deutschen Sprachinsel Bielitz; Kuhn 1981, see Kuhn & Schlauer 1930). Kuhn’s work also included
fragments in Wymysorys, such as Schlof, due Buwla, fest ‘Sleep fast, my little boy’, spelled according to the
Modern Standard German convention. (Other relevant pre-war studies that are dedicated to Silesian German and
contain more or less explicit references to contact with Polish are Weinhold (1853; 1887), Pautsch (1901), von
Unwerth (1908), Schénborn (1912), Hanke (1913), Graebisch (1920), Gdynia (1934), Weinelt (1938), and Friemel
(1938).)

Indirect and/or, at most, anecdotal and sketchy references to language contact between Wymysorys and
Polish may be found in other works published before World War II. These publications often contain collections
of dialectal texts, mainly concerning ethnography, anthropology, history, and sociolinguistics, and are dedicated
not to the town of Wilamowice specifically, but rather the Bielsko-Biata enclave and/or Silesian German in
general. The most relevant among all such works are those authored by Bukowski, Smoélski, Anders, Karasek, as
well as Wagner. To be exact, Bukowski’s book (1860) constitutes the oldest collection of fragments published in
Wymysorys (Wicherkiewicz 2003:25). In his publication, Bukowski included four texts on Wymysorys and
Wilamowice: A WelmeBajer Steckla ‘A Wymysorys piece’, A WelmeBajer ai Berlin ‘A Wilamowian in Berlin’,
Der Ochsazug o der Fostnocht ai Paris (A WelmeBajer Gesprich) ‘The yoke of oxen on Shrove Tuesday in Paris
— A Wilamowicean talk’ (as translated by Wicherkiewicz 2003:25), and A Salomon Urtel (Ai WelmeBaa) ‘A
Salmon judgment — in Wilamowice’ (see Wicherkiewicz 2003:25; Wicherkiewicz & Olko 2016:21). These four
texts are in addition to more than 40 other songs and poems written in a Biata dialect of German. Bukowski also
discussed grammatical and lexical features of the Galician Silesian variety spoken in the Bielsko-Biata enclave in
the 19" century, e.g. he compiled a wordlist of more than 700 entries translated into German. A few texts in
Wymysorys were published by Smolski, F.G. & Schmidt, and Anders. Smoélski (1910), in his work Kolonie i
stosunki niemieckie w Galicji, included a short song in Wymysorys entitled An cwa druzkyn ana Braut ‘“Two
bridesmaids and a bride’ (ibid. 21). He also quoted several constructions and phrases in Wymysorys, and added
their Polish translations. Examples of Wymysorys were also included in F.G. & Schmidt’s Kalender des Bundes
der christlichen Deutschen in Galizien (1913). In the chapter entitled Wilmesau in Westgalizien, the authors
quoted an original song, Tanz a hender, on a fiir ‘Dance one [step] backwards and one forward’ (as translated by
Wicherkiewicz 2003:28), in addition to the versions of two songs previously published by Bukowski (1860) and
Latosinski (1909): 4 Welmefiajer Steckla ‘A Wymysorys piece’ and H kannt ae mét ae maekia syjn ‘Once I knew
a beautiful girl’, respectively. In 1933, Heinrich Anders — assistant of Kleczkowski at the University of Poznan —
published various texts authored by Biesik, the “father” of Wymysorys literature. Anders’ book entitled Gedichte
von Florian Biesik in der Mundart von Wilamowice comprised Wymysau an wymysojer ‘Wilamowice and
Wymysorys people’ (including Cy byfjen ‘For information’), Dy druzba ‘The grooms people’, S 'wymysojer makia
‘The Wymysorys girl’, S"wymysojerysze “Wymysorys’, S’ Gregre-gregory ‘St. Gregory’s [day]’, An dy wymysojer
studanta ‘To the Wymysorys students’, and Ziwy Poloncia-zyster ‘Dear Apolonia, sister[-in-law]’ (cf.
Wicherkiewicz & Olko 2016:31). Karasek (1931:10-13) quotes a tale, Der Bdr, der Lis und der Hase ‘The bear,
the fox, and the hare’, in addition to two Christmas carols, previously published by Latosinski (1909), i.e. Saejt
gebata, ne hot’s f’r ejwut “We ask you, do not take us amiss’ and Wer waen ojch ae téstik Lid sengia “We are
going to sing you a joyful song’ (see Karasek 1925; 1927). Wagner’s two publications, Der Beeler Psalter (1935)
and Das Buch der Bielitz-Bialaer Chronika (1938), have been of critical importance to Upper Silesian and
Galician Silesian scholarship. The former book contains a description of the Bielsko-Biala dialect and its
dictionary, a presentation of poets from Bielsko-Biata, and a short anthology of their poems. This publication also
included an anthology previously written by Bukowski (1860), including several texts in Wymysorys. The latter
work focused on the historical and cultural aspects of the Bielsko-Biala region, offering a particular collection of
the sources related to the enclave.

Lastly, the historical aspects of the Bielsko-Biata enclave were extensively researched by Erwin Hanslik
(1880-1940) who, in his doctoral dissertation entitled Kulturgrenze und Kulturzyklus in den polnischen
Westbeskiden (1907) and habilitation thesis entitled Biala, eine deutsche Stadt in Galizien: Geographische
Untersuchung des Stadtproblems (1909), focused on the material and non-material culture of the enclave (see also
Hanslik 1910a; 1910b; 1938). (It should be emphasized that contrary to most of the works dedicated to
Wymysorys-Polish language contact that are discussed in the present section, the works mentioned in this footnote
are of a high scholarly standard.)
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2.1.2  Scholarship after World War II

After the publication of Kleczkowski (1920; 1921) and Mojmir’s (1930-1936) seminal works,
the discussion of linguistic transfer from Polish to Wymysorys ceased for more than 80 years. It
was only resumed at the end of the 20" century by Majewicz (1989) and Wicherkiewicz (1998a;
1998b; 2003), who focused his analysis on the language of the early 20" century poet Florian
Biesik, and Zieniukowa who, in collaboration with Wicherkiewicz (1997), studied language
contact phenomena in Wilamowian anthroponomy. In the 21% century, a new cohort of young
scholars advanced the study of Wymysorys-Polish language contact even further by analyzing
Wymysorys in its more contemporary and spoken form: Ritchie (2012), who was mainly
concerned with the place of Wymysorys within the West Germanic language family; Zak (2013;
2016; 2019), who dedicated himself to the study of the phonetic properties of the Polish imports
in Wymysorys; and myself who, alone (Andrason 2014c; 2015a; 2015b; 2016a; 2020a) and in
collaboration with Krdl (Andrason & Krol 2014a; 2016a), has described not only Wymysorys-
Polish borrowing in lexicon and grammar but also other phenomena related to Wymysorys-
Polish contact, such as bilingual hybridizations, code-switching, and language mixing.

The revival of studies on Wymysorys-Polish language contact began in 1997 when Tomasz
Wicherkiewicz defended his PhD dissertation entitled Language, Culture and People of
Wilamowice in the Light of Literary Output of Florian Biesik. This dissertation served as the
foundation of the book, The Making of a Language: The Case of the Idiom of Wilamowice,
Southern Poland, published in 2003. This book offers a philological edition of Biesik’s poems
— some of which were previously published by Anders (1933) and Majewicz (1989) — and their
translation into Polish, English, and German. This monograph arguably constitutes one of the
most significant contributions to Wymysorys scholarship in modern times, making its author
the true architect of the current Wymysorys renaissance.

Similar to his scholarly predecessors, namely Waniek (1880), Mtynek (1907), Latosinski (1909),
and Kleczkowski (1920), Wicherkiewicz (1998a; 2003) recognizes the particular relevance of
Polish to the Wymysorys lexicon. The (semantic) domains that have specifically been affected by
borrowing are those involving kinship terms, names, surnames, nicknames, names of places, flora
and fauna, the household, clothing, folklore, religion, school, and names of months (ibid.
1998a:208) — all similar to the domains distinguished by the pre-war scholars. Wicherkiewicz
observes that the vocabulary related to children and the emotive-expressive part of the lexicon (e.g.
onomatopoeias) are severely influenced by Polish as well (ibid). The semantic type of influence
also involves calques, such as zich fyrwajwa ‘get married’ in analogy to oZenic sie in Polish (ibid.
210). In further similarity to his predecessors, Wicherkiewicz acknowledges borrowing from
Polish to Wymysorys in the phonetic module. In his opinion, the most evident phonetic influence
of Polish is the presence of  [w] instead of [1], and that of y [#] instead of [u], [y], [i] — although
both types of sounds are also found in other German dialects (Wicherkiewicz 1998a:207; 2003).
The primary novelty in Wicherkiewicz’s work (1998a:210-211; 2003:420) is, however, the
identification of contact-induced changes affecting functional lexemes or word classes other than
nouns, verbs, and adjectives. This, in particular, concerns conjunctions, e.g. bo ‘because’ and czy
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‘whether’, borrowed directly from Polish, as well as do ‘that’, wi ‘as’, and wu ‘that, which, who’,
of which the respective functional loads may have developed indirectly under the influence of
Polish. Another grammatical feature borrowed from Polish and incorporated into the Wymysorys
language are suffixes found in proper names and nicknames, and, as previously noted by
Kleczkowski (1920), in diminutives, e.g. -us, -siu/-sia, -cio/-cia (Wicherkiewicz 1998a:210;
2003:420), as well as the suffixed emphatic particle -Ze (in the singular) and -cie (in the plural)
(Wicherkiewicz 1998a:210), mentioned earlier by Latosinski (1909:272). Lastly, a few important
syntactic properties, such as negative concord, less rigid word order, and the absence of consecutio
temporum, are similarly attributed to Polish influence (Wicherkiewicz 1998a:211-212; 2003:413-
414). This opinion concords with Latosinski (1909:272) but contrasts with Kleczkowski (1920),
who viewed such traits as fully congruent with Middle High German.

Similar to Kleczkowski (1920), although in a more reduced form, Wicherkiewicz (1998a:209-
210) enumerates certain adaptive morphological mechanisms that allow for Polish loanwords
to be incorporated more efficiently into the structure of the Wymysorys language. As far as
nominal loans are concerned, the most evident adaptations consist of the use of the following:
the Wymysorys pluralizers -a (e.g. duch-a ‘ghosts’) and -n (e.g. njewol-n ‘captivities’), the
diminutive suffix -la/-fa (e.g. obroz-ta ‘picture, painting’; see also Zieniukowa &
Wicherkiewicz 1997:312), and the feminine suffix -yj (e.g. paraf-yj ‘parish’). Verbal loans are
integrated through the use of: the Wymysorys infinitive endings -an, -an, -yn; prefixes such as
cy- (e.g. cy-Sarp-an ‘tear up, jerk, jiggle’); the prefix gy- in the participle (e.g. gy-wskrzysa-et
‘resurrected’); and, in general, the inflection of Polish verbal bases in accordance with the
respective Wymysorys paradigms.

Drawing on Kleczkowski’s analysis (1920), Wicherkiewicz (1998a:207) divides Polish
loanwords into two categories: older loans, which underwent the regular phonetic evolution
typical of native words, and more recent loans, which, with a few exceptions, have failed to
undergo changes characterizing Wymysorys phonology. In further similarity to Kleczkowski
(1920), Wicherkiewicz (1998a; 2003) identifies two sources of Polish borrowing in
Wymysorys: Standard Polish and local dialects. As far as the dialectal subtype of Polish
borrowing is concerned, Wicherkiewicz hesitates as to which Polish dialect should be regarded
as the origin of transfer. In some publications, he identifies Lesser Polish dialects as the source
of transfer (Wicherkiewicz 1998a:207). In other publications, the main source of dialectal loans
is attributed to Silesian Polish (Wicherkiewicz 2003:403).32

In 1997, Jadwiga Zieniukowa, in collaboration with Wicherkiewicz, published an article that
specifically dealt with the Polish influence on Wymysorys names, surnames, and nicknames.
The authors note that Wymysorys anthroponomy exhibits strong effects of language contact,
with Polish and Germanic (i.e. etymologically Wymysorys) material contributing to both

32 Wicherkiewicz has published other influential studies devoted to various aspects of Wymysorys: its
sociolinguistics (Wicherkiewicz 1998b); the exposure of Wymysorys to political and social factors and their
impact on language loss (Wicherkiewicz 1999); the literary tradition of Wymysorys (Wicherkiewicz 2001); and
the origin of the Wymysorys language (Wicherkiewicz 2013).
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lexical bases and suffixes (Zieniukowa & Wicherkiewicz 1997:313). In general, the three-layer
naming system (i.e. surnames, given names, and nicknames) that operates in Wilamowice is
fully compatible with the systems used in the Polish dialects of Silesia and Lesser Poland (ibid.
309-310).3% Apart from many bases borrowed from Polish, the authors identify, as potential
Polonisms, the suffix -a in masculine given names (e.g. Frana) found in the Opole region and
in Cieszyn Silesia (ibid. 311; cf. Zareba 1959; Dobrzynski 1966), and the suffixes -ek and -ok
(as well as their feminine variants) widely used in nicknames (e.g. Luftek from luft ‘air’ + -ek;
Putrok from puter ‘butter’ + -ok) (Zieniukowa & Wicherkiewicz 1997:312).34

Inspired by the groundbreaking works of Wicherkiewicz and Zieniukowa, a new cohort of
young scholars — Ritchie, Zak, Krél, and myself — started to research Polish influence on
Wymysorys and Wymysorys-Polish borrowing in the second decade of the 21% century. The
first was Carlo Ritchie. In his honors dissertation, Ritchie (2012) identified a number of
contact-induced features permeating all levels of languages. The most significant features are
several nominal loanwords, such as kfgp ‘man’ (from P(olish) kfop), in content lexicon (ibid.
49-50) and the development of [1] to [w] in phonetics (ibid. 39). Ritchie also claims that, similar
to the situation found in Yiddish, “a number” of morphological features of Wymysorys may
be traced to Polish (ibid. 69). In Ritchie’s opinion, even though such Polish-sourced features
constitute a fraction of Wymysorys morphology, “they do contribute to the distinctness of the
language within West Germanic” (ibid.). This claim is, however, unsupported by examples or
a thorough analysis. Additionally, Ritchie suggests that the maintenance of a three-gender
system in Wymysorys may be attributed to Polish influence, even though it has also been
retained in other Silesian German varieties (ibid. 71).

Wymysorys-Polish language contact, especially in the module of phonetics and phonology, has
constituted the center of the scholarship of Andrzej Zak, the second of the researchers of the
new wave mentioned above. In general, Zak (2016:142; 2019) regards the impact of Polish on
Wymysorys as “noticeable and quite large”. As has previously been argued by other scholars,
this impact affects mainly the lexicon and phonetics of Wymysorys, rather than its core
grammar (Zak 2013; 2016:141). Nevertheless, certain changes in morphology and syntax may
also be attributed to contact with Polish.?> As a result of the Polish influence — as well as the
influence of other languages — Wymysorys speakers apparently view their language as an
intermediate or blended language, even though its structural core and origin are Germanic (Zak
2016:143).3¢

33 Previously, the system included a fourth layer, i.e. the name of the house (Zieniukowa & Wicherkiewicz
1997:309-310).

34 Zieniukowa and Wicherkiewicz authored another article dedicated to the current sociolinguistic profile of the
ethnolect and its dynamics (see Wicherkiewicz & Zieniukowa 2001).

35 As Kleczkowski (1920) did before, Zak (2016:143) also notices the presence of original German, Dutch, French,
and Czech loans in addition to Polish ones.

3¢ To be precise, Zak (2016:143) employs the term “mixed”. However, he uses this word not in a technical sense
to refer to a specific type of contact language — as will be done in this dissertation — but rather in a layman’s sense
to denote a language that exhibits features traceable to two (or more) languages.
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As far as the phonetic system of Wymysorys is concerned, Zak (2016:135) identifies Polish
influence in the pronunciation of certain vowels and consonants. This specifically involves the
use of pre-palatal spirants and affricates (e.g. [f] and [tf]), and the development of the velar
lateral / [1] into the approximant [w] (Zak 2016; 2019:11). By taking Polish and German dialectal
literature into consideration, as well as broader typological evidence, Zak demonstrates that the
vocalization of [1] to [w] is mainly a contact-induced change. With regard to lexicon, Polish has
been the source of numerous words, usually related to the semantic domains of family, food,
plants (fruits and vegetables), everyday situations, religion, schooling, as well as the names of
months (Zak 2016:136-139) — domains that do not differ from those identified earlier by
Kleczkowski (1920), Wicherkiewicz (1998), and myself (see below; Andrason 2014c). In
contrast, grammatical borrowings are few — the most significant being, according to Zak
(ibid.134), the presence of negative concord (or “double negation” in his terminology), the
development of a vocative case, and the use of the particle Ze from Polish ze (Zak 2016).

In his analysis, Zak notably expands the two-wave model of borrowing, proposed before by
Kleczkowski (1920) and subsequently re-used by Wicherkiewicz (1998), and distinguishes
between four groups of the loans: those that were transferred “very long ago™ and can presently
be radically different from their Polish sources; those that were imported later but are viewed
as belonging to the Wymysorys language system; those that were borrowed recently and are
perceived as Polish words; and idiolectal Polish words that are employed in cases where a
Wymysorys lexeme is forgotten (Zak 2016:143).>7 Similar to Kleczkowski (1920),
Wicherkiewicz (1998a; 2003; see also Zieniukowa & Wicherkiewicz 1997), and myself (see
further below; Andrason 2014c; 2015a), Zak (2016:141) argues that the dialectal source of
Polish loanwords is significant. That is, a large number of features have been transferred to
Wymysorys not from Standard Polish but rather from the dialects of Lesser Poland or Silesia.
In this regard, Zak’s novelty lies in the solution he gives to the presence of the voiceless
postalveolar spirant ['] and the voiceless postalveolar affricate [f] in Wymysorys. Rather than
tracing them to Southwestern Lesser Polish or easternmost Silesian varieties, Zak (2016:135)
proposes that both sounds had their origin in the variety of Cieszyn Silesia, from which they
spread to Wilamowice, ultimately influencing the Wymysorys phonology to a considerable
extent. Zak also notes certain adaptive processes operating during the transfer from Polish to
Wymysorys, whether phonological (e.g. by using a sound repertoire typical of Wymysorys) or
morphological (e.g. by using Wymysorys suffixes or prefixes) (ibid:141-142). Lastly, Zak
(2016:139) observes an important contact-related feature of Wymysorys usually left unnoticed
in previous grammatical studies or mentioned only superficially (see Mtynek 1907; Karasek
1932; Wicherkiewicz 1998a) — that of code-switching.’® He provides compelling examples of
language switches, not only between Wymysorys and Polish (2016:139), but also those
involving three languages, i.e. Wymysorys, Polish, and German (ibid. 1439-141). Although

37 Zak (2016:143-144, 147) advocates the purification of Wymysorys from Polonisms of all types except the first
one (i.e. those imported a “long time ago”). He suggests that the remaining Polonisms be replaced by Wymysorys-
based neologisms in order to maintain “the Germanic character of Wymysorys” (ibid: 143).

38 Code-switching and diglossia (or triglossia) have also been researched from a diachronic sociolinguistic
perspective by Neels (2008; 2012; 2016; see section 1.1.2).
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Zak abstains from any analysis of code-switching in Wymysorys, he observes that its use
deliberately constitutes “a play on words” (2016:139).

The last two scholars who have dedicated a large part of their research activities to the study of
Wymysorys-Polish language contact and the lexical and grammatical effects thereof are
Tymoteusz Krdl and myself (Andrason 2014c¢; 2015a; 2015b; 2016a; 2020a; see also Andrason &
Krol 2014a; 2016a).>° The most detailed of all the studies authored by me is the descriptive paper
published in Glossos in 2014 (Andrason 2014c). This article constitutes the most comprehensive
review of features borrowed from Polish into the contemporary Wymysorys language to date. In
that publication, I propose that Polish has influenced Wymysorys significantly, both in quantitative
and qualitative terms. That is, the number of transferred lexemes and features is large, and their
diversity considerable — loans being found in all language modules, whether phonology, lexicon,
morphology, morphophonology, morpho-syntax, or syntax.

To be exact, with regard to phonology, the following features found in Wymysorys can be
attributed to Polish: the presence of the vowel [9]/[1]; the series of the palatal postalveolar and
laminal flat postalveolar sibilants and affricates; the alveolo-palatal consonant [n]; the
replacement of the initial [h] with [x]; and the lack of aspiration. Regarding the lexicon, I have
demonstrated that the heaviest borrowing pertains to referential or content vocabulary. This is
especially evident in the nominal and verbal modules as the origin of 250 nouns and 120 verbs
can be traced to Polish. However, adjectival and adverbial loanwords are also well attested.
Additionally, I have shown that Polish-sourced transfer may also be identified in a more
functional part of the lexicon, e.g. conjunctions, particles, pronouns, interjections, and
onomatopoeias. In the case of morphology, I have attributed two phenomena to Polish
influence: the development of the vocative case and the presence of several derivational
suffixes. In terms of syntax, I view the free word order of Wymysorys, the use of negative
concord, and the lack of rule agreement of tenses (consecutio temporum) as the result of contact
with Polish. As with the works of Kleczkowski (1920) and Wicherkiewicz (2003) before me,
I have identified several strategies that operate(d) — more or less successfully — during the
adaptation of Polish loans to the Wymysorys system. In agreement with those two scholars, I
have noticed that the source of influence might be both Standard Polish and the local dialects
— whether phonological, morphological, or syntactic (Andrason 2014c).

Subsequently, I focused my attention on the various types of hybridizations or Wymysorys-
Polish mixed forms used in the Wymysorys language, at the lexical, morphological, and
morpho-syntactic levels (Andrason 2015b; 2016a). I also discussed the impact of Polish on
Wymysorys syntax in more detail, especially free word order and the violation of V2
(Andrason 2020a). Additionally, together with Krol, I studied the conversational types in which

39 Either alone or together with Krol, I have published a number of other articles dedicated to aspects of
Wymysorys grammar: verbal semantics and morpho-syntax (Andrason 2010a; 2010b; 2011; 2013b; 2014b);
verbal morphology (Andrason & Krol 2014c; 2016b), word order and V2 phenomena (Andrason 2020a);
inflectional systems of nouns (Andrason 2014a; 2016b), pronouns (Andrason & Krol 2014b), and adjectives
(Andrason 2013a). Most of the grammatical information published in these papers was subsequently used in the
grammar in Andrason & Krol (2016a).
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Wilamowians could be engaged, briefly discussing the phenomenon of Wymysorys-Polish
code-switching (Andrason & Krdl 2014a). This research and the qualitative and quantitative
extent of Polish borrowing mentioned above have led me to view Wymysorys as a Germanic-
Slavonic mixed language (Andrason 2015a; Andrason & Krol 2016a).4°

In order to provide a full review of the studies dedicated to the influence of Polish on the
Wymysorys language system, one should not omit the doctoral dissertation presented recently by
Marek Dolatowski (2017).*! Even though Dolatowski’s thesis is dedicated to Aljzneri$
(Hatcnowski/Alznerisch), it does mention Wymysorys occasionally, as Aljzneris itself is a close
dialectal relative of Wymysorys. To elaborate, Aljzneris, also referred to as aljzjneris and alzneris
(Chromik & Dolatowski 2013), is spoken in the village of Halcnow (Alza) situated 10 kilometers
southwest of Wilamowice. It is thus the nearest member of the Bielsko-Biala linguistic enclave,
from which Wilamowice has only been separated by Pisarzowice (Scheirbersdoft) and Stara Wie$
(Altdorf) (Wicherkiewicz 2003:9; see also Grabowski 1849; Kosinski 1891). Aljzneris$ is indeed
the only member of this enclave that has been preserved, albeit in a highly residual form, with the
other local German varieties of the Bielsko-Biata enclave and the dialects of Silesian-Galician

40 Certain contact features also transpire from other works dedicated to Wymysorys lexicon and grammar in the
21% century. First, Wymysorys dictionaries and wordlists — whether in their full or fragmentary forms — reveal the
considerable extent of the contribution of Polish to Wymysorys vocabulary (see Gara 2003; Andrason & Kroél
2013; and Krol (n.d.(a)); consult also an online wordlist drawing on various sources and some original data that
has recently been made available on Wikipedia (pl.wiktionary.org/wiki/Kategoria:wilamowski (indeks)).
Second, in his detailed description of the sound system of modern Wymysorys, Weckwerth (2014) suggests that
the use of the central vowel [#] (ibid. 3) and the weakening of the distinctive status of vocalic length (ibid. 2) may
have been transferred from (or developed under the influence of) Polish. Third, a few contact-induced phenomena,
mostly related to the sound system, can be inferred from a study published by Lasatowicz (1992) (see chapter 4).

Apart from featuring in formal linguistic studies, contact-related properties and, especially the synchronic
and/or diachronic interaction of Wymysorys with Polish, are mentioned in works dedicated to the sociolinguistic
aspects of Wymysorys. A multi-factorial and dynamic sociolinguistic profile of Wymysorys was the topic of the
doctoral dissertation written by Rinaldo Neels (Neels 2012; see also Neels 2008) and a BA thesis authored by Krol
(Krél 2015). Other studies addressed more specific sociolinguistic issues: Wymysorys nicknames were analyzed by
Krol (2006); language visibility was studied by Ritchie (2016); linguistic variation was the focus of the paper
authored by Hornsby (2016); linguistic identities, choices, and attitudes were further researched by Neels (2016);
and language ideologies were explored by Chromik (2016). Language contact has also been dealt with in works on
the genetic filiation and classification of Wymysorys and its historical origin. Among the most relevant contemporary
studies devoted to these topics are articles and books written by Morciniec (1984; 1985; 1995; 1999; 2002), who
convincingly refutes the popular Flemish/Dutch origin of Wymysorys, the above-cited honors thesis presented by
Ritchie (2012), and two online articles authored by Chromik in collaboration with Dolatowski (Chromik &
Dolatowski 2013) and with Wicherkiewicz (Chromik & Wicherkiewicz 2014). Occasional mentions of Wymysorys-
Polish language contact may also be found in other general — but no less important — descriptions of Wymysorys.
These works, which provide exemplary summaries of its social, cultural, and political history, the review of the
documentation, literature, and scholarship of the language, as well as the discussion of its current situation and
revitalization strategies, were written by Chromik & Wicherkiewicz (2014), Wicherkiewicz & Olko (2016), and
Wicherkiewicz, Krol & Olko (2017).

Besides studying the language from a sociological angle, the last decades saw an explosion of ethnographic,
anthropological, historical, and culture-oriented research on Wilamowice in which the (cultural) contact with Polish
is also, more or less, evident (Bittner-Szewczykowa 1999; Rodak 2004; Gara 2007). Wymysorys traditional attire
was the object of analysis for Bazielich (2001), Filip (2001), Filip & Krol (2009), and Danek (2009a, 2009b). The
ethnographic and cultural connection with Flanders was studied by Lipok-Bierwiaczonek (2002), and Filip (2005).
In 2001, a new collaborative monograph dedicated to the history, culture, and language of Wilamowice, as well as
its geography, flora, and fauna was edited by Barciak (2001).

41 Certain aspects of Aljzneri$ verbal morphology and syntax appeared earlier (2015) in an article by Dolatowski.
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having vanished. Therefore, contact properties of Aljzneri$ are, in my view, relevant for the study
of the influence of Polish on Wymysorys.*?

Dolatowski (2017) dedicates a separate but brief chapter to language contact in Aljzneris,
considering not only transfer from Polish but also from German (ibid. 262). The contact with
the Polish system transpires in entrenched borrowings and idiolectal interferences, as well as
in code-switching (ibid. 75-76; 263). These contact-related phenomena are visible in all
modules of the language: phonetics/phonology, lexicon, morpho-syntax, and syntax (ibid.
263). In the phonetic and phonological module, Dolatowski (2017) attributes the following
features to Polish influence: the realization of [¢] as [e] (ibid. 108, 263); the presence of [i]
instead of [o] (ibid. 263); the use of [¢] and [te] in Polish loanwords (ibid. 108); and the
palatalization of certain consonants, especially [k], [1], [n], [g], and [f] (ibid. 109). In the
lexicon, several content words, especially nouns (e.g. klop ‘man’ — cf. P. chtop), have been
transferred from Polish, while a number of idiomatic expressions are direct lexical calques
of their Polish equivalents (e.g. uf ‘em pfaht raita ‘ride a horse’ — cf. P. jecha¢ na koniu).
Semantic calques are also visible in the functional part of the Aljzneri$ lexicon. In particular,
the use of the preposition no(h) ‘after’ (ibid. 179), the conjunction and preposition vi(4) ‘how’
(ibid. 190, 197), and the relative vo ‘what, which’ (ibid. 178-179) follow the Polish usage
(ibid. 267-268). A number of functional words have also been transferred from Polish, e.g.
the particle (no) to ‘so then’ (cf. P. no to) (ibid. 194, 198) and the conjunction bo ‘because’
(cf. P. bo) (ibid. 196-198). In terms of morpho-syntax, Polish is viewed as the source of the
following phenomena: the modification in grammatical gender of the word makia from neuter
to feminine (cf. P. dziewczyna; ibid. 264); the subject-less usage of the 3"-person plural (e.g.
da hota schfein gehalta ‘there [they] have kept pigs’, i.e. ‘one kept pigs / pigs were kept’;
ibid. 155, 266); the absence of subject with verbs inflected in other persons, especially 2"-
person singular (e.g. vi-feil kiicher velst? ‘How many rolls do you want?’; ibid. 266);*
negative concord or, in Dolatowski’s terminology, “double negation” (ibid. 260-261, 266-
267);* and case government or the selection of a specific preposition with a verb (e.g.
interesihren mit ‘be interested in’ and schtarva uf ‘die of’, constructed according to
interesowac sig + instrumental and umierac¢ na in Polish; ibid. 267). The word order of
Aljzneris$ has also been affected by Polish in the sense of becoming relatively free (ibid. 261).
This free constituent order has led to — or surfaces through — the following more specific

42 Albeit less ample and less splendid, the revival of the Aljzneri$ language and culture can be regarded as
concomitant with the renaissance of Wymysorys literature and scholarship. After World War II, Aljzneri$ texts
appeared in various studies published by Karl Olma (1963; 1983; 1988). Indeed, Olma (1914-2001) can be
regarded as the “father” of literary Aljzneris$, holding the position similar to that of Biesik for Wymysorys.
Especially significant are Olma’s Heimat Alzen — Versuch einer Chronik iiber 550 Jahre bewegter Geschichte
(1983) and Alza — Wu de Putter wuor gesalza — Gedichte und Lieder einer untergehenden Mundart (1988), which
deal with the history of the Halcnovian dialects and its speakers. A Polish study devoted to Halcnow, entitled
Halcnow od A do Z — Szkice z historii i wspolczesnosci, was published in 2015 by Kominiak. Certain aspects of
contact between Polish and Aljzneri$ are also noted on the website www.inne-jezyki.amu.edu.pl that has been
developed within the project The Linguistic Heritage of the Rzeczpospolita (see Chromik & Dolatowski 2013), as
well as in recent articles published by Maryniak & Krol (2019) and Metrak (2019).

43 1t is also possible that the verbal ending -st and the postposed subject pronoun have merged (Dolatowski 2017:266).
4 Negative concord could also be a relic of Middle High German. Nevertheless, the fact that negative concord only
appears with Polish informants suggests the Polish source of this phenomenon (Dolatowski 2017:260-261, 266-267).
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phenomena attributed to contact with Polish: the violation of V2 order (ibid. 269), the
placement of the second member of the verbal construction (a participle or an infinitive) in a
non-final position (ibid.), and the non-final position of the inflected verb in subordinate
clauses (269).*° In conclusion, according to Dolatowski (2017), even though both the length
and intensity of contact with Polish and the transfer of grammatical features could suggest
that the influence of Polish on Aljzneris$ is strong (ibid. 197), Aljzneri$ is much more resistant
to contact-induced changes than Wymysorys is (ibid. 269).46

2.2 Limitations of the scholarship dedicated to Wymysorys-Polish borrowing

Despite the high value of the studies on linguistic contact between Wymysorys and Polish
discussed in the previous section, the areal interaction of these two languages and the impact
of Polish on the lexicon and grammar of Wymysorys have thus far not been dealt with in a
satisfactory manner.

In the vast majority of the works mentioned above, the question of the linguistic influence of
Polish on Wymysorys constitutes a peripheral issue. References to borrowing in those
publications are marginal, being either limited to a few paragraphs (e.g. Latosinski 1909:270-
271) or, more commonly, fragmentized to a number of brief remarks that are spread across an
entire text (Waniek 1880; Miynek 1907; Wicherkiewicz 2003:413-414, 420-421, 427, 431-
433; Ritchie 2012; Dolatowski 2017).47 In a small number of studies devoted more expressly

45 Other grammatical changes, e.g. the use of i ‘and’ (Dolatowski 2017:256), are idiolectal interferences and
cannot be attributed to the language system (ibid. 269).

46 In the post-war period, apart from featuring in a number of studies on Wymysorys and Aljzneris$, contact with
Polish has also been dealt with in works dedicated to other members of Silesian German. For instance, Polish
influence has extensively been studied in the dialect of Szynwald, especially with regard to its phonetic system
(Trambacz 1973; see also Trambacz 1961; 1971; Tworek 2016; Lasatowicz & Tworek 2018). More or less
explicitly, contact with Polish has also been examined in other Silesian varieties (see Chromik 2013; 2019;
Ksigzyk 2008; 2017) or Silesian German holistically (Menzel 1954; 1972; Rospond 1957; Bellmann 1967; Olesch
1987; Chmiel 1988; Kryszczuk 1989; Morciniec 2002; 2012; Chrobak 2010; Nyenhuis 2013). When discussing
the issue of the linguistic influence of Polish on Silesian German (including Wymysorys), one cannot exclude the
various articles published by Janusz Siatkowski on German-Slavonic language contact (Siatkowski 1992a; 1992b;
1997; 2000; 2003), often dedicated to specific forms such as suffixes (Siatkowski 1992c; 1994a; 1998; 1999) or
prefixes (1994b). The quintessence of Siatkowski’s research was the book Studia nad stowiansko-niemieckimi
kontaktami jezykowymi, published in 2015, in which the author deals with several aspects of that contact,
particularly lexical influences (Siatkowski 2015:283-354) and grammatical influences (ibid. 55-282). Lexical
influences concern primarily hybridized forms, idiomatic expressions, and a number of lexemes. Grammatical
influences concern the incorporation and often grammaticalization (productivization) of Slavonic suffixes (e.g.
ak, ac, ik, nik, (Dik, (n)ica, us, ski/cki, and awa; ibid. 55-239), the adaptation of adjectives and adverbs (ibid. 245-
255), the borrowing and adaptation of verbs (ibid. 239-245), and interferences in morphology (e.g. in inflection
and derivation; ibid. 255-280).

Lastly, language contact phenomena and the influence of Slavonic languages, including Polish, on a
Germanic linguistic system have constituted a pervasive topic of research in the scholarship of Yiddish — another
High German variety. Works of Uriel Weinreich (1953; 1955; 1958), Max Weinreich (2008), Wexler (1963; 1987;
1991; 2002), Geller (1993; 1994; 1999; 2010; 2015), as well as Joffe (1965), Stankiewicz (1985), Prince (1997),
Hansen & Birzer (2012), Fleischer (2014), Kahn (2015), Shishigin (2016a; 2016b), and Arkadiev (2017) have all
deeply advanced our understanding of the extent of Slavonic contribution to the Yiddish sound system, lexicon,
and grammar. I will refer to these publications throughout my dissertation.

47 In some of those cases (cf. Wicherkiewicz 2003; Ritchie 2012; Dolatowski 2017), the marginalization of
Wymysorys-Polish language contact stems from the specific topic explored by the authors and therefore should
not be regarded as a limitation of the book or dissertation.
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to Wymysorys-Polish language contact, scholars tend to restrict their discussion to a particular
language module, grammatical phenomenon, or types of words — for instance, syntax
(Andrason 2020a), hybridization in morphology and morpho-syntax (Andrason 2015b; 2016a),
and proper names (Zieniukowa & Wicherkiewicz 1997), respectively — or adopt an even more
atomic perspective, focusing on a single verbal construction (Andrason 2016a) or a single
phoneme (Zak 2019). Only in sporadic cases has borrowing from Polish to Wymysorys been
approached more holistically, taking into account both lexicon and grammar (see Kleczkowski
1920; Wicherkiewicz 1998a; Andrason 2014c; 2015a; Andrason & Krol 2016a; Zak 2016).

Whether in studies dedicated to specific aspects of transfer or in those that deal with language
contact more holistically, the analysis of Polish loans in Wymysorys cannot be viewed as
adequate. The main limitations stem from a descriptive, incomplete, unsystematic, and
lexicon-centered character of such analyses, as well as from the little attention being paid to
the linguistic adaptation of loans and the methodical delimitation of their standard or dialectal
sources. To begin with, the influence of Polish on Wymysorys is usually presented in a purely
descriptive manner. That is, scholars merely provide lists of the observed forms transferred
from or influenced by Polish. Such lists of possible borrowings may be short (Wicherkiewicz
1998a; Zak 2013; 2016; see also Mlynek 1907; Latosifiski 1909; Wicherkiewicz 2003;
Andrason 2015a; Andrason & Krol 2016a) or relatively long (Kleczkowski 1920; Andrason
2014c), the former strategy being much more pervasive. Nevertheless, in no publication,
including those that formulate quantitative generalizations, do researchers offer exhaustive
inventories of Polonisms in Wymysorys. This practically renders it impossible to evaluate
with precision the extent of the impact of Polish on the Wymysorys system, and invalidates
any quantitative assertions proposed thus far. Even more importantly, in no case has an
attempt been made to explain the interaction between Wymysorys and Polish — and thus the
presence of Polish elements in the Wymysorys system — in a principled manner that would
go beyond an ordinary description. In particular, no study systematically analyzes
Wymysorys-Polish language contact utilizing current approaches to borrowing (see next
chapter). This applies not only to older studies that, due to the time of their publication, are
now methodologically outdated, but also permeates all modern works, even those that focus
on Wymysorys-Polish borrowing and/or describe it holistically (e.g. Zak 2013; 2016;
Andrason 2014c; 2015a; see also Andrason & Krol 2016a). Moreover, most studies center
their attention on Wymysorys lexicon (e.g. Zieniukowa & Wicherkiewicz 1997;
Wicherkiewicz 1998a; 2003) in which the identification of areal features is the least
problematic. In contrast, the analysis of transfer in core grammar is usually marginal, often
being limited to a few sentences (Miynek 1907; Latosinski 1909; Wicherkiewicz 1998a;
2003) or paragraphs at most (Kleczkowski 1920). The noticeable exceptions — far from being
comprehensive and systematic — are the few studies dedicated to phonetics/phonology
(Andrason 2014c; Zak 2019), morphology and morpho-syntax (Andrason 2014c; 2015b;
2016a), and syntax (Andrason 2014c; 2020a). Similarly, the discussion of the adaptive
mechanisms operating during transfer is often omitted (Miynek 1907; Latosinski 1909;
Ritchie 2012) or presented in a sketch manner (Zieniukowa & Wicherkiewicz 1997;
Wicherkiewicz 2003). In cases where such a discussion is slightly more detailed, it is
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developed with no systematic theoretical considerations (cf. Wicherkiewicz 1998a; Zak
2013; 2016; Andrason 2014c). Lastly, the examination of the standard and dialectal
component in Polish sources is superficial. It is generally limited to sweeping statements and
generalizations that are unsupported by careful analysis, often drawing on older, equally
incomplete studies (see for instance Wicherkiewicz 1998a; 2003; Andrason 2014c; Zak 2013;
2016). Scholars do not provide details of the extent to which Standard Polish and its dialects
have respectively contributed to Wymysorys, and thus which component — if either — is
decisive in the Wymysorys language system.

Given the above-mentioned considerable limitations of the studies devoted to Wymysorys-
Polish language contact, it is not surprising that a number of controversies currently permeate
Wymysorys scholarship. I will enumerate below the most relevant of them.

(a) Scholars disagree on the extent to which Polish has influenced the Wymysorys
language system. Some propose that the impact and borrowing are (extremely) heavy
(Latosinski 1909; Andrason 2014c; 2015a; Andrason & Krél 2016a; Zak 2016). Others
regard them as less significant, though still relevant (Mtynek 1906). Yet other authors
seem to view Polish influence as a secondary feature in Wymysorys, especially as far
as core grammar is concerned (Kleczkowski 1920; Ritchie 2012). Lastly, some
researchers avoid any generalizations concerning the overall scale of Wymysorys-
Polish borrowing and the size and scope of transfer from Polish to Wymysorys (e.g.
Wicherkiewicz 1998a; 2003).

(b) Scholars disagree on which language modules of Wymysorys are impacted by
borrowing and/or what the extent of such impact on each particular module is. While
some authors restrict Polish influence to vocabulary, others propose that Polish has
affected the Wymysorys language in its totality, i.e. on all levels, including
phonetics/phonology, morphology, and syntax, and that this affect has been profound.
In other words, although all scholars can agree that the impact of Polish on Wymysorys
lexicon remains unquestionable, they differ in opinion when examining evidence
related to the remaining modules of the Wymysorys language system. For instance,
Polish borrowing in phonetics/phonology is viewed as significant by Latosinski (1909),
Andrason (2014c), and Andrason & Krél (2016a), while for Mtynek (1907), the
Wymysorys sound system remains mostly “German”. Polish influence on Wymysorys
morphology and syntax is viewed as substantial by Mtynek (1907), Andrason (2014c;
2015a;2015b), and Andrason & Krol (2016a). For others, morphology and syntax seem
to be less profoundly affected (see Latosinski 1909; Wicherkiewicz 1998a; 2003; Zak
2013; 2016), or to a marginal — perhaps nearly insignificant — extent (Kleczkowski
1920).

(c) Although the dialectal source of Polish loans in Wymysorys has been recognized by

most scholars (Kleczkowski 1920; Wicherkiewicz 1998a; 2003; Andrason 2014c; Zak
2016; 2019), the determination of the exact variety (or variety cluster) that underlies
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this source remains controversial. Most scholars attribute the non-standard Polish
component in Wymysorys-Polish contact to Lesser Polish dialects (Kleczkowski 1920;
Wicherkiewicz 1998a:207; Andrason 2014c; Andrason & Krol 2016a). Occasionally,
however, Eastern Silesian dialects (Wicherkiewicz 2003:403) or the variety of Cieszyn
Silesian (Zak 2016:133-135) are viewed as the sources of Polish dialectal loans in
Wymysorys — either globally (i.e. in the entire phonetic module) or within a single
feature (e.g. for the sibilant [[] and the affricate [tfi]).

(d) Lastly, there are a number of controversies related to a particular type of borrowing or a
feature identified. Such disagreements usually concern the areal or genetic origin of a
given change, i.e. whether its origin should be attributed to Polish or is rather inherited
from Middle High German, thus being a language- and/or family-internal phenomenon.
This results in discrepancy regarding which areal features should be identified in the
modules of phonetics/phonology, morphology, and syntax. With the exception of Zak
(2019), all such controversial assertions are unsupported by a careful areal or historical-
comparative discussion. The most problematic features debated in scholarship are: the
change of [1] to [w]; the origin of the palatalo-alveolar sibilants and affricates; the origin
of the vowel [9]/[#]; the lack of aspiration; the development of the vocative case; the
modification in the semantic potential of certain conjunctions and prepositions (e.g. do
‘that’, wi ‘as’, and wu ‘that, which, who’); the presence of free word order alongside V2
order; the use of negative concord; and the lack of rule agreement of tenses (consecutio
temporum).

The present dissertation aims to rectify the current lacuna in our knowledge of Wymysorys-
Polish language contact outlined above. To do so, my study deals specifically and exclusively
with the impact of Polish on the lexical and grammatical system of Wymysorys. I will conduct
my research in a manner that will allow me to avoid shortcomings of the works published
previously. First, the examination of Wymysorys-Polish borrowing will not only be descriptive
but also explanatory. I will identify patterns operating in Wymysorys-Polish borrowing and
explain the presence of observed regularities and anomalies. Second, the examination of
evidence will be comprehensive. On the one hand, the analysis will expand beyond lexicon,
reaching all levels and modules of the Wymysorys language system. On the other hand, with
regard to lexicon, my analysis will draw on a thorough study of all Wymysorys lexemes
attested in my corpus of contemporary Wymysorys. Third, and most importantly, I will develop
my study in a principled and systematic manner by anchoring it in the most advanced theories
of borrowing currently available in linguistics.

Given the above, the construction of a precise research framework underlying my research is
essential. In the next chapter, I will present the main tenets of my approach to borrowing, which
will, in turn, allow me to formulate the specific research questions that will subsequently guide
the presentation and discussion of my evidence.
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CHAPTER THREE

3. Framework

As explained in the previous chapter, the study of Wymysorys-Polish language contact and the
evaluation of the impact of Polish lexicon and grammar on the Wymysorys language system —
and thus the analysis of Wymysorys-Polish borrowing — will be conducted in a systematic and
theoretically principled manner. The present chapter introduces the theoretical principles that
underlie and guide my study, with all of them treated holistically as a theory of borrowing. In
formulating this theory, I draw on the most recognized and, in my view, most satisfactory
approaches to borrowing currently available in linguistic scholarship (especially Aikhenvald
& Dixon 2001; Ross 2001; 2006; 2020; Field 2002; Heine & Kuteva 2003; 2006; Aikhenvald
2007; Matras 2007; 2009; 2011; 2015; Sakel 2007; Gardani 2008; 2020; Tadmor 20009;
Wohlgemuth 2009; Gardani, Arkadiev & Amiridze 2015) and, whenever necessary,
complement them with the results of my own empirical studies on languages from diverse
linguistic phyla conducted during the last five years (Andrason 2008; 2020b; forthcoming (a),
(b); Andrason & Visser 2015; Andrason & Vita 2016).%8

The presentation of this creative and critical synthesis of earlier scholarship and my own
research activities will be divided into two parts. In the first part, I will define the phenomenon
of borrowing and discuss its broadly understood linguistic and sociolinguistic dynamics (see
section 3.1). In the second part, I will describe the main types of borrowings and their respective
synchronic and diachronic properties (section 3.2). Subsequently, in light of the adopted
framework as well as the gaps and debates permeating Wymysorys scholarship identified in
the previous chapter, I will formulate the main and subsidiary research questions, and design a
strategy according to which these should be answered (section 3.3).

48 This eclectic approach is deliberate and concords with my adherence (see Andrason 2020b) to the program of
methodological promiscuity (Huffer 2010:136; Wilcox 2017) or methodological scavenging (Halberstam
1998:13). The methodological promiscuity adopted in the present study does not consist of cherry-picking theories
that would suit my argument. Rather, it emerges as an original synthetic combination of theoretical views that
have been pursued throughout decades of research on borrowing and have additionally proven correct in light of
my own studies on language contact. Therefore, even though some of the theories quoted disagree in certain
respects, | see them — whenever possible — as complementing each other rather than as opposing one another.
Overall, following Wilcox’s view (2017), the methodological promiscuity adopted in this study should be
understood as a sign of the strength and maturity of my approach instead of constituting its weakness. It is a blind
and unreflective application of a single theory that often leads to problems, and is responsible for multiple
limitations and shortcoming in one’s research.
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3.1 Borrowing and its dynamics

Borrowing is a complex phenomenon that, as with nearly everything in language, can only be
properly understood and modelled by adopting a dynamic perspective. In this section, I will
formulate a dynamic definition of borrowing, seeking its origin in related yet distinct
phenomena (3.1.1), and discuss several linguistic and sociolinguistic factors that facilitate it
and progressively cement its presence in a language (3.1.2).

3.1.1 A dynamic definition of borrowing

In general terms, I understand borrowing as an increasingly permanent “change in the [...]
inventory” of a recipient language due to the pressure of a donor language (Matras 2009:155).
Both the concept of change and the view thereof as increasingly permanent are complex and
require further clarification.

As far as the notion of a change is concerned, a modification experienced by the recipient
language need not only be positive (i.e. incremental/increscent), but can also be neutral (i.e.
evenly balanced) or negative (i.e. decremental/decrescent). That is, as a result of borrowing,
new elements and distinctions may be added to those that already exist; elements and
distinctions previously existing may be replaced, restructured, or merely retained; and elements
and distinctions may be eliminated (Curnow 2001:413; Aikhenvald 2007:18-21). Changes may
also involve modifications in the frequency of elements already existing in the recipient
language (Thomason 2015:43; Ross 2020; contra Heine 2008:56).

Furthermore, changes that take place in the recipient language may be more overt (less adapted)
or less overt (more adapted). In the former case, the borrowed material preserves its original
character found in the donor language and inversely disrupts the recipient system, ultimately
modifying it, sometimes to a considerable extent (Aikhenvald & Dixon 2001:16, 18; Matras
2007:40). One of the most radical effects of such disruptions is metatypy or “a change of
linguistic type” (Ross 2001:145) whereby the semantic and syntactic patterns of a recipient
language are restructured due to the pressure of the donor language (Ross 1996; 2001:145-146,
156;2006; 2020). In the other case, the material outsourced from the donor language is adjusted
to the recipient language — phonologically, morphologically, and/or syntactically (Gardani
2020) — thus respecting the integrity of the hosting system. As a result, a particular change is
more isomorphic and less disruptive (Matras 2007:39).* More overt borrowing strategies with

4 Overall, integration may range from full to none, through a series of partial types. For instance, as far as
inflectional integration is concerned, words may be inflected following one of the native paradigms (full
integration), they may preserve their original inflections, sometimes also being marked by the recipient language’s
morphemes (partial integration), or they “are not assigned any paradigmatic pattern” (lack of integration; Gardani
2020:100). The borrowing of entire paradigms is a “borderline phenomenon” between partial integration and non-
integration (ibid). Similarly, as far as verbs are concerned, integration strategies may involve indirect insertions
(i.e. adjustment to the recipient system by means of native verbalizers, affixes, and endings), light-verb insertions
(i.e. the borrowed verb is used as a component of a complex predicate with a native light verb carrying inflections),
paradigm insertions (the verb is transferred with its original inflections), and direct insertions with no morpho-
syntactic adjustment (Wohlgemuth 2009:293; see footnote 52 below).
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minimal adaptations are typical of generalized bilingualism. They are also exploited in cases
where it is necessary “to gain the approval of the donor language community” (Matras
2007:40). In contrast, more covert strategies with substantial adaptations are typical of the
limited extent of bilingualism or generalized monolingualism (ibid.) in the recipient-language
community. Lastly, a structural change in the recipient system need not be limited to lexemes
and their formal aspects. Even though borrowing concerns the actual structure of words in
several cases (Muysken 2000:70; see also Myers-Scotton 2006:209), it may also pertain to
parts of words (i.e. phonology and morphology), their configuration into phrases and higher,
more abstract, grammatical configurations (i.e. syntax), as well as morphemes, words, and/or
the meanings and functions of constructions (i.e. semantics and pragmatics) (Aikhenvald &
Dixon 2001:2; Aikhenvald 2007:15; Sakel 2007; Matras 2009:236).

The understanding of borrowing as a change that is increasingly permanent concerns the gradual
entrenchment of borrowed features, both at an idiolectal level (i.e. for a single user) and a
sociolectal level (for the entire community). Borrowing is not only an individual object transferred.
It is, above all, a process during which portions of broadly understood bilingual (or multilingual)
speech gain in pervasiveness, progressively acquiring the status of constant elements in the
recipient language system. Borrowing thus constitutes both the endpoint of the entrenchment of
the (originally) foreign material and the very continuum that leads to that final entrenchment.

Scholars agree that, in most cases, the starting point of the borrowing continuum explained
above, and thus the phenomenon from which borrowing emerges, is code-switching (Matras
2009; Pakendorf 2009; Meakins 2011b; Gardani 2020). Foreign material used spontaneously
in individual code-switching events effected by bilingual (or multilingual) speakers, is adopted
by monolinguals. This subsequently enables the assimilation of foreign material to the recipient
code, its gradual spread, and ultimate stabilization across the entire population (Myers-Scotton
1993:182-207; Matras 2009:110; Haspelmath 2009:38; Velupillai 2015:8; Gardani 2020).5°
This general and, in fact, severely simplified evolutionary link connecting code-switching and
borrowing involves a number of more specific continua related to different dimensions and
parameters (Matras 2009:111, 113-114). The most relevant of such clines transforming code-
switching into borrowing involve: the expansion of transferred elements from bilingual
speakers, who initiate the process, to monolingual speakers for whom code-switching is
inaccessible;’! the reduction of all types of transfers, including those of larger phrases and

50 1t should be noted that the relationship between code-switching and borrowing need not always be strictly
diachronic. Sometimes, it is only conceptual. On the one hand, not all cases of borrowing derive from code-
switching (see, for instance, lexical calques introduced to a language by institutional bodies, e.g. language
academies). On the other hand, not all situations of code-switching necessarily result in borrowing.

5! The role of bilingual speakers should not be underestimated. Even in cases in which a feature is borrowed
“catastrophically”, as well as in communities where monolingualism prevails, bilingualism plays a significant
role in borrowing, generally being responsible for its instigation. The few bilingual speakers — or, at least, speakers
who are somewhat conversant in the other language — initiate the first and original transfer event of an element
from the donor code to the recipient code. Given their social status and relevance in the community, this element
may be adopted by other speakers in the community and its usage becomes stabilized (Matras 2009:165).
However, the ultimate adoption and stabilization of the transferred element ultimately depends on monolingual
speakers, not on bilinguals themselves (Myers-Scotton 2002:238). At the end of the process, when the item is
fully integrated, bilingualism ceases to play a significant role.
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entire utterances, to the import of single items and/or atomic features; the replacement of
conversational stylistic choices triggered by transfers with insertions functioning as default
rules with no particular stylistic effects; the increase of the frequency of foreign material from
sporadic occurrences as hapax legomena to common uses generalized across the entire
population; and the structural integration from a non-integrated disruptive transfer to fully
integrated non-disruptive loans (Matras 2009:111).>> Among all the criteria, the last two, i.e.
regularity and structural integration, are the most critical (Matras 2009:106).

Taking into consideration all such continua that relate borrowing to its origin in code-switching,
the prototype of borrowing — i.e. the endpoint of the borrowing continuum — should exhibit the
following properties: it ideally involves monolingual speakers who use a single item referring to
a non-specific (i.e. general) concept as a default expression on a regular, fully entrenched, pan-
lectical basis; these speakers fully integrate the item into their recipient code phonologically,
morphologically, and syntactically, to the extent that the transferred item replaces the element
previously employed in the recipient code without triggering any foreign associations and
particular stylistic effects (Sankoff & Poplack 1981; Poplack, Sankoff & Miller 1988; Matras
2009:111-114; Haspelmath 2009:38-40; 2015:53). Inversely, a prototype of code-switching — the
starting point of the borrowing continuum — exhibits the opposite properties: it involves bilingual
speakers who are proficient in both languages; it allows for idiolectal, spontaneous, and
conscious insertions of larger compositional units that refer to institutional and/or affectional
specific terms; and it produces specific conversational or stylistic effects by reproducing the form
and content of the original items as closely as possible, thus preserving their semantics,
phonology, morphology, and syntax (Sankoff & Poplack 1981; Matras 2009:101, 111-113;
Gardner-Chloros 2009; regarding code-switching see also Myers-Scotton 2002; 2006).>

In light of the dynamic relationship coupling borrowing with code-switching and the
understanding of the prototypes of these two phenomena as the opposite edges of a single
conceptual and diachronic continuum, the precise demarcation of borrowing from code-
switching may often be problematic (Myers-Scotton 2002:153-161; Matras 2009:110-114)
despite the fact that, as prototypes, code-switching and borrowing are clearly distinct from each
other (cf. Sankoff & Poplack 1981; Poplack & Meechan 1998; Muysken 2000; Matras 2009;
Gardani 2020). Such problematic cases arise as the entrenchment of foreign material increases
and code-switching gradually transmutes into borrowing (Matras 2009:114). The various

52 The degree of integration, whether phonological or morphological, is often difficult to estimate. It is not
straightforward or universal, but rather depends on the properties of the hosting language and/or on the typological
distance between the interacting codes. For instance, the integration is more overt and explicit if the recipient
system is morphologically rich and if it is more typologically remote from the donor code (cf. Matras 2009:108).
It should be noted that bilingualism and monolingualism are also responsible for the accuracy of the transferred
material or its greater adjustment to the recipient code. The greater the level of monolingualism in the recipient-
language community, the more advantageous the compromise between the donor system and the recipient system,
such that “the burden to maintain a separation of [the] two speech modes” would be eliminated (Matras 2007:40).
53 According to its standard definition, code-switching is a spontaneous, non-entrenched use of different input
languages within a single conversational unit (Matras 2009:101). Code-switching can be insertional, alternational,
or congruent (Muysken 2000:4-8), reflecting the relationships of dominance, equality, and similarity, respectively,
that exist between the languages involved in the switches (Stam 2017:11).
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speech types that comprise material of intermediate profiles of prototypical borrowing and
code-switching are logically located in the intermediate area of the continuum.>*

3.1.2  Factors motivating and facilitating borrowing

Whether understood as a developmental cline or its endpoint, borrowing can be motivated and
facilitated by multiple factors. These motivating factors constitute the direct cause(s) for
borrowing to occur. Facilitating factors enable the episodes of borrowing and/or enhance their
advancement and generalization.

At the very least, scholars distinguish between three types of primary motivations that cause
borrowing. These motivations are lexico-grammatical, socio-cultural (or ethno-historical;
Gardani 2020), and cognitive-psychological in nature. First, due to the presence of lexical or
grammatical gaps in the recipient language, speakers may feel the need to use foreign material.
That is, because of technological and cultural developments, and/or because of the restriction
of the recipient code to determined facets of life and, inversely, its exclusion from others, the
recipient code may lack certain concepts or at least fail to encode some semantic domains with
specific fully lexicalized or grammaticalized words and constructions. Put differently, there
may be semantic and/or categorial lacunas — from the donor language perspective — in the
recipient language. Borrowing enables the enrichment of the recipient code by filling in such
gaps through the introduction of new lexemes, constructions, distinctions, or meanings (Myers-
Scotton 2006:212-214; Aikhenvald 2007:30; Matras 2007:35, 68).%> Second, speakers may
wish to reproduce donor-code material in the recipient language due to the prestige of the donor
language. The donor language is often perceived as more prestigious, useful, or attractive (be
it socially, economically, culturally, or politically) in the event of asymmetrical contact
between languages. Therefore — at least in the opinion of the recipient-language speakers —
borrowing upgrades their own status and the position of their speech (Myers-Scotton 2002:238-
239;2006:210-211; 216-217; see also Matras 2009:164; Gardani 2020). Third, the motivation
for borrowing may be related to “language processing in discourse” (Matras 2009:164). On the
one hand, borrowing can be motivated by “cognitive pressure on the speaker to reduce the
mental processing load by allowing the structural manifestation of certain mental processing
operations in the two languages to merge” (Matras 2007:34; see also Matras 1998; ElSik &
Matras 2006:370). The reduction of language-processing difficulty — especially tasks related
to “the selection and inhibition mechanism” (Matras 2009:235) — enables the speaker to
“maximi[ze] the efficiency of speech production” (ibid.). On the other hand, borrowing can be
motivated by optimality exploration, i.e. by searching for a form or construction that, in the
speaker’s view, would express a given meaning or function in the most accurate manner
(Matras 2009:243). This accuracy may concern precision and transparency.’® Drawing on both
these points, borrowing can thus be motivated by the goal of bilingual speakers to control their

5% Myers-Scotton (2002:153) argues against a distinction between code-switching and borrowing from a
synchronic perspective.

55 It seems that filling in gaps plays a minimal role in the borrowing of morphology (Gardani 2008:88; Thomason 2015:42).
56 For Matras (2007:68), such cognitive-psychological motivations constitute the primary motivations for
borrowing, more relevant than filling in gaps and prestige-related motivations.
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speech by “blur[ring in a non-arbitrary, selective, and purposeful manner] the demarcation
boundaries between different portions of their overall repertoire of linguistic structures”
(Matras 2015:47; see also pages 49-50).%7

The motivations discussed above explain why speakers opt to borrow certain elements.
Without constituting causes of borrowing, the other group of factors pertains to situations that
facilitate borrowing — they either enhance it or provide favorable conditions for it. These
facilitating factors can be language-external (extralinguistic) or language-internal (intra-
linguistic; Thomason 2008; Matras 2009:164-165; Gardani 2020).

To begin with, borrowing is facilitated by a number of language-external factors, i.e. those that
lie beyond the properties of lexicon and (core) grammar. One of the most relevant of these
factors is the deep and prolonged exposure of the recipient-language speakers to the donor
language (Matras 2007:34; 2015:154). In general terms, the more intense and prolonged the
contact between the (speakers of) interacting codes, the greater — both qualitatively and
quantitatively — the level of borrowing. That is, borrowing pertains not only to (content) lexicon
but also to core grammar and, thus, the language structure of the recipient code (Velupillai
2015:81). The contact between the interacting languages is perhaps the strongest in cases of
long-lasting bilingualism (or multilingualism). It is therefore not surprising that, as explained
in section 3.1.1, persistent bilingualism (or multilingualism) constitutes one of the key social
factors empowering borrowing (Aikhenvald & Dixon 2001:15; Aikhenvald 2007:37; Matras
2009:165; see footnotes 51 and 52 in the previous section). Other relevant language-external
phenomena that facilitate borrowing are: the functional restriction of the recipient code to
specific domains of life; the absence of institutional support or commitment towards protective
language policies and/or language planning, and the lack of purist language attitudes among
the recipient code’s speakers; and a low literacy level or generalized illiteracy of language users
(Aikhenvald & Dixon 2001:15, 18; Aikhenvald 2007:39, 41; Matras 2009:154, 165, 237).
Furthermore, as far as the characteristics of the recipient code’s population are concerned,
communities that are small, loosely knit, open, and strongly connected to other communities
are more likely to exploit borrowing than communities that are large, tightly knit, closed, and
isolated (Aikhenvald & Dixon 2001:14-15; Aikhenvald 2007:38; Thomason 2008; Tadmor
2009:58; Grant 2020; Gardani 2020).

The borrowing of elements from a donor language to a recipient language is also facilitated by
language-internal factors, i.e. by genuine lexical and/or grammatical properties of the
languages involved. Three types of language-internal factors facilitate borrowing. First,
borrowing is enhanced by typological similarity or congruence. The more structurally similar
and congruent the languages are, the more likely it is that borrowing will involve a wider range
of elements, including core grammatical material (Matras 2007:34; 2009:153; Seifart 2015;
Gardani 2020; Grant 2020:2, 17). In the opposite case (i.e. that of structural dissimilarity),
borrowing is more constrained, often being limited to content words (Field 2002; Matras 2007;

57 Although being non-arbitrary, selective, and purposeful (Matras 2015:49-50), this control — and thus borrowing
itself — is not necessarily “deliberate or conscious” (ibid. 50).
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2009). Congruence in borrowing is typically related to structural analogy and pattern
equivalence, particularly word-for-word or morpheme-for-morpheme correspondence
(Aikhenvald 2007:28, 33).

Second, borrowing is enhanced by the transparency of the elements being transferred
(Moravcsik 1978; Matras 1998; Field 2002; Matras 2007:44; Gardani 2020) and their
typological naturalness (Aikhenvald 2007:31). This involves semantic transparency (i.e.
monosemy and unifunctionality), structural transparency (i.e. the explicitness of morpheme
boundaries) and morphotactic transparency (i.e. syllabicity of the elements) (Aikhenvald
2007:33-34; Gardani 2020).>® As a corollary of the two dependencies explained above, the
transfer from the donor code to the recipient code depends considerably on the recipient code’s
morpho-syntactic typology, i.e. whether it is analytic (isolating) or synthetic and, within the
latter category, whether it is agglutinative or fusional (Field 2002:40-41). Fusional languages
are the most receptive, as they tolerate all types of morphemes of the donor code, e.g.
independent words, roots, agglutinative affixes, and fusional affixes. Agglutinative systems are
incompatible with fusional affixes. They are, in principle, limited to the borrowing of words,
roots, and agglutinative affixes. Analytic (isolating) systems are the least receptive. They allow
only for the borrowing of words and roots, further reinterpreting the latter as “discrete words”
(ibid. 41). In contrast, the transfer of affixes, whether agglutinative or fusional, is disallowed.
Overall, “[n]o form or form-meaning set is borrowable from a donor language if it does not
conform to the morphological possibilities of the recipient language with regard to morpheme
types” (ibid. 41). If an element from the donor language that is incompatible with the recipient
language’s structure is to be transferred, it must be reanalyzed and adjusted to a structure that
is allowed in the recipient language. Typically, it will be assigned the nearest possible position
on the hierarchy of morpheme types that is accessible in the recipient language. For an
agglutinative system, it is an agglutinative affix; and for an isolating system, it is a function
word (ibid. 44-45).°

Third, borrowing is enhanced by the pragmatic salience of patterns being transferred and their
ability to “negotiate attitudes among the participants in the interaction” (Matras 2015:52).
Elements that are highly motivated from a pragmatic perspective, particularly those that
“convey evaluations, assessments, the processing of presuppositions, or emotions” (ibid.), are
more likely to be borrowed than those elements of which the pragmatic relevance is low
(Aikhenvald 2007:26-27). Such salient patterns include, for instance, expressive vocabulary
(e.g. interjections and swearwords), forms necessary to perform crucial social routines (e.g.

58 In contrast, “portmanteau” elements that have extensive semantic/functional potential, as well as elements requiring
the support of other elements to be employed or pronounced, are less borrowable (Aikhenvald 2007:33-34). Similarly,
reinforcement, that is, zero-morphemes or morphemes that are short and phonetically weak, are less borrowable than
strong morphemes (Gardani 2020).

59 Although the changes affecting the morpho-syntactic typology of the recipient language — due to the pressure
of the donor language — are possible, a transfer from one typological type to another is unlikely (Matras 2002:41;
note that in Matras’ comprehensive study, there are no cases that exhibit “far-reaching changes in overall
morphological typology”; ibid). Even though typological resemblance between the interacting languages eases
the borrowing of matter, its effect on pattern replication (see section 3.2 below) is much more limited. Crucially,
typology congruence does not constitute a prerequisite of pattern replication (Aikhenvald & Dixon 2001:18).
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expressions of greetings) (ibid. 27), categories that are culturally crucial and highly frequent
(ibid. 29), and elements that structure information in discourse (Matras 2015:52).6

3.2  Types of borrowings

As mentioned in the previous section, borrowing may involve any type of linguistic material.
On the one hand, transferred features may pertain to specific phrases, constructions, words,
and parts of words ranging from morphemes to phonemes. On the other hand, it may pertain to
meanings and abstract schemas of any complexity level and related to any language module.
In this section, I will discuss the different classes of borrowing in terms of the types of linguistic
material being transferred and/or affected by transfer. I will begin by discussing the borrowing
of matter or the transfer of forms (3.2.1). Subsequently, I will describe the properties of pattern
borrowing or the transfer of abstract structures and lexical or grammatical content (3.2.2).
Lastly, I will examine borrowing of sounds which, in my view, constitutes a mixed matter-
pattern type of transfer (3.2.3).

3.2.1 Matter borrowing

Matter borrowing —or MAT borrowing (Sakel 2007) — corresponds to the transfer of grammatical
forms. It takes place in cases where concrete formal elements of the donor language, in their
specific phonetic, morphological, and/or syntactic attire, are replicated in the recipient language
with a larger or lesser extent of adaptation (Sakel 2007:15; Matras 2009; Gardani, Arkadiev &
Amiridze 2015:3, 5).5! To be precise, in most cases, matter borrowing implies the borrowing of
content — either lexical meaning or grammatical function (Sakel 2007:15). Therefore, it could be
referred to as matter-plus-content borrowing. Nevertheless, the borrowing of matter without
content is also possible, although examples of this are considerably rare (Sakel 2007:26; for
examples, see Curnow 2001:426-427). As is the convention in most scholarly literature, the
transfer of matter with or without content will be referred to as ‘matter borrowing’ in this
dissertation.

Matter borrowing tolerates the transfer of all types of formal elements. This includes all lexical
classes, such as nouns, verbs, adjectives, adverbs, adpositions, connectors (e.g. conjunctions and
complementizers), interjections, ideophones (including onomatopoeias), and particles (e.g.
modal particles and pragmatic particles), as well as all types of morphemes, e.g. bound or free,
content or system-related, and inflectional or derivational. The tendency to be borrowed is,
however, dissimilar for such different types of elements. That is, certain lexical classes and types
of morphemes are more transferrable than other lexical classes and morphemes. The dependency
of borrowing on the grammatical properties of the transferred material — whether lexical or
morpho-syntactic — has typically been represented in the form of hierarchies in which items

60 This pragmatic salience is related to “the high susceptibility to borrowing of operators that represent ‘high-risk’
points in the communicative interaction, i.e. points of a potential clash between the expectations of the speaker
and the listener” (Matras 2009:164).

61 Matter borrowing has sometimes been referred to by other names, e.g. direct transfer or diffusion, global
copying, and transfer of fabric (Gardani, Arkadiev & Amiridze 2015:3; Gardani 2020).
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located higher on the scale (so, more to the left, i.e. x —) are viewed as “more borrowable” than
items that occupy lower positions on the scale (so, more to the right, i.e. — ).

Such hierarchies of borrowability generally allow for both a synchronic and diachronic
interpretation. Synchronically, in any situation of transfer, there should be more elements from
the higher level of the scale than those from the lower level. Diachronically, items located
higher up in the hierarchy should be borrowed earlier and faster than those located in its lower
levels. Therefore, elements located higher up in the scale require a short and less intense period
of contact to be transferred, and are also subject to fewer constraints impeding or obstructing
borrowing (Thomason & Kaufman 1988:74-76; Field 2002:46-47; Matras 2009:157-156). The
synchronic interpretation of hierarchies is less powerful in terms of methodology, as it only
concerns the frequency with which a given category may be affected by borrowing (Matras
2007:32). The diachronic interpretation is methodologically stronger, being implicational: “the
borrowing of one category is understood to be a pre-condition for the borrowing of another”
(ibid.; see also Moravcsik 1978; Curnow 2001:419). Crucially, it presupposes or implies that
languages travel certain “predictable pathways” with regard to borrowability (ibid.). Some
models are interpretable principally in a synchronic manner (e.g. Thomason & Kaufman 1988;
van Hout & Muysken 1994), while others emphasize their diachronic implications (e.g.
Moravcesik 1978; Field 2002; Matras 2002; 2007:32-33; 69; 2009; Elsik & Matras 2006). Of
course, the two generalizations — i.e. synchronic and diachronic — are not exclusive (Matras
2009:32) and within the cognitive approach to categorization, to which I adhere, they in fact
coincide, thus necessarily complementing one another.5?

All hierarchical models of matter borrowing can be divided into two major classes: local
models and global models. Local models propose a number of hierarchies that operate in
different modules of language, either separately or in parallel (see Moravscik 1978; Field
2002). Global models design a single holistic hierarchy traversing the entire lexico-
grammatical space of (a) language (see Muysken 1981; 2000; Thomason & Kaufman 1988;
Winford 2003; Matras 2007; 2009).63

Local hierarchies of borrowability abound in the literature. Below, I present those hierarchies
that are, in my view, the most influential and the most accurate, and will therefore be the most
useful in my own study.®

62 For a comprehensive review of the borrowing hierarchies posited in scholarship, consult Matras (2009:154-158)
and Wohlgemuth (2009:11-17).

%3 This distinction is, of course, not as clear-cut as it may at first appear, with several hierarchies being semi-global
(see hierarchies (b), (c), and (d) below). For some scholars, the proposal of a unified absolute hierarchy is not
feasible (cf. Aikhenvald & Dixon 2001:19; Curnow 2001:434). However, even they accept the existence and
usefulness of local — larger or more constrained — hierarchies (Aikhenvald & Dixon 2001:19).

64 Several assertions formulated in the hierarchies that are presented below may be traced to Haugen (1950) and
Weinreich (1953) who developed the first systematic frameworks for examining the phenomenon of borrowing
(cf. Gardani, Arkadiev & Amiridze 2015:1).
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(a) The first set of influential hierarchies was proposed by Moravscik (1975; 1978). She
contrasted lexical classes and grammatical categories with regard to their propensity to
be borrowed across languages and concluded as follows: lexical elements are more
borrowable than grammatical elements, including word order; within the set of lexical
elements, nouns are more borrowable than non-nouns; free morphemes are more
borrowable than bound morphemes; and, at the morphological level, derivational
morphology is more borrowable than inflectional morphology. As will be evident from
further discussion in this dissertation, the validity of these four hierarchies has largely
been maintained in current scholarship (cf. Matras 2009).

(b) Ross (1988:12) designed another hierarchy of borrowability that is instrumental in
scholarship. This hierarchy focuses on the morpho-syntactic properties of transferred
elements instead of their lexical classes and combines two of Moravscik’s (1975; 1978)
scales, expounding them by a few further parameters. Ross’ hierarchy establishes the
following relative dependencies: lexemes of an open set — lexemes of a closed set —
syntax — non-bound function words — bound morphemes (cf. Curnow 2001:417).6°

(c) Drawing on Moravscik (1975; 1978), Field (2002:36-38) proposes a number of local
clines that schematize a decreasing degree of borrowability. Field (2002) maintains
Moravscik’s (1978; 1987) scale whereby content words are more borrowable than
grammatical items. However, he nuances other local scales, interpreting them in the
following manner: nouns are more borrowable than adjectives and verbs (see also
Haugen 1950 and Curnow 2001:417, who similarly propose that adjectives are more
borrowable than adverbs); function words (independent words and bound roots) are
more borrowable than affixes; and agglutinative affixes are more borrowable than
fusional affixes (Field 2002:36-38).5

(d) Arguing from the position of a four-morpheme model and in agreement with insertions
found in code-switching, Myers-Scotton (2002; 2006:226-229) proposes a set of
morpho-syntactic hierarchies. Content lexemes are more borrowable than system
morphemes and function words. Within the content lexemes, nouns are more
borrowable than verbs. Within system morphemes, early system morphemes are more
borrowable than late system morphemes, especially those of an outsider type.®’

85 This hierarchy may be understood as semi-global. Although it encompasses several language modules, it
does not take most lexical classes into consideration, thus being incomplete. According to Ross (1988),
phonemes occupy the lowest position in the hierarchy of borrowing. I will discuss the borrowing of sounds
separately in section 3.2.3.

% Field (2000:38) further combines some of these hierarchies into a more comprehensive, semi-global cline:
content item — function word — agglutinating affix — fusional affix.

7 Content morphemes (e.g. nouns and verbs) are referential lexemes able to receive or assign thematic roles
(Myers-Scotton 2006:248). Early system morphemes (e.g. determiners, plural markers, articles, satellite
prepositions of phrasal verbs) do not participate in the allocation or reception of thematic roles. Rather, they “flesh
out the meaning” of content morphemes (Myers-Scotton 2006:268). Late system morphemes (outsider and bridge)
are conceptually activated late in linguistic production and their main function is to relate content morphemes,
“cementing” them into a clause (ibid. 268-269). Bridge morphemes (e.g. the possessives markers of and ’s)
constitute links between phrases, allowing speakers to yield larger constituents (ibid. 269). Contrary to outsider
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Additionally, Myers-Scotton (1993:163; 2006:213-217, 231) notices a difference in
borrowability between cultural loans (i.e. loans that constitute new concepts for the
recipient code) and core loans (i.e. loans that already have their equivalents in the
recipient code). The borrowing of the former type is, to a degree, natural and easy; in
contrast, the borrowing of the latter type is more constrained and necessitates code-
switching and bilingualism (Matras 2009:110).

(e) Drawing on large empirical data, Tadmor (2009) designs a borrowing hierarchy of
“semantic fields” (ibid. 64). The domains of religion and belief, clothing and grooming,
and house are the most borrowable. The domains of kinship, body, special relations,
and sense perceptions are the least borrowable (ibid.). Given the reported evidence, the
exact hierarchy is as follows: religion and belief — clothing and grooming — house —
law — social and political relations — agriculture and vegetation — food and drink —
warfare and hunting — possession — animals — cognition — basic actions and
technology — time — speech and language — quantity — emotions and values — the
physical world — motion — kinship — body — spatial relations — sense perception
(ibid. 64).6

(f) Perhaps, the widest and most comprehensive array of local hierarchies has been posited
by Matras (2007). He proposes a number of atomic scales for each separate lexical class
or language module:

(1) The first class of dependencies concerns nominal structures. Peripheral spatial
relations (e.g. ‘around’ and ‘opposite’) are more borrowable than core relations
(e.g. ‘in’ or ‘at’) (Matras 2007:42); the markers encoding plurality, diminutive,
and agentivity are the most borrowable of all bound morphemes (ibid. 43-44);
derivational morphemes are more borrowable than inflectional morphemes
(ibid. 43-44; 2009:215); adpositions are more borrowable than bound gender
and case markers, which are “the most stable features in the nominal domain”
(Matras 2007:44); and unique referents are more borrowable than general/core
vocabulary (Matras 2009:161). Overall, the borrowability of nominal modifiers
exhibits the following order: derivation marker — classifier — plural marker
— definiteness marker — case marker (Matras 2009:218).

morphemes, they refer to grammatical information that is located inside “Maximal Projection of [their] Head”
(Myers-Scotton 2002:73). Lastly, outsider late-system morphemes (e.g. agreement markers and case affixes) are
morphemes of which their interpretation depends on the information encoded by constituents located outside the
immediate phrase containing that morpheme itself (Myers-Scotton 2006:269-270; see also Matras 2009:132). The
dependencies proposed by Myers-Scotton (2002; 2006) can be unified into a single hierarchy: content morphemes
— early system morphemes — bridge system morphemes — late system morphemes.

%8 Tadmor (2009:67) also offers a list of 100 most borrowing-resistant lexemes, with the pronouns ‘he/she/it” and
‘we’ occupying the highest position. Additionally, he compiles the so-called Leipzig-Jakarta list of basic
vocabulary (ibid.69-71) — an alternative to the Swadesh list — that is characterized, among other features, by its
“resistance to borrowing” (ibid. 71-72). The most prominent class of lexemes includes body parts, common
natural phenomena, generic terms for animals, motions, and activities of eating, drinking, and laughing, essential
properties such as ‘big” and ‘small’, ‘old’ and ‘new’, and ‘black’ and ‘red’, as well as personal pronouns (ibid.).
The Leipzig-Jakarta list and the Swadesh list overlap to a large extent (ibid. 73).
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(ii)

(iii)

(iv)

)

(vi)

(vii)

For verbal structures, the transfer of tense, aspect, and mood (TAM) markers is
generally uncommon, although this uncommonness is uneven for different parts
of the TAM system (Matras 2007:44). From the most global perspective,
modality is more borrowable than aspect and Aktionsart, which in turn are more
borrowable than tense (ibid. 44-46). Within a modal domain, the borrowability
of the different senses exhibits the following hierarchy: obligation — necessity
— possibility — ability — desire (ibid. 45). Within a temporal domain, future
tense markers are more borrowable than other tenses (ibid. 46).%° Overall, the
borrowability of verbs, as well as all lexical classes other than nouns, is lower
than the borrowability of nouns (Matras 2007:47-48; 2009:161).

For numerals, cardinal numbers over 10 are more borrowable than numbers
below 10 (Matras 2007:50), the more holistic hierarchy exhibiting the following
order: above 100 — above 20 — above 10 — above 5 — below 5 (ibid. 51).
Ordinal numerals are characterized by an inverse tendency, with lower ordinals
being more borrowable than higher ordinals (ibid.52). Overall, the borrowing
of numerals is greater in formal contexts than informal contexts (ibid. 51).

For connectors and conjunctions, Matras (2007) proposes the following three
hierarchies: ‘but’” — ‘or’ — ‘and’ (ibid. 54); concessive, conditional, causal,
purpose — other subordinators (ibid. 56); factual complementizers — non-
factual complementizers (ibid.).

For particles and functional vocabulary, the following hierarchical
dependencies are proposed: ‘yet’, ‘already’ — °‘still’ — ‘no longer’ (Matras
2007:56); ‘always’ — ‘never’ — ‘now, then’ (ibid. 58); ‘only’ — ‘too’ —
‘even’ (ibid. 56); discourse markers and interjections — other particles (Matras
2007:57; 2009; cf. Curnow 2001:428); positive answer particles — negative
answer particles (Matras 2007:58).

For adjectives and adverbs, the superlative is more borrowable than the
comparative (Matras 2007:59).

Lastly, with regard to the borrowing of all types of derivations and inflections,
Matras (2007; 2009) proposes the following two dependencies: derivational
morphology — inflectional morphology (Matras 2007:24; 2009:157, 209-
212);7° and nominal derivation — non-nominal derivation (Matras 2009:211).7!

8 As far as voice (e.g. passive, reflexive, reciprocal) and valency increasing/decreasing verbal structures are concerned,
the borrowing of those is “almost exclusively pattern-oriented, and usually involve an increase in frequency distribution
of an existing option” (Matras 2007:47). Regarding pattern borrowing, see section 3.2.2 below.

0 The exception being plural markers of which borrowability is significant (Matras 2009:212).

"I This means that lexical borrowing (i.e. transfer of specific words) does not “constitute a very powerful motivation to
replicate derivational procedures” (Matras 2009:211; see also Gardani 2012; Gardani, Arkadiev & Amiridze 2015).
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The other class of hierarchies is provided by global models of borrowability. As explained
above, global models formulate a single holistic hierarchy that correlates the lexical classes
and morpho-syntactic profiles of transferred elements with their susceptibility for borrowing.
Three explicit global models are the most influential in scholarship, i.e. that posited by
Muysken (1981; 2000), Thomason & Kaufman (1988), and Matras (2007; 2009). Each
respective model is briefly explicated below.

(a) According to the model developed by Muysken (1981; 2000), and later re-used by
Winford (2003:53; 2010:176), the probability of lexical-class borrowing decreases in
the following order: nouns — adjectives — verbs — prepositions — coordinating
conjunctions — quantifiers — determiners — free pronouns — clitic pronouns —
subordinating conjunctions. This means that, overall, open lexical classes are
transferred more easily than closed lexical classes (cf. Ross 1988 mentioned above).

(b) Another global model of borrowing instrumental in studies on language contact was
proposed by Thomason & Kaufman (1988). Thomason & Kaufman (1988) distinguish
between five degrees or levels of borrowability. Borrowability is the highest for content
words, and decreases slightly for function words and lexical semantic properties. The
borrowability of adpositions and derivational suffixes is more constrained. Even more
challenging to be transferred is word order and inflectional morphology. Lastly,
significant typological modifications imposed by borrowing are the most difficult to
occur (Thomason & Kaufman 1988:74-75; Matras 2009:156). This can be interpreted
in the following linear manner: content words — function words — adpositions —
derivational affixes — word order — inflectional affixes.’?

(c) The most recent global hierarchy was formulated by Matras (2007; 2009) mainly with
regard to lexical classes. By unifying some of the local hierarchies, which have been
presented in the previous paragraphs, Matras proposes the following global scale of
borrowability: nouns and conjunctions — verbs — discourse markers — adjectives —
interjections — adverbs — other particles and adpositions — numerals — pronouns —
derivational affixes — inflectional affixes (see Matras 2007:24; 2009:157).

In light of all the hierarchies introduced in this section, whether local or global, four major
converging points, and thus the most pervasive tendencies in borrowing, may be discerned.
First, as far as the meaning of a borrowed item is concerned, content (referential) and cultural
elements are more borrowable than functional and core elements (cf. Myers-Scotton
2006:212-217; Tadmor 2009:59).7* Second, as far as lexical class is concerned, nouns are the
most borrowable, while pronouns are least borrowable (cf. Matras 2009; Tadmor 2009:61) —

2 Thomason & Kaufman (1988) also include phonetics and phonology in their hierarchy. I will discuss the
borrowing of sounds (both in relation to matter and pattern) further below.

3 Even with regard to the respective size of these two word types, the borrowability of content words is twice as
common as that of function words (Tadmor 2009:59).
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the position of other lexical classes being more or less controversial.”* Third, as far as
morphological properties are concerned, free morphemes are more borrowable than bound
morphemes (cf. Moravcsik 1978; Curnow 2001:419, 426-429; Matras 2009:209-215;
Gardani 2020).”° Fourth, inflectional morphology is less borrowable than derivational
morphology (Thomason & Kaufman 1988:74-777; Matras 2009:209-2915; 2015:47, 59-61,
75; Gardani, Arkadiev & Amiridze 2015:7-9; Gardani 2020),7° being “likely to be borrowed
[only] if it is re-interpreted as derivational, i.e. as modifying meaning rather than syntactic
role” (Matras 2015:61).7” Specifically, inherent inflections or “context-autonomous
inflection” (Gardani, Arkadiev & Amiridze 2015:7), e.g. pluralizers, semantic case markers,
TAM and voice morphemes, are more borrowable than contextual inflections or “inflection
induced by obligatory syntactic government or agreement”, e.g. grammatical case markers
and person, gender, and number markers on verbs (ibid. 7; Gardani 2008; 2012; 2020).7® As
a result, the following cline is usually recognized: derivation — inherent inflection —
contextual inflection (Gardani, Arkadiev & Amiridze 2015:9; Gardani 2020).”°

4 See, however, Wohlgemuth (2009:291-292) who seriously questions the special position of nouns (especially
in relation to verbs). He proposes that the relationship between lexical classes and borrowability is only indirect.
Differences in borrowability rather stem from “the very nature of the different word classes’ functions and [...]
their discourse frequencies” (ibid. 292). Nevertheless, Tadmor (2009:61) provides convincing empirical evidence
demonstrating that nouns are twice as borrowable as other lexical classes. The borrowability of adjectives, adverbs
(treated jointly), and verbs is overall similar and always lower than that of nouns (ibid.).

5 (Heavy) borrowing of free morphemes is also responsible for the transfer of structural elements, e.g.
phonological and morphological features (Winford 2005:386-387). In contrast, direct borrowing of structural
elements is more likely to occur if the languages in contact are typologically similar (ibid. 387).

76 Gardani (2020) hypothesizes that prototypical derivations (e.g. verbal nouns, denominal adjectives, de-
adjectival nouns) are more borrowable than non-prototypical derivations (agentive nouns, action nouns, and
diminutives).

7 Seifart’s (2013) 4 world-wide survey of affix borrowing contains a relatively significant number of borrowed
derivations (see also Gardani 2020). Of the most commonly borrowed derivational morphemes are agentive and
diminutive markers and word-class changing morphemes, e.g. adjectivizers (Matras 2015:59; Gardani 2020). In
contrast, borrowing of inflectional morphology is exceptional (Matras 2009; 2011; 2015) and only a few clear
instances of morphological inflectional loans are attested (Matras 2015:62, 75). These specifically involve aspect
markers, pluralizers, classifiers, and markers of definiteness (ibid. 60-61). Furthermore, when attested, the
distribution of inflectional loans is restricted. It is usually limited to transferred vocabulary, “[does] not diffuse to
inherited lexemes” (ibid. 75), and “[is] employed on a wholesale basis either with a closed class of items [...] or
with a particular word class (such as nouns), or with borrowed lexemes belonging to a particular word class”
(ibid.). An opposite view is maintained by Thomason (2015:27), who states that matter borrowing of inflections
is “considerably more common than one might guess from the general language contact literature”. It arises in
cases of close genetic relatedness and typological congruence of the involved languages as well as their intense
contact, visible for instance in a high level of bilingualism of speakers (ibid. 472). Matras (2015) concurs,
affirming that superficial formal coincidence of morphemes that are functionally related may enhance the
borrowability of morphology, including inflections (Matras 2015:64). That is, when a donor code’s inflections
and/or derivations are transferred to the recipient code’s lexemes, “it is due to a close structural similarity between
the borrowed form and the corresponding inherited affix” (ibid. 75). Such cases are, however, not true instances
of matter borrowing but rather invoke processes operating during pattern borrowing based on analogy (ibid.; see
section 3.2.2 below). Overall, as observed by Gardani (2020), scholarship lacks comprehensive cross-linguistic
studies on matter and pattern borrowing of derivations.

78 Plural markers occupy an intermediate position between derivation and inflection (Matras 2007:43). As they
encode “semantic opposition to singulars at the word level”, they are semantically transparent, which increases
their borrowability (ibid.). Regarding inherent and contextual inflections consult Booij (1996). See also Meakins
(2011a).

7 The difference in borrowability of derivations and inflections probably has its roots in distinct motivations
underlying the transfer of these two categories (Matras 2015). Inflectional morphology is related to the identity
of a bilingual speaker and its purpose is to re-negotiate and re-draw language and social boundaries (ibid. 76).
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Overall, morphemes “with a higher degree of functional transparency” are more borrowable
than morphemes with lower transparency (Gardani, Arkadiev & Amiridze 2015:6, drawing on
Winford 2003:91-92). Therefore, polysemous morphemes tend to be transferred with functions
that are more concrete and transparent (Gardani, Arkadiev & Amiridze 2015:6).

3.2.2 Pattern borrowing

Pattern borrowing — or PAT borrowing (Sakel 2007) — is the other major type of borrowing. In
contrast to matter borrowing or the transfer of more or less adapted linguistic forms, pattern
borrowing occurs in cases where “only the patterns of the other language are replicated, i.e. the
organization, distribution and mapping of grammatical or semantic meaning, while the form itself
is not borrowed” (Sakel 2007:15). This general definition alludes to the internal heterogeneity of
pattern borrowing which encompasses two classes of relatively distinct, although often
intertwined, phenomena: borrowing of structural patterns and borrowing of semantic patterns.®°

Borrowing of structural patterns involves the replication of constructions and their features that
exist in the donor language through the material of the recipient language. In other words, by
analogy to a category existing in the donor (model) language, a corresponding category is
developed in the recipient language by means of the available elements (Matras 2009:235).
Borrowing of structural patterns may occur at the level of a clause, phrase, construction, and
word, and thus pertains to both syntax and morphology (Matras 2009). At the clausal level, the
transfer may concern the manners of clause combination, the placement of constituents, and
generally, word order — probably the most schematic or abstract type of pattern borrowing
(Curnow 2001:432; Matras 2009:248, 251). At the phrasal level, the transfer may lead to the
formation of new categories, e.g. definite and indefinite articles (Matras 2009:252), and may
affect the word order of phrasal constituents, e.g. the position of adpositions (ibid. 257) and the
relationships between heads and modifiers (e.g. possessive constructions and attributive
adjectives; ibid. 253). At the construction or word level, the transfer may involve modifications
in alignment, e.g. the development of ergative alignment in what was previously an accusative-
alignment language (ibid. 260) or the development of agglutinative alignment in a fusional
system (ibid. 262); the development of inflections (e.g. case, tense, aspect, and mood) and
derivations (e.g. causative, passive, reflexive) through the expansion of replica affixes or
periphrastic constructions (ibid. 258, 265); as well as modifications affecting the category of
gender (e.g. loss of neuter and change in gender markedness) and number (ibid. 264). It also

Because of its crucial task to mark, initiate, and anchor predication grammar, inflectional morphology “encodes
and signals the language choices of the bilingual speaker” (ibid. 76; see also ibid. 66). In contrast, derivational
morphology “modifies meaning and shapes lexical representations” as well as “replicat[ing] procedures of
meaning derivation from the source language in the recipient language” (ibid. 76). Therefore, due to being far
more consequential for the (grammar) system of the recipient language and the identity of its users, transfer of
inflectional morphology is dispreferred (Gardani, Arkadiev & Amiridze 2015:10; Matras 2015:76-77; Gardani
2012; 2020; see also Haspelmath and Sims 2010:100-102). On morphological borrowing see Vanhove et al.
(2012).

80 Pattern borrowing has also been referred to as calque, indirect transfer or diffusion, loan formation, replication,
and selective copying (Gardani, Arkadiev & Amiridze 2015:3; Gardani 2020).
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involves loan translations where a donor lexeme is recreated in the recipient system, using its
native components (Mott & Laso 2020). It should be noted that most instances of borrowing
of structural patterns also imply borrowing of (some) content. This is the most evident in cases
where, due to a model construction found in the donor language, a replica expression is coined
in the recipient language (ibid. 246-247).

Borrowing of structural patterns often results in replica grammaticalization (Matras 2009:238;
Gardani, Arkadiev & Amiridze 2015:3). Conforming to pattern borrowing, in replica
grammaticalization, speakers imitate functions associated with a grammatical construction found
in the donor language by mapping them onto elements of the recipient language (Heine & Kuteva
2003; 2005; 2006; Matras 2009:239; see also Wiemer & Wailchli 2012 and Gast & van der
Auwera 2012). In this process, however, they make use of “more concrete meaning in order to
express abstract functions” (Matras 2009:240). In other words, patterns are replicated by means
of elements that, in the recipient language, occupy “a less advanced stage of functional-semantic
development than its model” in the donor language (Gardani, Arkadiev & Amiridze 2015:6,
drawing on Heine 2012). This creates an impression of the advancement of the replicated
structure on its grammaticalization path (Heine & Kuteva 2003; 2005; Andrason 2008; Andrason
& Visser 2015). As aresult, replica grammaticalization operates as if the speakers of the recipient
language had conceptual access to the grammaticalization path travelled by the construction of
the donor language (Heine & Kuteva 2003; 2005:92; Matras 2009:239).

In contrast to the borrowing of structural patterns, the borrowing of semantic patterns refers to
the transfer of the sole lexical and/or grammatical content of an element. That is, the semantic
and/or grammatical potential of an element from the recipient language is modified, e.g.
shrunk, extended, or replaced, in order to model the meaning(s) and function(s) of an element
from the donor language (Aikhenvald & Dixon 2001:2; Matras 2009:246-247, 263-264; Mott
& Laso 2020).3! A highly pervasive type of semantic-pattern borrowing is polysemy copying
(Heine & Kuteva 2005:100-103). In its most characteristic case, the entire map of senses and
uses of an element from the recipient language is “inspired” by the donor language, leading to
a gamut of innovative semantic extensions (Matras 2013:239).8?

Overall, borrowing of structural patterns is somewhat related to matter borrowing given that it
concerns formal properties of constructions. However, instead of involving the transfer of
specific morphological forms, as is the case with matter borrowing, it involves the transfer of
properties located at a higher level of schematicity or abstractness. In contrast, borrowing of
semantic patterns is more distant from matter borrowing since no structural elements are present
in transfer, be they specific (as in matter borrowing) or schematic/abstract (as in borrowing of
structural patterns).

81 This may be stimulated by formal similarities between source and target lexemes and constructions (Mott &
Laso 2020).

82 Polysemy copying is, of course, related to replica grammaticalization. In both, the crucial element is the
semantic potential of an item that is being transferred, and the non-arbitrariness of the entire replication (Matras
2009:240).
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Apart from their definitional differences outlined above, pattern borrowing distinguishes
itself from matter borrowing by other secondary properties. First, when compared to the
borrowing of matter, pattern transfer is a “more volatile and opportunistic strategy”, and its
course is “more erratic” (Matras 2009:243). Second, to a significantly larger extent than the
borrowing of matter, pattern borrowing contributes to the structural convergence between
languages (Matras 2009:236), being able to alter (entire) parts of the recipient system
(Aikhenvald & Dixon 2001:16). Third, pattern borrowing is more dependent upon (intense
and prolonged) bilingualism than is the case for matter borrowing, which may take place with
limited participation of bilinguals (Sakel 2007:25; Matras 2009:235, 237, citing Silva-
Corvalan 1994:133, 168; Ross 2020).%3

As is the case with matter borrowing, apart from depending on language-external factors, the
ease and speed of pattern borrowing are heavily conditioned by language-internal properties of
the elements being transferred (Matras 2009:235-237). In general terms, some structural
domains are more borrowable than others, the main constraint being “the ability to match a
new pattern to available word-forms” (ibid. 235). Despite the fact that the determination of
clear dependencies between the properties of a pattern and its borrowability is elusive (ibid.
243) — which is a direct consequence of the erratic behavior of pattern borrowing mentioned
above — a few tendencies or structural constraints on the presence and distribution of pattern
transfers have been proposed.

As far as content words are concerned, pattern borrowing — especially borrowing of semantic
patterns — is relatively common. It even occurs in languages in which the replication of
grammatical structures is minimal, as well as in languages which are “shielded” by institutions,
e.g. language academies, designed to combat matter borrowing (i.e. direct loanwords) in general
(Matras 2009:245). In contrast, with regard to grammar and/or borrowing of structural patterns,
transfer is usually more difficult. As mentioned above, it necessitates more intense and prolonged
contact, including the pervasive multilingualism of speakers and the isolation of the recipient
code (Thomason & Kaufman 1988; Matras 2007:61; 2009:251; Ross 2020). As is the case with
matter borrowing, different types of lexical classes and morpho-syntactic structures exhibit a
distinct propensity towards pattern borrowing. Overall, the direction of pattern borrowing with
respect to grammar seems to proceed “from top to bottom” (Aikhenvald & Dixon 2001:17), i.e.
from larger units to smaller units, or from inter-clausal structures (coordination and
subordination, including complement clauses, adverbial clauses, and relative clauses)
downwards to phrases and morphology (ibid. 17-18; Matras 2009:244). Therefore, as argued by
Ross (2001:146, 149) and Matras (2009:244), pattern replicability is the highest at the level of
sentences and clauses, lower at the level of phrases, and the lowest at the level of words. This

83 Pattern borrowing is also often opaque, while the transfer of matter constitutes a more discernible and obvious
phenomenon (Aikhenvald & Dixon 2001:2; Matras 2009:235). This opaqueness stems from the difficulty in
evaluating linguistic evidence related to pattern borrowing. That is, apart from contact, similarities in patterns
exhibited by interacting languages may also emerge language-internally, i.e. due to genetic retention or, more
importantly, parallel and/or universal developments, where different languages (originally related or not) share
their inner dynamics (Aikhenvald & Dixon 2001:3). Contrary to pattern borrowing, the identification of which
may be controversial and problematic, borrowing of matter is more easily demonstrable.
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view complies with the hierarchies formulated earlier by Stolz & Stolz (1996:112), according to
whom the convergence of patterns occurs in the following order of ease: discourse — text
grammar (text — paragraph — coupling of propositions) — clause grammar (clause — phrase
— word coupling) — word grammar (word — morphology).®* As far as word order is concerned,
the linear arrangement of nominal constituents exhibits the greatest likelihood of being affected.
The word order of cupula predication (including non-verbal and/or non-lexical predication) is
less borrowable. The word order of genuine verbal predications is the least borrowable (Matras
2007:60; 2009:244). Lastly, at word level, while borrowing of morphological matter (especially
inflections) is rare and largely dispreferred (see section 3.2.1 above), pattern borrowing of
morphology is attested more widely across languages (Matras 2009:258-260; 2015). Arguably,
derivational patterns are more borrowable than inflectional patterns (Gardani 2020).

Pattern borrowing is also the principle factor in metatypy (Ross 2001:145-146; 2020; see also
Aikhenvald & Dixon 2001:16-18). Similar to the borrowing hierarchy of patterns, metatypy first
affects sentences and clauses, next phrases, and lastly words (Ross 2001:146).

3.2.3 Borrowing of sounds

The distinction between the two main types of borrowing, i.e. matter and pattern borrowing, and
the fragmentation of pattern borrowing itself into its structural and semantic variants, are useful
if all the classes of borrowings distinguished are understood in terms of a conceptual continuum
rather than three separate categories. This continuum schematizes a gradual decrease of formal
aspects implicated in transfer: from the transfer of both an exact and schematic form (matter
borrowing) to the lack of any formal aspects of transfer, whether exact or schematic (semantic
pattern borrowing), through the transfer of only schematic formal features (structural pattern
borrowing). The three borrowing types as described in the previous sections should therefore
only be viewed as prototypical cases. Prototypical cases such as these aforementioned three do
not embody the entire variations available in language contact. They are mappable onto three
distinct points along the continuum, and do not cover the entire continuum of possibilities. What
realistically occurs in interacting languages is that a particular case of borrowing is often
categorially fuzzy. It involves the simultaneous transfer of matter, abstract pattern, and semantic
pattern, exploiting each borrowing type to a different degree (Sakel 2007; see also Gardani,
Arkadiev & Amiridze 2015:7; Gardani 2020). The continuum interpretation of borrowing
accounts for such categorially blended instances, as well as the fact that it may sometimes be
problematic, difficult, or even meaningless to determine whether one deals with matter or pattern
borrowing and whether pattern borrowing is of a structural or semantic subtype.®

8 Note that the hierarchy proposed by Romaine (1995:64) is practically the opposite: lexical items — morphology
(derivational — inflectional) — syntax.

85 For instance, although for some levels of language, the matter-pattern and structure-semantics distinctions are both
relevant and meaningful, for other levels, such splits are less significant or even questionable in principle. Indeed,
such distinctions usually operate at and beyond morpheme level, especially in morphology and morpho-syntax.
Changes related to syntax, especially constituent order, can only be of the pattern type (Sakel 2007:16-17).
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Transfer involving sounds and sound systems — i.e. phonetics and phonology — is particularly
difficult to classify accurately as either matter or pattern borrowing. Indeed, it can often be
analyzed in terms of both borrowing types (Sakel 2007:16-17).3¢ The less disruptive the
transfer is from a systemic perspective, the more matter oriented it is. For instance, at an
individual lexeme level, where a phone, articulation type, stress, or tone of a particular
loanword is imported, sound borrowing is usually of a matter type. At a systemic level, where
the inventory of phonemes is modified and phonological distinctions and categories are added
or lost, sound borrowing is predominantly of a pattern type (Sakel 2007:17-18; see also Grant,
Klein & Ng 2020). Therefore, changes in phonetics tend to involve matter borrowing, while
changes in phonology involve pattern borrowing. As phonological system-oriented changes,
and thus pattern borrowing, generally emerge through the generalization of individual cases of
matter replication — i.e. the accumulation of specific loanwords that contain new sounds — the
entire distinction between matter and pattern borrowing in the sound system becomes
problematic in various cases. Due to the gradient nature of such an accumulative process, the
two categories are fuzzy and a neat distinction between them is unattainable.®’

In general terms, borrowing of sounds proceeds via three routes: (a) an unaltered incorporation
of the donor language’s phoneme(s) into the recipient language; (b) articulatory adaptation of
the donor’s phoneme(s) to the recipient system; (c) unaltered incorporation of a new phoneme
in lexemes that are borrowed into the recipient language, without incorporating that phoneme
into the entire recipient phonological system, or doing so only to a degree (Matras 2007:38;
2009:225).8% Overall, the convergence of the two systems — and thus the maintenance of the
donor language’s phonemes — increases with more profound and generalized bilingualism,
while integration increases with more instances of monolingualism. Therefore, the fully
adaptive route (b) is typical of monolingualism, semi-bilingualism, and attitudes of loyalty
towards the recipient language. Again, this connection between unaltered preservation and
profound adaptation is gradual — as is the distinction between community bilingualism and
monolingualism that underlies it — ranging from a total separation of the systems to their
complete overlap (Matras 2009:226).

Although “the range of possibilities of change in the [sound systems] of languages [...] is
almost limitless” (Grant, Klein & Ng 2020:75) not all elements are equally borrowable. As is
true of the transfer of matter and patterns, borrowability in phonetics and phonology heavily
depends on the properties of the item being transferred, e.g. whether it is a consonant, a vowel,
or a specific prosodic feature. Several local hierarchies have been proposed in the literature.
For instance, scholars agree that the introduction of allophonic variation of a consonantal
phoneme due to “the convergence of articulation modes and positions” is one of the most

% It is also insensitive to the structure-semantics distinction of pattern borrowing.

87 Sometimes, however, phonological pattern-related modifications may be more direct (Aikhenvald & Dixon
2001:2; cf. Curnow 2001:426).

88 Matras (2009:225) distinguishes an additional fourth type related to the “convergence of systems during second-
language acquisition” with the adjustment of the donor language’s sounds to the system of the recipient language.
This occurs in the context of emergent bilingualism in minority languages with a strong identity and a necessity
on the part of speakers to acquire the second language.
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common sound changes taking place due to borrowing (Matras 2007:38); that consonants are
more borrowable than vowels (ibid.37); and that prosodic features are more borrowable than
segmental features (ibid. 38-39; 2009:232-233). In light of such local dependencies, the
following global hierarchy has recently been proposed by Matras (2009:232): prosody — stress
— vowels (vowel length — vowel quality) — semi-vowels and liquids — complex consonants
— other consonants.*” Given that this hierarchy was designed for Romani, it need not operate
for all languages. Indeed, as noticed by Matras himself (2009:232), a global hierarchy of sound
borrowability may be cross-linguistically erratic.

Additionally, the borrowing of sounds is conditioned by the role that the borrowed item is
going to play in the recipient language system and how disruptive the borrowing may be — that
is, whether it is assimilated as an allophone or incorporated as a fully-fledged phoneme and
whether it affects a single word, a set of loanwords, or the entire sound system. Given these
parameters, two types of dependencies have been posited. On the one hand, the borrowability
of phonological features in loanwords is greater than the borrowability of independent
phonological features (Matras 2007:39). On the other hand, minor phonological features are
more borrowable than entire phonemes, which are in turn more borrowable than distinctive
phonological features, with deep phonetic modifications being the least transferable
(Thomason & Kaufman 1988:74-75; cf. Matras 2009:156).

33 Research questions and strategy

Having identified the knowledge gaps and main points of the debates concerning Polish
borrowings in Wymysorys (see section 2.2), as well as having explained the framework that I
have adopted to deal with these shortcomings, I can now formulate the precise research
questions that will guide my study.

As explained at the beginning of this dissertation, the principle issue of my research is the
determination of the quantitative and qualitative extent of Polish borrowing in Wymysorys.
That is, how profound is Polish influence on the Wymysorys language system? Is it highly
significant, moderately significant, or rather insignificant? In this evaluation, I will take into
consideration not only the most obvious type of borrowing that has permeated Wymysorys
scholarship, i.e. the incorporation of Polish forms into the Wymysorys language system; I will
also study all the other types of borrowing specified in my framework.

The main research question formulated above warrants two sets of subsidiary inquiries. These
sub-questions are of two types. The first type is oriented towards the recipient language and/or
the endpoint of the contact process and directly reflects the adopted framework. It concerns the
major categories of borrowing, namely matter or pattern, pertaining to the sound system, lexicon,
or core grammar, and additive, neutral, or negative in type; their hierarchy (i.e. susceptibility to

% Note that the order of consonants and vowels in this hierarchy diverges from their usual arrangement (compare
with the above observation that consonants are more borrowable than vowels; Matras 2007:37, 232).
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the borrowing of different lexical and syntactic elements); and the ultimate contribution to the
resultant system (i.e. the complexifying or simplifying effects of transfer). To be exact:

(a) Are both matter and pattern borrowing types attested and, if so, what is their
respective share in the totality of Polish influence on the Wymysorys language?

(b) What types of hierarchies of matter and pattern borrowing emerge in Wymysorys-
Polish language contact? And thus, what is their tendency to occur in different
lexical classes and morpho-syntactic types?

(c) What is the proportion of additive, negative, and neutral types of borrowings? And
thus, is borrowing an enriching or impoverishing phenomenon?

The second type of sub-question is oriented more specifically towards the donor language (i.e.
Polish) and/or the beginning of the contact process and directly engages with the debates and
knowledge gaps characterizing Wymysorys scholarship. It concerns specific sources of
borrowings, their motivation, and possible adaptations during the process of transfer. To be exact:

(d) Do the borrowed elements draw on Standard Polish or on Polish dialects?

(e) What are the motivations for the borrowing of Polish elements in Wymysorys?

(f) Do elements transferred from Polish tend to preserve their donor-language
characteristics or do they lose them in order to fit into the recipient-language system?°°

To answer the main and subsidiary research questions identified above, I will adopt the
following strategy: In the next six chapters that form the evidence part of this dissertation, I
will describe the details of borrowing phenomena in different lexical classes, morpheme
types, and language modules. First, I will study the Polish influence on the sound system of
Wymysorys. Next, [ will analyze the transfer of free morphemes. I will examine borrowing
in content lexicon (i.e. nouns, verbs, adjective, adverbs, and ideophones) and functional
lexicon connectors (i.e. particles, interjections, pronouns, and prepositions). Subsequently, I
will study the borrowing of bound morphemes, both derivational and inflectional. Lastly, I
will analyze the contact phenomena affecting phrasal- and clausal-level structures, i.e.
morpho-syntax and syntax. In all chapters except that dedicated to the sound system, I will
provide a comprehensive list of loans, specify their pattern or matter type as well as the
various semantic subclasses, determine the origin of the borrowed elements in specific Polish
varieties (i.e. standard or dialectal), and identify phonetic, morphological, and syntactic
adaptive mechanisms that have operated during transfer. Afterwards, I will review and
critically evaluate this evidence, providing conclusive answers to the main research question
and the two sets of subsidiary inquiries.

%0 To be precise, this last sub-question (f) is related to the donor and the recipient codes, and concerns the
beginning and the endpoint of the borrowing process.
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CHAPTER FOUR

4. Sound system

The sound system is one of the modules of the Wymysorys language that have experienced a
profound influence from Polish. Indeed, the Polish impact on Wymysorys phonetics,
phonology, and phonotactics has been substantial and varied. It is visible through the
introduction of new, previously absent features, the enhancement or propagation of features
that originally existed in the language, the preservation of inherited features that have been lost
in related languages, and — in contradiction — the elimination of features. In this chapter, I
describe in detail the various aspects of the influence of Polish on the Wymysorys sound
system, with regard to consonants (section 4.1), vowels (section 4.2), and rules, phonotactics,
and prosody (section 4.3).

4.1 Consonants

The consonantal system of Wymysorys has been profoundly altered due to contact with Polish.
The most significant and relatively uncontroversial Polish influence concerns: the borrowing of
the two series of sibilant fricatives and affricates, i.e. [¢], [z], [te], [dz] and [s], [z], [ts], [dz]
(4.1.1); the phonemization of /3/, /d%/ ,and /tAf/ in light of the above-mentioned transfer of sibilants
and affricates (4.1.2); the presence of the alveolo-palatal nasal [n] (4.1.3); the grammaticality of
the voiceless velar fricative [x] in word-initial position (4.1.4); the development of the labialized
velar approximant [w] from the velarized alveolar lateral approximant [1], as well as the
complementary distribution of that [t] with [1] at earlier diachronic stages (4.1.5); and the use of
/r/ in a pre-consonantal position and its apical alveolar trill realization.

4.1.1 The system of sibilant fricatives and affricates

One of the most relevant effects of contact with Polish concerns the system of Wymysorys’
sibilant fricatives and affricates. Polish is responsible for the presence of two originally foreign
series in Wymysorys, having furthermore possibly — and, in a way, paradoxically — contributed
to the maintenance of the original German series.

Polish has a complex system of sibilant fricatives and affricates. On the one hand, it possesses
“soft” palatal(ized) sounds spelled as s/si, z/zi, ¢/ci, and dz/dzi. On the other hand, it includes
“hard” non-palatal sounds noted as sz, rz/z, cz, and dz (Swan 2002:11; Gussmann 2007:75-
78; Sadowska 2012:7-8).°! The sounds of the “soft” series are defined as laminal alveolo-

91 In addition, there is also a dental series s [s], z [z], ¢ [ts], and dz [dz].
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palatal (or laminal palatalized postalveolar) and represented by the IPA symbols [¢], [z], [te],
and [dz]. The consonants of the “hard” series are defined — especially by Polish scholars —
as postalveolars and represented by [[], [3], [t/], and [d3] (cf. Biedrzycki 1974; Spencer 1986;
Dogil 1990; Jassem 2003; Gussmann 2007; see also Stieber 1962; Rospond 1971;
Wierzchowska 1980). The same class of sounds has also been viewed — mostly by Anglo-
Saxon and German researchers — as retroflex, the respective consonants being transcribed as
[s], [Z], [t], and [d] (cf. Keating 1991; Ladefoged & Maddieson 1996; Hamann 2003; 2004;
Padgett & Zygis 2003). While the former notation suggests a partially palatalized
pronunciation (similar to [[] and [t[] in German and English), the latter implies that the tongue
shape is concave and apical or subapical. The actual realization of these consonants is,
however, neither palatal(ized) nor fully retroflex, but rather laminal and flat — their closest
IPA equivalents being [s], [z], [ts], and [dz] (cf. Hamann 2003). In any case, from an acoustic
perspective, the contrast between the two series opposes soft/palatal/higher-
pitched/brighter/more-hissing sounds with hard/non-palatal/lower-pitched/duller/more-
hushing sounds (for details, see Hamann 2003; 2004, cf. also Kara§ & Madejowa 1977;
Gussmann 2007:75-78).

Due to contact with Polish, the above-mentioned series of sibilants and affricates — i.e. the soft,
higher-pitched, brighter, and more-hissing laminal alveolo-palatal consonants ([¢], [z], [te],
and [dz]) and the hard, non-palatal, lower-pitched, duller, and more-hushing laminal flat
postalveolar consonants ([s], [z], [ts], and [dz]) — are extensively used in Wymysorys (Zak
2013; 2016; Andrason 2014c; 2015a). Their Polish origin can be inferred from the particular
visibility and stability of those two series in Wymysorys in lexical borrowings from Polish, on
the one hand, and their absence in West Germanic languages on the other (cf. Konig & van der
Auwera 1994; Harbert 2007).

Indeed, the presence of the two series is the most evident in lexical borrowings that have been
introduced to Wymysorys from Polish. In such cases, the borrowing of Polish sounds emerges
as a byproduct of the (nearly) unaltered, from a phonetic perspective, incorporation of
particular lexemes. The etymologically correct laminal alveolo-palatal consonants —
etymological if compared to Standard Polish — have penetrated Wymysorys through loanwords
such as: §limok [¢] ‘snail’ (P. $limak), mizan [z] ‘deteriorate, waste’ (P. miziad), ki¢ [te] ‘cat’
(P. kicia), and déiwok [dz] ‘freak’ (P. dziwak). The etymologically correct laminal flat
postalveolar consonants are attested in lexemes such as: oelbzym [z] ‘giant’ (P. olbrzym), twoz
[s] ‘face’ (P. twarz), and cerwiec ‘June’ (spelled with ¢ but pronounced with [ts]; cf.
P. czerwiec), dzystan [dz] ‘have diarrhea (in cows)’ (P. dzdzystad). This state of affairs was
already common at the beginning of the 20" century as attested by the works of Mtynek (1907),
Latosinski (1909:271-273), Kleczkowski (1920), and Mojmir (1930-1936), where the two
series were present to a certain extent.

Nevertheless, when compared to Standard Polish, the correspondence between the series found

in source lexemes and the series used in their Wymysorys adaptations is more complex than
suggested in the previous paragraph. First, in Wymysorys, Polish loanwords containing laminal
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flat fricatives or affricates are often pronounced by using their soft alveolo-palatal equivalents,
despite the “hard” pronunciation of the equivalent lexemes in Standard Polish. For example,
the Polish noun wrzesienn ‘September’ (with a hard [z]) has been incorporated into the
Wymysorys vocabulary as wzesyn, i.e. with [z]. In a similar vein, the consonant [z] is used in
Jjatmiizna ‘alms’, contrary to [z] found in the Standard Polish source jafmuzna. Analogous
phenomena can be observed with the other hard postalveolar sounds: [¢] instead of [s], as
illustrated by kasa ‘grits, grouts, porridge’ (cf. P. kasza); [te] instead of [ts], e. g. carownic ‘hex’
(cf. P. czarownica); [dz] instead of [dz], e.g. dZiido ‘judo’ (cf. P. dzudo); or the cluster [cte]
instead of [sts], e.g. bos¢ ‘beetroot soup’ (cf. P. barszcz). Overall, the presence of laminal
alveolo-palatal consonants in Polish loanwords in Wymysorys is much more common than the
use of their flat postalveolar counterparts.

Second — and as indicated by the forms delbzym ‘giant’, twoz ‘face’, and dzystan ‘have diarrhea
(in cows)’ discussed above — Wymysorys speakers can also use a hard variety of a given
sibilant fricative or affricate in agreement with their Standard Polish pronunciation (cf. Zak
2013:7). Indeed, certain loanwords seem to favor such hard realization, contravening the
adaptation tendency mentioned in the previous paragraph. For instance, the hard pronunciation
of the consonant Z/rz [z] is usually maintained in the following lexemes: bazant ‘pheasant’
(P. bazant), bezboznik ‘ungodly person’ (P. bezboznik), gzyh ‘sin’ (P. grzech), inZynyr
‘engineer’ (P. inZynier), nuzan ‘dive, plunge’ (P. nurzac), rozmnozan ‘procreate’ (P.
rozmnazac), rozgzysan ‘absolve’ (P. rozgrzeszac), and ruzanec ‘beadroll’ (P. rozaniec). The
words pszeciwnik ‘adversary’ (P. przeciwnik) and depesz ‘message, telegram’ (P. depesza)
commonly employ the laminal flat postalveolar consonant [s]. In the following lexemes, the
last consonant tends to be pronounced hard, i.e. as [z] or, due to the devoicing process, as [s]:
wengiiz ‘eel’ (P. wegorz), piskiiz ‘weather fish’ (P. piskorz), handlyz ‘seller’ (P. handlarz),
inwentoz ‘inventory’ (P. inwentarz), rycyz ‘knight’ (P. rycerz). The hard pronunciation [z] or
[s] is also typical in nouns containing the Polish suffix -orz (spelled as -0z in Wymysorys) that
refer to objects, professions, and occupations: elamentoz ‘primer’ (P. elementarz), brewjoz
‘breviary’ (P. brewiarz), konsystoz ‘consistory, presbytery’ (P. konsystorz), cegloz ‘a person
who makes bricks’ (P. ceglarz), drii¢joz ‘tinker, a person who makes and repairs small
household things’ (P. druciarz), gancoz ‘potter’ (P. garncarz), griiboz ‘gravedigger’
(P. grabarz). 1t should again be noted that a soft pronunciation of all the above-mentioned
lexemes (and thus the use of the laminal alveolo-palatal [¢] and [z]) is also possible even
though, for these types of words, it is less common than a hard realization. In contrast, there
are no words for which the pronunciation with the hard affricates [ts] and [dz] would be
consistently predominant.

Third, while lexemes that, in Standard Polish, exhibit one of the four hard postalveolars can be
pronounced in Wymysorys with their soft alveolo-palatal equivalents, the reverse is not
possible. That is, no loanword that, in the Polish language employs an alveolo-palatal fricative
or affricate, can be pronounced in Wymysorys with its laminal flat postalveolar counterpart.
For example, dZada ‘grandfather’ (P. dziad) and nadzZeja ‘hope’ (P. nadzieja) — both
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pronounced with [dz] — are never realized as **dzada or **nadzeja, i.e. with [dz]. This means
that the interchangeability of the soft and hard series is unidirectional.

Overall, the dissimilar tendencies regulating the use of sibilant fricatives and affricates in
loanwords imply that, at least in this type of current Wymysorys vocabulary, soft alveolo-
palatals contrast to an extent with hard postalveolars. Certainly, this contrast is not as canonical
as in Polish. Crucially, contrary to the situation attested in Yiddish — another Germanic
language with deep Polish influence — the two series did not merge into a single series, nor are
they fully equivalent, being used interchangeably.®?

Although the two series of sibilants and affricates borrowed from Polish are particularly common
in Polish lexical loans, they are not restricted to an imported type of vocabulary. In fact, quite the
opposite is true, as they may also be used in genuine Germanic words. For example, in lexemes
such as $tros ‘street’, mend¢ ‘man’, gyhiizum ‘disobedient, naughty’, and bodZe®® ‘bathe!’,
speakers may employ the soft alveolo-palatal series of [¢], [z], [te], and [dz] or, less commonly,
the laminal flat postalveolars, [s], [z], [ts], and (if ever) [dz] (for a similar observation, see Zak
2013:7).°* This Polish-like realization of sibilant fricatives and affricates attested in Wymysorys
contrasts with the pronunciation typically found in inherited vocabulary where the palatalo-
alveolars [[], [3], [ﬂ], and [(T3] are usual. It also contrasts with the realization of sibilants and
affricates in Standard German and related German dialects, as well as in Middle High German,
from which Wymysorys descends. Similar to the native Wymysorys lexicon, in those languages,
sibilant fricatives and affricates are usually realized as palatalo-alveolars (Russ 1997:121-122)
or postalveolar consonants (Caratini 2009:69-74; Jones & Jones 2019:33-34).% 1t is likely that
the Polish-like pronunciation of sibilants and affricates in inherited vocabulary — i.e. as alveolo-
palatals or laminal flat postalveolars — has arisen by extension from the lexical borrowings
discussed above, where the two series were introduced first and where they are the most common
(for a similar conclusion, see Zak 2013; 2016). Accordingly, the incorporation of Polish sounds
or phonemes into the recipient inventory of Wymysorys exceeds their transfer in particular
loanwords. Borrowing also concerns the individual sounds themselves. However, while in Polish
loanwords, a certain degree of phonological opposition between [¢], [z], [te], [dz] on the one
hand, and [s], [z], [ts], [dz] on the other hand can be detected, no such contrast between the two
Polish-based series exists — even minimally — in the genuine Germanic lexicon of Wymysorys.

As aresult of the incorporation of the laminal alveolo-palatal consonants [¢], [z], [te], and [dz]
and the laminal flat postalveolar consonants [s], [z], [ts], [dz], and the simultaneous presence
of the palatalo-alveolar series [[], [3], [t/], and [d3], Wymysorys currently includes three series

92 (Standard) Yiddish fails to exhibit, even in Slavonic loanwords, the contrast between the hard and soft sibilant
fricatives and affricates (Jacobs, Prince & van der Auwera 1994:394; Jacobs 2005:109-110).

%> The suffix -Ze is borrowed from Polish (see section 8.4).

%4 Compare with the increased presence of [¢] and [te] in Aljzneri$ that is generally attributed to contact with
Polish. To be exact, in Aljzneris, [¢] and [te] are typically preserved in Polish loanwords. Moreover, [¢] has
replaced the original consonant [¢] in native lexemes (Dolatowski 2017:108, 263).

% It should be noted, however, that contrary to the Standard German pronunciation (Wiese 1996; Mangold
2005; Morciniec & Predota 2005; Krech et al. 2009), the consonants [[], [3], [t/], and [d3] in Wymysorys are
not strongly labialized.
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of sibilant fricatives and affricates. That is, in addition to two series borrowed from Polish, the
language has also preserved the series of typical Germanic languages, including Middle High
German, Modern Standard German, and German dialects. The Germanic series and at least one
of the two Polish series can be used almost interchangeably in all Germanic words and in most
Polish loanwords. For instance, originally Germanic lexemes such as the noun duj¢ ‘German’
can be pronounced “hard” with the laminal flat postalveolar affricate [-ts]; “soft” with the
laminal alveolo-palatal [-te]; or “semi-soft”/“semi-hard” with the palatalo-alveolar [-ﬁ]. Out of
the three variants, the latter two uses are prevalent. Of these two uses, in turn, the palatalo-
alveolar is more common than the alveolo-palatal use (for a similar observation, see Zak
2016:136). As far as the Polish loanwords are concerned, lexemes that contain a hard laminal
flat postalveolar consonant in Standard Polish can also be pronounced with the three series: the
postalveolar sounds, the alveolo-palatals, or the German-like palatalo-alveolars. The last two
realizations are the most common. In contrast, as explained above, words that contain a soft
laminal alveolo-palatal sound in Standard Polish can be pronounced with two series only: the
Polish “soft” series or the inherited Germanic palatalo-alveolar series. Overall, if all types of
lexemes are considered jointly, the palatalo-alveolar pronunciation of sibilant fricatives and
affricates (i.e. as [[], [3], [ﬁ], and [d%]) is the most common; the alveolo-palatal pronunciation
(i.e. as [e], [2], [te], and [dz]) is less common; and the postalveolar pronunciation (i.e. as [s],
[z], [ts], and [dz]) is least common.%

The tendency to substitute the hard postalveolar consonants with their soft alveolo-palatal
counterparts in Polish loanwords, and the relatively common use of the latter sounds in inherited
Wymysorys lexemes (instead of the original palatalo-alveolars or the flat postalveolars borrowed
from Polish), might be related to a dialectal phenomenon found in parts of Malopolska — the so-
called “siakanie”. Siakanie is a process whereby, in certain dialects of Polish, hard postalveolars
are replaced by alveolo-palatals, for example, sklonka ‘glass’ instead of szklanka. This
phenomenon is found in Lesser Polish (cf. Matecki & Nitsch 1934; Pawlowski 1966; 1975;
Urbanczyk 1968; Dejna 1973:255-261, 285-354; 1981; Dubisz, Kara§ & Kolis 1995:80-81;
Kucharzyk 2006; Kara$ 2010c), in nearby Cracovian dialects of Lesser Polish (Dejna 1973:255-
261, 285-354; Urbanczyk et al. 1991:60-61; Kwasnicka-Janowicz 2010; see also Kas 1986;
1988; Sikora 2001), in the northern variety of Zywiec — the northwestern member of the
Highlands cluster of Lesser Polish dialects, which extends beyond the southern borders of Kety
and Pisasowice (Karas 2010a, 2010b) — as well as in the Pisarzowice variety itself (Grabowski
1849; Kosinski 1891:10-11). Given its geographic spread, siakanie may have played an

% In most studies, probably under the influence of Polish spoken by the authors, only two series are distinguished
between in Wymysorys: the soft replicating of the laminal alveolo-palatal Polish s, Z, ¢, and dZ and the hard
equivalent to the laminal flat postalveolar sz, z, cz, and dz (see, for example, Wicherkiewicz & Zieniukowa 2001).
Nevertheless, the existence of three series of sibilant fricatives and affricates has also been noted. It is particularly
evident in Zak (2016:135). He (ibid. 135-136) expands the two traditional series by a third — in his description,
postalveolar — series (e.g. [[j] and [{fj]). Similar to Zak’s findings (2016), according to my analyses, this series
(i.e. [f1, [3], [tf], [d3]) is the most common of the three sibilant fricative and affricate variants. Additionally, a
somewhat similar conclusion may be drawn from the descriptions of Wymysorys sounds provided by
Kleczkowski (1920:14-15) and Mojmir (1930-1936:xiv-xv), in which s, §, § and z, z, Z were distinguished.
However, this correspondence is not perfect. Kleczkowski (1920:14-15) and Mojmir (1930-1936:xiv-xv)
associate the series $, Z with a (Silesian/Standard) German pronunciation; that of 5 with a Polish pronunciation;
and that of ¢ with both German and Polish pronunciations. The articulation of s, ¢, (zi 3) is not specified.
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important role in establishing the above-mentioned tendencies in Wymysorys in relation to
sibilants and fricatives. Accordingly, rather than substitution of hard series with soft series, we
deal with a direct borrowing of dialectal forms and sounds — which only later may have allowed
the use of the Standard Polish hard series — due to the increasing role of the standard language in
the community.”” The tendency to replace postalveolars with alveolo-palatals in Polish
loanwords may also be related to the fact that out of the two sibilant fricative and affricate series
found in Polish, the soft one is acoustically more similar to the German-like palatalo-alveolar
series. Hence, the use of [¢], [z], [te], and [dz] instead of [s], [z], [ts], and [dz] could also be
understood in terms of a partial adaptation of Polish phonemes to the genuine Wymysorys sound
system, i.e. [f], [3], [t/], and [d3]. Most likely, the two motivations operated simultaneously,
contributing jointly to the current highly common attestation of alveolo-palatals.

It has additionally been proposed that Polish may be responsible for the pronunciation of the
sibilant fricatives and affricates as palatalo-alveolars, i.e. [[] and [ﬁ] as well as, by extension,
[3] and [d3] (Zak 2013:7).°8 That is, not only is the pronunciation of the word sfaht with [¢] or
[s] a Polish influence, the pronunciation with [f] (or [fj] in Zak’s (2013) notation) has also
developed due to the influence of Polish. This was possible because of another dialectal Polish
phenomenon, namely “sziakanie”. Sziakanie (also known as “jabfonkowanie”) — not to be
confused with siakanie discussed above, which is likely responsible for the vast presence of
alveolo-palatals in Wymysorys and their use instead of “hard” postalveolars in Polish
loanwords — refers to a change during which the two series of sibilant fricatives and affricates
typical of Standard Polish merge into one distinct series. That is, the soft alveolo-palatal series
[c], [2], [te], and [dz], on the one hand, and the flat postalveolar series [s], [z], [ts], and [dz],
on the other hand, coalesced into the prepalatal series [f1], [?ﬁ], [3], [cfgj], usually represented
as s, Z, ¢, j (Dejna 1973, Urbanczyk et al. 1991). This change occurs in the Southern Silesian
dialects, e.g. around Cieszyn, in Polish dialects spoken in Slovakia, and in the north of the
country around Malbork, Lubawa, Ostrdéda, and in Warmia (Dejna 1973; Urbanczyk et al.
1991:131, 414). In southern Poland, this process took place at the end of the 12 and the
beginning of the 13" centuries (Zak 2013:7).

Zak (2013) proposes that the Polish dialect of Cieszyn influenced Wymysorys such that the
original sibilants and affricates acquired the pronunciations [f], [3'], [tf], and [d3/].° I suggest
instead that sziakanie — thus a feature found dialectally in Polish — contributed to the
maintenance of the original Germanic sounds rather than being responsible for the replacement
of the old phonemes with the new ones imported from Polish. To begin with, sziakanie is not
a typical phenomenon of western Lesser Poland or eastern Silesia, the area where Wymysorys
is spoken (see Dejna 1973). Sziakanie is absent around Bielsko-Biata, O$wiecim, Zywiec, and
Kety. The nearest region of sziakanie is around Cieszyn, some 50 kilometers from
Wilamowice. Therefore, one does not expect that sziakanie would have played a significant

7 This may be supported by the fact that many such words exhibit other dialectal phonetic properties.

% In Zak’s (2013:7) terminology, these sounds are defined as postalveolar palatalized fricatives and affricates.

9 Zak (2013) uses the symbols [[j], [3j], [tj], and [d3j] given that [[], [3], [f], and [d3] refer to flat postalveolar
consonants in his paper.
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role in the phonology of Wymysorys, let alone that it would have determined the most common
pronunciation of the sibilant fricatives and affricates. Even if Wilamowians may indeed have
had some contact with inhabitants of Cieszyn, as hypothesized by Zak (2013), I doubt this was
sufficient to alter the pronunciation of their mother tongue to the extent that it exceeded the
influence of Standard Polish and local Polish dialect(s) which they probably spoke. Moreover,
the roots of the phenomenon of sziakanie themselves are attributed to German and Slovak
influence (Dubisz, Kara§ & Kolis 1995:62). That is, certain Polish dialects merged the two
series into an intermediate series by imitating the pronunciation found in German or Slovak
languages, where [[], [3], [t/], and [d3] are found. Such a merged series is nearly
indistinguishable from the German and Slovak sounds — or at least, it constitutes their closest
equivalents that can be found in Polish varieties. Therefore, if it has contributed anything to
Wymysorys phonetics, sziakanie has assisted with the preservation of the inherited palatalo-
alveolars. The phenomenon, however, is not the reason for their introduction. As a result,
borrowing from Polish would be responsible for the maintenance of phonemes and the eventual
complexification of the system of sibilants and affricates in Wymysorys.

4.1.2 The phonemization of /3/, /d3/, and /t[/

As a result of the changes that have been discussed above and, in particular, because of the
incorporation of a large number of lexemes that in their Polish sources contain(ed) z/rz/Z/zi and
dz/d?/dzi, the status of the phonemes /3/ and /d3/ in Wymysorys has been significantly improved.
It should be observed that, in Modern Standard German and various German dialects, /3/ and /d3/
are usually either classified as peripheral phonemes (Wiese 1996:13; see also Johnson & Braber
2008:101; Caratini 2009:74) or are denied a phonemic status entirely (cf. Kohler 1990; see the
absence of /d3/ in the phonemic inventories designed by Russ 1994:121-122 and Eisenberg
1994:353-354).1%° They are only found in a few, rather marginal, and recent loanwords, such as
Geni ‘genius’ or Garage ‘garage’ (Russ 1994:122; Wiese 1996:10, 12; Caratini 2009:69-70).
Conversely, in Wymysorys, both /3/ and /d3/ — irrespective of whether they are actually
pronounced as [3]/[d3], [2)/[dz], or [z)/[dz] — are highly common. To be exact, /3/ and /d3/ are
found in a large number of content lexemes borrowed from Polish, of which some may be viewed
as essential to the daily vocabulary of Wilamowians. As far as /3/ is concerned, this may be
illustrated by ostridezne ‘carefully’ (P. ostroznie), mjerzan ‘be disgusted’ (P. mierzi¢), mozdzyz
‘mortar’ (P. mozdzierz), bzim ‘larch’ (P. brzem), kiizawa ‘heavy clouds’ (P. kurzawa), and kena
po rodze ‘know/recognize by kin’ (P. po rodzie). As far as /d3/ is concerned, it is exemplified by
griidzyn ‘December’ (P. grudzien), dzada ‘grandfather, old man’ (P. dziad), pradzada ‘great-
grandfather’ (P. pradziad(ek)), and sendza ‘judge’ (P. sedzia). The sounds /3/ and /d3/ also occur
in loanwords transferred from other languages, most likely indirectly via Polish, e.g. kiiraz
‘courage’ (when not devoiced at the end of a word) and (a)wanzjyn ‘be promoted’. Furthermore,
/3/ features frequently in children’s language, as demonstrated by the affective names of animals
such as mizii ‘cow’, miZi ‘cat’, and mazi ‘piglet’. The pervasiveness of the consonant /3/ is
additionally amplified by its use in the focal enclitic morpheme -Ze that can be suffixed to all

100 For an opposite view, see Fagan (2009:18-19).
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types of imperatives, including inherited Wymysorys roots, as illustrated by gejze ‘go!’ and
kumze ‘come!’, as well as by its presence in the diminutive suffixes -Za, -Zu, and -Zii, e.g. Juza
and NeZii ‘baby Jesus’. Crucially, /3/ and, to a much lesser extent, /d3/ appear in inherited
Wymysorys vocabulary itself, e.g. gyhiizum ‘obedient’, jezfik ‘awry’, bydZjekst ‘sloppy, messy’,
as well as in common Silesian vocabulary of Polish origin, where they had been developing
independently from the original Polish source word, e.g. gybliidZiéer ‘entrails’ (cf. Silesian
German Plau(f)ze and Szynwald plautse) from pfuca in Polish. Given their common presence in
the Wymysorys language, /3/ and /d%/ enter in a broad range of contrasts with other consonants,
yielding a number of minimal pairs, e.g. miZii ‘cow’ versus misii ‘bear’, KaZa ‘proper name’
versus kapa ‘a piece of garment used by priests’, dZzup ‘beak’ versus rup ‘scab’, and dZada
‘grandfather, old man’ versus wada ‘become, be’. As a result, /3/ and /d3/ may currently be
considered to be central phonemes in the Wymysorys sound system — fully comparable to the
other elements of the phonological core of the language.!?!

Similar observations apply to /tf/ which, despite its relative commonness in German, is viewed
as a peripheral phoneme (Wiese 1996) “restricted to borrowings and heteromorphemic
sequences” (Caratini 2009:69) or is attributed a non-phonemic status (Kohler 1990; Russ
1994:121-122). In Wymysorys, the sound /tf/ — realized as [tf], [te], or [ts] — is highly pervasive.
It is found abundantly in vocabulary that is borrowed (¢iiprin “hair’), inherited (doti¢ ‘German’),
and mixed or hybrid (skidekumce! ‘Welcome!’). It features in a number of functional
morphemes, such as the diminutive suffixes -¢i and -éa (e.g. Stancii, a nickname of the Danek
family), the nominal suffix -¢ki (e.g. Ficki ‘a nickname of the Foks family’), and the adjectival
suffix -iicik (e.g. kliniic¢ik ‘very small’). It yields a series of contrasts with other phonemes, e.g.
dotica ‘Germans’ versus dotima ‘thumbs’. As a result, /tf/ has arguably acquired a full phonemic
status in Wymysorys, constituting one of the central phonemes in the language.!*

4.1.3 The alveolo-palatal consonant [1]

Another consonant of which the presence and systemic status have been heavily influenced by
Polish is the alveolo-palatal nasal [n].

The alveolo-palatal nasal [r] — which is spelled in Polish with two complementary graphemes,
n and ni — is a typical feature of the Polish sound system (Jassem 2003:104). The consonant
[n] is common; it appears in both palatal and non-palatal contexts; the alveolo-palatal
realization is regular in palatal environments; and overall, the sound entertains a phonemic

status in the language (Strutynski 1998; Gussmann 2007).!%3

In Wymysorys, the consonant [] — regularly spelled as 7 — is equally common. It is found in three
types of lexemes: it appears in Polish loanwords; in genuine Germanic words where it has

101" A similar increase in the visibility of [3] and [dA3] and their phonemization have taken place in Yiddish. As in
Wymysorys, these two phenomena are attributed to Slavonic influence (Weinreich 2008:533; Krasowska 2019:161).
102 The phonemization of [tf] has also occurred in Yiddish due to the transfer of a large number of Slavonic
lexemes (Weinreich 2008:533; Krasowska 2019:161).

103 This “soft” nasal consonant is also defined in Polish studies as palatal and transcribed as [jn] (Gussmann 2007:4).
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developed from [1], itself a successor of the original cluster ng/nc; and in another class of inherited
lexemes in which it reflects an older group, i.e. n + i, j, or ¢. As will be explained below, even
though the presence of [n] may be attributed to Polish influence, it can also be explained as a result
of language-internal processes — most likely enhanced and accelerated by contact with Polish.

A direct Polish influence is the most patent in a large number of words transferred to Wymysorys
from Polish, in which the original sound [n] is invariably rendered as such. This can be illustrated
by the following nouns: babinec ‘meeting of women; old woman’ (P. babiniec), ksescjanin
‘Christian’ (P. chrzescijanin), priiznok ‘idler’ (P. prozniak), wendrownik ‘wanderer’
(P. wedrownik), Nedzela ‘a nickname of the Danek family’ (P. niedziela), or wZesyr ‘September’
(P. wrzesien). The consonant [1] regularly appears in adjectives and adverbs due to the use of the
Polish-sourced endings -7ik and -ne, e.g. statecnik ‘wise’ (P. stateczny) and woznik ‘important’
(P. wazny), and parne ‘muggy, sultrily’ (P. parnie) and diisne ‘stiflingly’ (P. dusznie). All such
cases attest to the unaltered incorporation of a new phoneme in specific lexemes borrowed into
the recipient language (Wymysorys) from the donor language (Polish). This alveolo-palatal
pronunciation of 7 in Polish loanwords was also typical in the early 20" century, as attested by
Latosinski (1909:271-273), Kleczkowski (1920:13, 116, 172-173), and Mojmir (1930-1936).

With regard to [n] found in the inherited lexicon of Wymysorys, the explanation is more
complex. In the first class of such words, 7 currently allows for two realizations: a palatal velar
one [n] and an alveolo-palatal one [n]. The latter predominates. For instance, in giz (the 1%-
and 3"-person singular of the preterite of the verb gejn ‘go’) and giria (the 1%- and 3™-person
singular of the same verb), 7 may be pronounced as [1] or, less typically, as [gi]. However, the
palatal velar pronunciation — presently, a less common one — was the rule at the beginning of
the 20™ century. That is, before World War I1, 7 in words such as giz and giria was pronounced
only as a palatal velar [], as illustrated by giz(y7) and gin(n)ja, where, following Kleczkowski’s
orthography, [ni] is represented by 7 (Kleczkowski 1920:13, 116-117, 150; see also Mojmir
1930-1936:xiv, 176). The same palatal velar pronunciation was attested in the dialect of
Szynwald, as recorded by Gusinde (1911:98-99): g’ink ‘I/he/she/it went’ and g’ina ‘we/they
went’. The palatal velar realization [gi] reflects an even more original velar pronunciation [g].
To be exact, in Middle High German, when used in a cluster with the velar consonants £ and
g, the nasal n was realized as velar [n] (see gieng/c and giengum; Paul 2007:150; Jones & Jones
2019:35). Overall, the entire process that has operated in Wymysorys could be represented as
follows: [nk/ ng] > [g/] > [n]. Certainly, the velarization of [n] to [n] in velar contexts is a
common phenomenon that need not — and should not — be explained as a Polish influence. The
palatalization of the velar nasal [n] to [ni] also constitutes a recurrent cross-linguistic tendency
which may have operated language-internally in Wymysorys. Indeed, it occurred in the dialect
of Szynwald, closely related to Wymysorys, which suggests a dialectal — family-internal —
development (compare [n] in kranket ‘illness’ with [1)] in Serk'a ‘send’ and g 'ehoret ‘starved’)
(Gusinde 1911:98-99). In contrast, even though articulatory proximity may motivate the
development from [1] to [n], the generalization of the alveolo-palatal realization [)] seems to
have been enhanced by language contact with Polish. As noted above, the change has been a
recent and relatively fast phenomenon. It took place within, at the most, some 40 years during
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the post-war period, coinciding with the increased presence of the Polish language in
Wilamowice. In any case, even if language-internal palatalizing processes were still at work,
Polish has contributed to their radical acceleration.

A two-source origin — i.e. both language-internal and language-external — seems even more
probable for the third type of Wymysorys words that contain [r]. This type includes the
inherited Wymysorys lexemes in which an alternative pronunciation, i.e. with [n/], is currently
ungrammatical, e.g. ferwyncéa °‘curse, blaspheme’ or mené¢ ‘man’. This alveolo-palatal
pronunciation [n] was already generalized in the early 20™ century, as illustrated by ki ‘knee’
and mencta ‘little man, homunculus’ (Kleczkowski 1920:116; cf. kni and menc¢ in Mojmir
1930-1936:232, 277). In all those words, [n] developed from an earlier n that originally
appeared in a palatal environment, specifically, before i, j, and ¢ (Kleczkowski 1920:116).
Although the development of n to [n] in palatal contexts may be explained in terms of
borrowing, whereby a palatal(ized) » is realized by means of its closest Polish equivalent, i.e.
[n] (compare [n] in pan ‘sir’ with its palatalized variant [n] in pani ‘madam’, due to the
presence of 7), it is more likely that Polish has only reinforced a tendency that was language-
or family-internal. First, from a cross-linguistic perspective, the palatalization of # in palatal
contexts is a common phenomenon. Second, strong palatalization tendencies were operating in
the dialect of Szynwald and in Silesian German dialects in general, especially eastern and
diphthongized varieties (Waniek 1880:32, 41; von Unweth 1909:39-40; Gusinde 1911:98,
144). In the variety of Szynwald, n developed into 7 [1] in a wide range of contexts, much
greater than in the case of Wymysorys. Specifically, the full palatalization of # to [1] occurred
not only in contexts similar to those that are found in Wymysorys, e.g. mens in k’emens ‘no
one’ or monchsom ‘sometimes’, following Gusinde’s 1911:96, 98, 115 notation). It also took
place in cases where n appeared after a short vowel and before dental consonants — compare
k’ent’ ‘children’ in Szynwald with kynt in Wymysorys (Gusinde 1911:98; Kleczkowski
1920:116).!% Wymysorys would thus exhibit a similar palatalizing drift, albeit — at least with
respect to this type of n palatalization — to a more reduced extent.

Overall, [n] may currently be regarded as a fully-fledged and central phoneme in Wymysorys,
similar to the situation found in Polish. This contrasts with an allophonic — or, at least, weaker
— status of the palatal velar nasal [1)'] and the alveolo-palatal nasal )] in closely-related German
varieties, e.g. the dialect of Szynwald (Gusinde 1911), and even in the Wymysorys language
itself during the period before World War II (Kleczkowski 1920). This systemic relevance of
[n] in Wymysorys and its phonemic position draw on three types of arguments. First, because
of the large number of relatively recent loanwords with 7 and the replacement of [1'] with [n]
(or the development [n/] > [n]), [1] constitutes a highly common element in the Wymysorys
sound system. Second, even though [n] still often appears in broadly understood palatal
contexts (e.g. before or after a front vowel or palatal consonant), it is also found in a wide range
of non-palatal environments, as illustrated by glyna ‘suffice, be able’, nof ‘muzzle’, Zarnjok ‘a

104 Such forms were allegedly also found in Wymysorys at the end of the 19" century — see ke'rider (Waniek
1880:32) — although their accuracy is highly dubious. Kleczkowski (1920:116) rejected them, and they are also
absent in my database.
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type of quern’, komunon ‘communion’, or nofa ‘bark’. Third, [n] appears in a number of
minimal pairs where it contrasts with other phonemes, e.g. niofa ‘bark’, sofa ‘make, do’, rofa
‘clean’, tofa ‘touch’; and gfyna ‘suffice, be able’, glyma ‘burn, smolder’, gfyta ‘enamel, glaze’.
Related to this, in various examples, the same phonetic environment — whether palatal or non-
palatal — allows for the use of both [n] and [n], with the nasal element N playing a distinctive
role. Compare the segment meN¢ in mené¢ ‘man’ with mencenik ‘martyr’, yNa in glyna ‘suffice’

with gyna ‘wish’, or No in riof ‘muzzle’ with no ‘well’.!%

4.1.4 The voiceless velar fricative [x]

Contact with Polish has also altered the distribution and pronunciation of guttural sounds. In
particular, the voiceless velar fricative [x] has become grammatical in word-initial position,
which has, in turn, altered its complementary distribution with the voiceless glottal fricative [h].

According to one of the rules governing the phonological system of Wymysorys at the
beginning of the 20" century, the consonant [x] was only found in word-medial and word-final
positions, e.g. maha ‘do’, zahs ‘six’, and dah ‘roof’. In word-initial position, [h] was
obligatorily employed, as illustrated by hund ‘dog’ or hand ‘hand’ (Kleczkowski 1920:101-
107). The two “h-type” sounds coexisted thus in complementary distribution (see Ritchie
2013). The same kind of complementarity was attested in the dialect of Szynwald and other

b

Silesian varieties (von Unwerth 1908:54; Gusinde 1911:84, 89-90), and grosso modo operates
in Modern Standard German (Russ 1994:121-122; Donaldson 2007:4-5; Fagan 2009:19).
However, even at that time, the phonetic or articulatory difference between /# and ch was much
“weaker” in Wymysorys than in a contemporary Standard German variety (Kleczkowski
1920:15). As will be demonstrated below, in the Wymysorys spoken currently at the beginning
of the 21% century, the rules of the complementary distribution of [h] and [x], and the
ungrammaticality of [x] in word-initial position have been significantly weakened.

In loanwords that begin with the consonant [x] in Standard Polish — written as ch or 4 in
accordance with Polish orthography — both /4 varieties can always be used. That is, lexemes such
as handlyz ‘seller, trader’ (P. handlarz), hiita ‘steel factory, foundry’ (P. huta), hrapka ‘wish,
lust’ (P. chrapka), and hrapan ‘snore’ (P. chrapac) can be pronounced either with [x], which is
etymologically correct given the underlying Polish form (observe that Standard Polish only has
the [x] sound),!% or with [h] in agreement with the original phonological rule of Wymysorys
explained in the paragraph above. In the former case, one deals with an unaltered incorporation
of a new phoneme within a particular lexeme that is borrowed from the donor language into the

105 1t should be noted that the phonemization of /r/ has also occurred in Yiddish. Similar to Wymysorys, this
process has arguably taken placed under the influence of a Slavonic sound system (Weinreich 2008:533). The
palatalization # is also common in Aljzneris, most likely due to contact with Polish (Dolatowski 2017:109).

106 This [x] may be voiced in certain environments in Polish, surfacing as [y] (Gussmann 2007:4, 85). In certain
dialects (e.g. dialekty kresowe, i.e. dialects of the former Polish eastern borderlands), # designated (and occasionally
still designates) the voiced glottal fricative [f] similar to the sound found in Ukrainian (see Pompino-Marschall,
Steriopolo & Zygis 2017:350-352) and Czech (see Dankovi¢ova 1999:70) This [f] is not a typical feature of Standard
Polish (see Strutynski 1998; Jassem 2003; Gussmann 2007) or of the dialects spoken around Wymysorys.
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recipient language. In latter cases, the borrowed lexeme is adapted to Wymysorys phonology
and, thus, the word-initial [x] is replaced by [h]. According to my data, the unaltered
pronunciation of the / sound as [x] is significantly more common than its adaptation to [h].

However, the intrusion of [x] in word-initial position exceeds Polish loanwords. Currently,
contrary to the rules outlined above and the etymological pronunciation, genuine Germanic
vocabulary containing the initial [h] may be realized with [x]. As a result, words such as hund
‘dog’ and hond ‘hand’ allow for two types of pronunciation: (a) an etymological pronunciation
with the inherited [h], consistent with the complementarity of the two 4 sounds originally
operating in the language; and (b) a contact-induced pronunciation with the borrowed [x] that
contravenes this complementary distribution.!?” The realization of the word-initial / as [x] attests
to the transfer of the Polish phoneme as such — not limited to particular words — from the donor
language to the recipient language system. Contrary to the case of Polish loanwords (see above),
in Germanic vocabulary, the use of [h] is significantly more common than that of [x].

To conclude, because of the incorporation of various Polish lexemes with word-initial [x], both
[h] and [x] can currently be used as interchangeable variants in initial onsets in Wymysorys. It is
likely that the word-initial [x] first became grammatical in loanwords in which the adaptation to
[h] was gradually abandoned. From there, [x] has spread to genuine Germanic vocabulary
without replacing [h] entirely. As explained above, while the word-initial [x] commonly appears
in loanwords, its presence in the inherited lexicon is limited, with [h] still predominating. This
scenario is consistent with tendencies governing the borrowing of sounds, since phonological
features in loanwords are more borrowable than independent phonological features (Matras
2009; see section 3.2.3). It also concords with a similar development that has taken place in
Yiddish where, under a Slavonic influence, [x] can appear in all positions (including word-
initially) and constitutes a separate phoneme (Weinreich 2008:534; see also Wexler 1991).108

4.1.5 The labialized velar approximant [w]

The presence of the labialized velar approximant [w] in modern Wymysorys and its
development from the velarized alveolar lateral approximant [t] may also be largely attributed
to Polish influence. As in the case of [], Polish has most likely intensified and accelerated the
process(es) of which the foundations were already in place in earlier variants of Wymysorys.

107 As mentioned above, Polish does not include the sound [h] in its consonantal inventory. In cases, where a
foreign word with [h] needs to be introduced to Polish, speakers typically substitute it with [x], which — at least
to a Polish ear — constitutes the closest equivalent of [h].

108 Some scholars propose that the word-initial [x] is also etymological and/or language-internal. Although the change
from the word-initial [h] to [x] has occurred in some Germanic languages — e.g. in Flemish, which would perhaps
suggest a genetic relationship of Wymysorys with Dutch (cf. Wicherkiewicz 2003; Ritchie 2013) — a language-internal
scenario seems unlikely. The complementarity between [h] and [x] was fully operational in Wymysorys and closely
related dialects at the beginning of the 20" century and during the Interbellum. In fact, it still operates in Modern
Standard German. In German, the only exceptions are loanwords, in which ¢4 — pronounced as [¢] — may feature word-
initially. The above-mentioned fact that the use of [x] is pervasive in Polish loans, while being much less common in
inherited vocabulary, also points to borrowing as basis for the word-initial [x] in Wymysorys.
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At the beginning of the 20" century, Wymysorys exhibited two types of / sounds: a “light” [ or
the lateral alveolar approximant [1] (also realized as [A] in certain positions), noted by the
grapheme /; and a “dark” / or the velarized alveolar lateral approximant [1], noted as its
contemporary Polish equivalent by the grapheme 7. The former variant was used in certain palatal
contexts, especially after a front vowel. The latter appeared in all the other positions
(Kleczkowski 1920:125). This consonantal realization of / as [1] is explicitly acknowledged by
Kleczkowski (1920:13, 121-126) as well as Mojmir (1930-1936:xiv). Less scholarly descriptions
offered by Latosinski (1907:271), Mtynek (1909:12) as well as Biesik (1913-1924) (see
Wicherkiewicz 2003:406) also suggest that Wymysorys # was fully analogous to Polish  which,
at that time, was pronounced in the “literary” standard language as [t] (Szober 1931:118-119;
Gaertner 1938:37). The consonantal and, most likely, velar pronunciation of 7 seems also to have
been typical in the 19" century. This may be inferred from Bukowski’s (1860) notation of /

sounds in Wymysorys through the grapheme / instead, e.g. loit ‘people’.!?®

Currently, in the 21% century, all words that used to be pronounced with [t] are regularly
produced with the labialized velar approximant or glide [w], which is also spelled in a Polish
fashion as # (Ritchie 2012:37-40; Andrason & Krol 2016a). The pronunciation of # as [w] occurs
in borrowings from Polish and reflects the contemporary Polish pronunciation of a given word.
This may be illustrated by lexemes such as fazenga ‘tramp, vagabond’ (P. fazgga) and takiimjan
‘relish® (P. lakomic), where { appears word-initially; by blowatki ‘Centaurea cyanus,
cornflower’ (P. blawatek), optatki ‘communion or Christmas wafer’ (P. opfatek), thimok
‘bundle’ (P. ttumok), and blonkan ‘wander’ (P. bigkac), where ¢ appears as part of the onset;
and by fjotki ‘violet’ (P. fiotek), where { is found in the coda. The replacement of [1] with [w]
is also regular in Germanic words, in all positions, whether initial, medial, or final, e.g. #jyn
‘study, learn’, fater ‘ladder’, gloz ‘glass’, gywyntik “usual, common’, and y/ ‘oil’.

It is difficult to determine precisely when the development of [1] into [w] took place in
Wymysorys. On the one hand, as mentioned above, the vocalic (glide) pronunciation is
unattested by Kleczkowski (1920; 1921) and Mojmir (1930-1936:xiv). On the other hand, at
the beginning of the 215 century, / is invariably realized as [w] and never as [1]. Interestingly,
the older pronunciation was still attested in 1989 by Wicherkiewicz, who recorded the
Wymysorys language of Wilamowians born at the turn of the century (Zak 2019). The last
person that maintained the lateral pronunciation had been born in 1918 (ibid.). This suggests
that the realization of 7 as [w] is a recent, most likely post-war, development (for similar
views, see Ritchie 2012:412 and Zak 2019). However, it is also possible that the
pronunciation of [}] as [w] might have occurred earlier than proposed above given certain
features exhibited by Polish dialects surrounding Wilamowice. It should be noted that in the
Polish variety used in Pisarzowice, 4 kilometers from Wilamowice, the pronunciation of [1]
as [w] (contrary to the norm of Standard Polish) was already generalized in the 19™ century
(Kosinski 1891:10). In the 20" century, [w] was also used extensively in other Polish dialects
adjacent to Wilamowice, both in Lesser Poland (e.g. in Glebowice, 15 kilometers east of

19 However, since Bukowski’s orthography heavily drew on Standard High German, the use of the grapheme # was
by definition precluded. Hence, the relevance of the absence of symbol / may be questioned (cf. Ritchie 2012:40).
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Wilamowice) and in Silesia (e.g. in Rudzica, approx. 20 kilometers east of Wilamowice)
(Dejna & Gala 2001, as cited in Zak 2019; see Szober 1931:118-119; Gaertner 1938:37).!1°
It is therefore possible that both realizations — i.e. [1] and [w] — already co-occurred in
Wymysorys before World War II. The former pronunciation was likely perceived as
historically correct, perhaps as the more prestigious one. The latter must have been viewed
as an intrusive novelty, a dialectal and less prestigious variant.

Crucially, the replacement of [t] with [w] in Wymysorys coincides with a similar
phenomenon that operated in Polish, known as wafczenie, whereby the older velar / [1] — the
so-called “theatrical” 7 (f sceniczne) — evolved into the labialized velar approximant or the
velar glide [w]. The process of wafczenie appeared in Polish dialects in the 16" and 17%
centuries. At the turn of the 19" and the 20™ centuries, it began to spread beyond dialects to
the standard language, where it only became the norm in the second half of the 20" century
(Lo$ 1922:142-143; Urbanczyk et al. 1991:372; Gussmann 2007:28). Currently, the
pronunciation of 7 as [1] is perceived as “an affectation” (Gussmann 2007:28) and occurs
more regularly only in southeastern dialects (Dubisz, Kara§ & Kolis 1995:146; see also
Nitsch 1957:46-47, Zak 2019). Significantly, the consonantal [}] no longer appears, not even
dialectally, in the Polish variety used in Wilamowice and the adjacent territories (Zieniukowa
1998:200-201; Zak 2016:133-134; 2019).

Overall, the language-contact origin of the current pronunciation of / as [w] in Wymysorys
seems highly plausible (Andrason 2014c; Zak 2019) for the following reasons: wafczenie has
operated in dialectal and Standard Polish, leading with no exception to the replacement of [1]
with [w]; for more than a century, the development of [1] to [w] was an active process in
Polish dialects surrounding Wilamowice; the replacement of [t] with [w] in Wymysorys
coincided with the period of the full generalization of [w] in Standard Polish and the inverse
elimination of [1]; and this period was also the time when the Polonization of Wilamowice
greatly intensified.

Nevertheless, although the replacement of [t] with [w] was heavily influenced by an analogous
development that had been taking place in Polish, a language-internal process cannot be ruled
out either. Indeed, several Silesian German dialects, e.g. Lower Silesian and diphthongized
Silesian varieties, attest to a similar development where a lateral consonant evolved into an
approximant (von Unwerth 1908:35; Gusinde 1911:105; Selmer 1933:233-234), which
suggests that a family-internal process was at play. In the dialect of Szynwald, the change of
[1] into the full glide [w], noted u and ¢, had already occurred before the beginning of the 20"
century, as illustrated by forms such as g’estoua ‘stolen’ (cf. Wym. gystéta), hots ‘wood,
timber’ (cf. Wym. huic), and faut ‘field’ (cf. Wym. fald) (Gusinde 1911:104-105; Kleczkowski
1920:125, 161-162). However, as in Wymysorys, the change that took place in Szynwald is
attributed to Polish influence, specifically, to the Silesian Polish variety used in the Upper
Silesian coal basin and industrial region, where [1] developed into [w] even earlier (Nitsch

110 The consonantal pronunciation [}] was used in more remote parts of Silesia, especially those adjacent to
Czechia (Moravia), approx. 40-50 kilometers southwest of the town (Zak 2019, citing Dejna & Gala 2001).
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1909:156; Gusinde 1911:104-105; Kleczkowski 1920:126). The change of [1] into [w] has also
occurred in other members of the Germanic family. It took place, for instance, in certain
varieties of Swiss German dialects, in addition to the Thuringian, Lusatian, East Low German,
Franconian, and Low Franconian dialects (Selmer 1933; Besch et al. 1983:1111-1112;
Leemann et al. 2014; Zak 2019). Often, however, the vocalic pronunciation of / is viewed as a
result of contact with Romance and Slavonic languages, including Polish (Selmer 1933:230,
231, 235-236, 243). Lastly, the vocalization of [1/1] to [w] is a common phenomenon from a
cross-linguistic perspective. It has featured not only in Slavonic and Germanic, but also in
Romance, Semitic, and other language phyla (Zak 2019).

Consequently, the replacement of [1] with [w] in Wymysorys may have resulted from two
drifts. On the one hand, the change likely imitated an analogous development operating in
Polish. One the other hand, it constituted a “natural” phonetic process found in other languages
including German and Silesian varieties. Most likely, the two motivations — language-external
and language- or family-internal — operated simultaneously. That is, Polish significantly
fortified and perhaps accelerated the process, the foundations of which were already present at
the earlier stages of the Wymysorys language and in closely related dialects (see Selmer 1933
for a similar conclusion).

It is not only the vocalization of the consonantal [1] into [w] that has been enhanced and
stabilized in Wymysorys due to contact with Polish. The very use of the dark / [1] in
Wymysorys in the 19" and at the beginning of the 20" centuries and its complementary
distribution with the light / [1] may, at least partially, stem from Polish influence (cf. Latosinski
1909:271; Kleczkowski 1920:125; Zak 2016:135; 2019). In the 18%, 19% and early 20®
centuries, Polish had two complementary /-type consonants or allophones of /1/: the dark [1]
and the light [I/A] (Lo$ 1922:142-143; Dlugosz-Kurczabowa & Dubisz 2006). Therefore, the
presence of a similar pattern found in Wymysorys at the end of the 19" and the early 20%
centuries could be interpreted as straightforward borrowing from Polish. However, in the
process of the velarization of / and the establishment of a contrast with the alveolar [1], the
language- or family-internal drift seems to have played a much more significant role than the
properties of the Polish sound system. First, the phonetic context determining the distribution
of / and / was different in Wymysorys (and Szynwald; see below) from that found in Polish. In
Wymysorys, the distribution of the two consonants mainly depended on the preceding vowel,
contrary to the rule operating in Polish, where the crucial vowel is the one that follows
(Kleczkowski 1920:125). Second, the dark velar [1], and its contrast with the light [1], was
common in closely related varieties of Silesian German (von Unwerth 1908; Selmer 1933:233-
234). It was, for instance, typical of earlier stages of the dialect of Szynwald (Gusinde
1911:105; see also Kleczkowski 1920:125, 161-162). Even though in the dialect of Szynwatd,
the distinction between light and dark / was lost by the time Gusinde (1911) and Kleczkowski
(1920) wrote their grammars — the development of [1] into [w] had been accomplished before
the end of the 19" century — its effects were still visible in the behavior of certain vowels (see
Kleczkowski 1920:161-162). The formation of a distinction between [l] and [t] has also
occurred in Yiddish (cf. Weinreich 2008:533), another East Central German variety, although
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apparently under a Slavonic influence (Krasowska 2019:161). Such velarizing tendencies
found in Silesia may in fact have been brought there by Franconian settlers, whose vernaculars
displayed a pervasive velarization of / (Selmer 1933:234), and hence need not be attributed to
contact with Polish. Indeed, the velarization of / is a common phenomenon in West Germanic
languages. In the western branch of the Germanic family, it has occurred in English, Dutch,
and Frisian, as well as in various German dialects (Selmer 1933; Harbert 2007:56). In German
dialects, the velar pronunciation of / as [t] — and its complementary distribution with [1] — is
extensively present in Swiss, Thuringian, Lusatian, and East Low German, as well as the
Franconian and Low Franconian dialects mentioned above (Selmer 1933; Leehman et al.
2014). Third, in relation to the previous observation, the velarization of / is common cross-
linguistically, being attested in many language phyla, e.g. in Romance, Baltic, and Slavonic.

Consequently, although the velarization of / to [t] and its complementarity with [I] in
Wymysorys paralleled similar — though not identical — phenomena in Polish, the Polish
language more likely reinforced a development that was already in place in Wymysorys instead
of having instigated it (for a similar view, consult Selmer 1933:234). The presence of [t] would
thus constitute a convergent area feature present in Eastern Europe, both in German and
Slavonic languages, as well as in Baltic languages, where it developed under Slavonic
influence (Zinkevi¢ius 2006:62, in Zak 2019).

4.1.6 The apical alveolar trill [r]

The final influence of Polish on Wymysorys consonantism discussed in this dissertation is the
presence of /r/ in the coda before another consonant and its apical alveolar realization as [r].

In Wymysorys, the original Germanic r disappeared in codas, in medial and final positions,
before another consonant (Kleczkowski 1920:118-119, 121). In such cases, the consonant r
was reduced to a schwa and subsequently coalesced with the preceding vowel, e.g. kjyt
‘shepherd’ cf. Middle High German hirte (ibid:13; de Boor & Wisniewski 1973:32). This
triggered a generalized absence of r in inflections where, for instance, -ern developed into -yn
(e.g. motyn ‘painters’ < *motern or {jyn ‘learn’ < *}jern; compare with the forms Malern and
lehren found in Standard High German) and -ers into -ys (e.g. fotys ‘father [Gen.]” < *foters)
(Kleczkowski 1920:118-119). The loss of r also occurred in older Polish imports, where r
developed according to the Wymysorys rules and then disappeared, e.g. twioeg < P. twarog
(Kleczkowski 1920:167). This elimination of the medial and final pre-consonantal » was
similar to that observed in the dialect of Szynwatd and in Kuhldndchen German in Moravia,
greatly exceeding the loss of 7 in Silesian German in general (Gusinde 1911:102; Kleczkowski
1920:119).

Contrary to the above-mentioned processes which should have led to the total elimination of 7 in
pre-consonantal coda positions, pre-consonantal codas with » abound in Wymysorys. This fact
can only be attributed to contact with Polish. Most likely in the 18" and 19" centuries, under
Polish influence, and especially via the introduction of a great number of lexemes borrowed from
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Polish, r reappeared in Wymysorys in medial and final position before a consonant. Since, in
older Polish borrowings, » was lost in the -#C position in accordance with the rules of Wymysorys
phonology (see the previous paragraph), such a re-introduction of » can primarily be attributed
to the younger types of Polish borrowings.!!! The results of this process were fully evident during
the Interbellum, being documented by Kleczkowski (1920:119-121) and illustrated by forms
such as niderki ‘diver, plunger’ (P. nurek) and koserka ‘midwife’ (P. akuszerka). Polish was also
the source of most cases of the pre-consonantal medial and final 7 in the dialect of Szynwald, e.g.
be(f)sork'e ‘pearls’ (P. paciorki), burkan ‘coo, cur’ (P. burka¢), and kurwe ‘whore’ (P. kurwa).
After World War II, the introduction of -7C classes further intensified as exemplified by the
following fully stabilized loanwords: frdjerka ‘girlfriend’ (P. frajerka), postaréan ‘cope with,
follow’ (P. po/starczac), rurkowan ‘fold’ (P. rurkowac), stiirmowan ‘assault’ (P. szturmowac),
and tyrknjan ‘touch, hurt’ (P. tyrkng¢). Currently, the consonant » found in groups of the type
VrC(C)#/- is tolerated and widely attested in Wymysorys.

Both in the onset and coda positions, as well as in word-initial, medial, and final positions, the
Wymysorys 7 is presently pronounced as the apical alveolar trill [r]. The same realization of
was attested in the first half of the 20" century by Kleczkowski (1920:117). This pronunciation
contrasts with the way in which r is realized in some Silesian dialects and in the variety used in
Szynwald, where it was not a trill but rather a tap (Gusinde 1911:99; Kleczkowski 1920:13, 117,
121). It also contrasts with the pronunciation of 7 in Modern Standard German where it is realized
as the uvular trill [r] or the uvular fricative [¥] (Fagan 2007:11-12). In Wymysorys, 7 is never
pronounced as a tap, a uvular sound, or a fricative (own data; see also Kleczkowski 1920:121).
Given that an apical alveolar trill realization of r is typical of Polish (see Jassem 2003; Gussmann
2007:4, 27), it is highly probable that it has developed and been stabilized under the influence of
Polish. However, it is also possible that Polish has only — and substantially — contributed to the
maintenance of an alveolar dental trill pronunciation of the original r as attested in Middle High
German (Wright 1917:25; Paul 2007:146; Jones & Jones 2019:35). That is, the etymological
pronunciation [r] has been sheltered by the identical pronunciation found in Polish, thus
preventing the development into [r], [R], or [¥] attested in other dialects.

4.2 Vowels

The impact of Polish on the inventory of vowels in Wymysorys is significantly more limited
than was the case with consonants. The only vocalic sounds of which the presence may be
attributed to transfer from Polish are the fronted close-mid central unrounded [9] (4.2.1) and,
extremely rarely, the nasal vowels [3], [€], [2], and [3] (4.2.2).

1 The presence of a pre-consonantal » in a medial and final position in Wymysorys and in the dialect of Szynwatd
is also due to the influence of Standard High German (Gusinde 1911:102; Kleczkowski 1920:119-121).
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4.2.1 The fronted close-mid central unrounded [9]

One of the most distinctive phonetic features of Polish is the presence of the fronted close-mid
central unrounded vowel y [9] (Jassem 2003:105; see also Strutynski 1998:61), traditionally
analyzed as a central close unrounded vowel, and transcribed as [#] (Sussex & Cubberley 2006:158;
Gussmann 2007:27 61; see also Bak 1997; Strutynski 1998:59-60, 74; Feldstein 2001:23).

Considering Kleczkowski (1920:12) and Mojmir’s (1930-1936:xiii) testimonies, [9] was absent
in Wymysorys during the Interbellum. When incorporated into Wymysorys, Polish words with
v exhibited instead the vowel i [1] (e.g. ricki ‘saffron milk cup’ from P. rydzek) and the diphthong
9 [9)] (e.g. cajgon ‘gypsy’ from P. cygan), or — most commonly — were rendered with the
grapheme y (e.g. pytan ‘ask’ from P. pyta¢ and cygar ‘cigar’ from P. cygaro) (Kleczkowski
1920:171). However, the grapheme y and its long variant y stood not for [9], but instead for a
closed e [e], short or long, respectively; in Kleczkowski’s view (ibid. 12, 27), an e sound that is
close to i.!'? In the inherited Germanic lexicon, this y [¢] was an etymological reflex of the Middle
High German i (/i/; Jones & Jones 2019:28) as well as, in certain instances, of the umlauted a, u,
and o (Kleczkowski 1920:37, 41-43, 50). It also corresponds to the unstressed e used in Middle
High German (inflectional) endings ([o]; Jones & Jones 2019:28-29).!13

Similarly, the dialect of Szynwatd did not include [9] in its vocalic inventory. The Polish y was
generally realized as 7 (e.g. Srupine ‘hair, fuzz’ from P. czupryna), éa (e.g. podéame ‘drawbar’
from P. podyma), or — more commonly — ¢ (e.g. tsmek ‘tad, kid’ from P. smyk) (Gusinde
1911:147). As in Wymysorys, in the Germanic lexicon, the vowel ¢ reflected the Middle High
German 7 and, under certain circumstances, the umlauted a and u (Gusinde 1911:12, 21-24, 32-
33). The pre-war Wymysorys y also coincides with the vowel e’, used by Waniek (1880) in his
study of Silesian vocalism, which was also a successor of the Middle High German i (and 7) (ibid.
28, 30-31). This may be illustrated by the following pairs: gasnytta (Kleczkowski 1920:144) —
gesne’tta (Waniek 1880:30); svymma (Kleczkowski 1920:146) — sw’e’mma (Waniek 1880:31);
gywynna (Mojmir 1930-1936:185) — gewe’nna (Waniek 1880:31). Although e’ was not
pronounced in a uniform manner in East Silesian dialects, it did exhibit a tendency towards
reductions and contextual modifications, often sounded as “ein wenig breites ¢ mit einer Farbung
gegen o hin” (ibid. 12), and was characterized by a central (located between i and ) and medial
(“zum mittleren Gaumen”) pronunciation (ibid. 12-13). Overall, similar manners of
pronunciation of the Middle High German i, as those attested in Wymysorys, were typical of
other Silesian varieties. Realization with i characterized the Highland, Lusatian, and
diphthongized dialects, while realization with ¢ was common in the southeast and Glétzisch

12 When short, it corresponded to ¢ in the dialect of Szynwald/Bojkoéw (Schénwald) and other Silesian varieties.
When long, it corresponded to ¢ in Szynwatld and to é in Silesian (Kleczkowski 1920:12).

113 The vowel [9] also seems absent in Biesik’s poems (cf. Wicherkiewicz 2003:406-407). His graphemes y and yy
— corresponding with Kleczkowski (1920:12, 27) and Mojmir’s (1930-1936:xiii) y and y — are interpreted as
representing either the sound [i(:)] or the rounded close front vowels [y(:)] and [v] (Wicherkiewicz 2003:406-407).
The only author that explicitly identifies the Wymysorys y vowel with the Polish y at the beginning of the 20®
century is Latosiniski (1909:271), who was not a trained linguist and whose monograph principally concerned
Wilamowian history rather than the language. Due to the fact that Latosinski was a native speaker of Polish — not
Wymysorys — I consider the accuracy of his testimony with caution.

80



dialects (von Unwerth 1908:12-13). To my knowledge, the successor of the Middle High German
i was not pronounced as [9] in any variety.

While the pronunciation of y as [e] (as proposed by Kleczkowski 1920 and Mojmir 1930-
1936) and [i] (as argued for Biesik 1913-1924 by Wicherkiewicz 2003) differs from the
realization of y in Interbellum Standard Polish, it is somewhat similar to the realization of y
in Polish dialects. That is, before World War II, the contrast between i and y was less sharp
in several dialectal varieties of Polish (Szober 1931:108). In dialects, the vowel y was — and
sometimes still is — pronounced as a sound intermediate between [9] and [i], as [i], or as a
diphthong [9j/4j] (Szober 1931:108-109; Urbanczyk et al. 1991:294; Dubisz, Kara$ & Kolis
1995:112). This occurs, however, in more northern Polish dialects: in Kaszuby, in a part of
Great Poland and Kujawy, as well as in certain varieties spoken in Mazovia (Szober
1931:108; Urbanczyk et al. 1991:294; Dubisz, Kara§ & Kolis 1995:112). In Lesser Polish, in
contrast, this approximation of y to i, or their merger, is generally absent. Instead, y is lowered
to e, e.g. b, ‘fishes’ versus P. ryby (Urbanczyk et al. 1991:294; Dubisz, Karas§ & Kolis
1995:112) or pronounced as in the standard language, i.e. [9]. Indeed, in the dialect of
Pisarzowice, y was clearly distinct from i in the second half of the 19" century. It mostly
corresponded with the Standard Polish y (Kosinski 1891:4). However, in agreement with the
Lesser Polish tendency mentioned above, some instances of the Standard Polish y were also
realized in Pisarzowice as e (ibid. 2).!'

Currently, at the beginning of the 215 century, the sound [9] is highly common in Wymysorys.
It is found extensively in loanwords from Polish. In such cases, it regularly reflects the original
Polish y, e.g. ryz ‘rice’ (P. ryz), rycyz ‘knight’ (P. rycerz), rozynki ‘raisin’ (P. rodzynek),
wyridedek ‘villain, degenerate’ (P. wyrodek). Additionally, the vowel y in Wymysorys often
corresponds to the dialectal pronunciation of some Standard Polish e vowels that, because of
the phenomenon referred to as “pochylenie”, were pronounced as y, e.g. pyz ‘couch grass’
(P. perz), sknyra ‘stingy person’ (P. sknera), papjyriis ‘cigarette’ (P. papieros), bjydok ‘poor
man’ (P. biedak). The vowel [9] also widely appears in the genuine Germanic vocabulary of
Wymysorys, for example, in batlyn ‘panhandle’, blynd ‘blind’, biyn ‘blow’, myt ‘with’. In all
cases, where Kleczkowski (1920) and Mojmir (1930-1936) use the grapheme y, the
pronunciation as [9] (identical to the pronunciation of the Polish y) is grammatical and de facto
predominant.

Furthermore, the vowel [9] is presently used as an alternative to Kleczkowski and Mojmir’s 2,
which was a reduced schwa-type vowel when short, and a more open vowel when long (see
Kleczkowski 1920:12). It should be noted that even at the time when Kleczkowski and Mojmir
wrote their seminal books, y and 2 often alternated (Kleczkowski 1920:12; Mojmir 1930-
1936:xiii). Currently, although the pronunciation with [3] is still possible in the prefix gy- in

114 1f this e was close, the similarity between the dialectal Polish y and the Wymysorys y (cf. Latosinski
1909:271), in Kleczkowski (1920) and Mojmir’s (1930-1936) phonetic interpretations, could be defended.

81



past participles (gybrota ‘baked’, gysproha ‘spoken’, gynuma ‘taken’)!'® and in the other verbal
prefixes such as by- (bynama ‘call’) and cy- (cybrahja ‘break up’), the realization of y as [9] is
significantly more common. The Polish-like pronunciation of the earlier vowels y and 5 as [9]
was also attested by Wicherkiewicz (2003:467-471) at end of the 20" century in his phonetic
transcription of the first 36 stanzas of Biesik’s poem, that was based on recordings of a
contemporary speaker. The exemplary cases in which y is transcribed with [9] are: tragedyj
‘tragedy’, wymysojrysz ‘“Wymysorys’, fy ‘for’, ych ‘I’, and kynt ‘child’.!'6

To conclude, the introduction of [9] to the Wymysorys sound system and this sound’s
stabilization should most likely be attributed to Polish influence. This replacement of the
Wymysorys y [e] (Szynwald ¢, East Silesian €’, and Silesian ¢/i in general — all successors of the
Middle High German i) with [9] — or the development of the former sound into the latter — is a
recent, specifically post-war, phenomenon. The change itself started with the incorporation and
stabilization of a great number of Polish loanwords with [9]. Subsequently, [9] must have spread
to the etymological pronunciation of y in inherited Wymysorys vocabulary.!!” The use of [9]
instead of the Wymysorys 2 [9] is probably even more recent since the original pronunciation
with 2 is still grammatical. This replacement of 2 [o] with [9] seems to be motivated by a partial
interchangeability of y and 2 that was attested in Wymysorys before World War 11, as well as the
articulatory proximity of the two sounds. It is significant that, as Polish lacks [2], [9] is typically
used when foreign words containing [9] are adapted to a Polish manner of pronunciation.

4.2.2 Nasal vowels

Contact with Polish and, in particular, the transfer of Polish lexemes is responsible for an
occasional presence of nasal vowels in Wymysorys.

The complex phenomenon of nasalization will be discussed in detail in the part of this chapter
dedicated to phonological rules (see section 4.3.4). At this stage, the following should be noted:
lexemes borrowed from Polish that, in their Standard Polish form, exhibit an (often optional)
nasal vowel [3], [€], [1], [2], [Q1], and [3] (i.e. their partially nasal or non-nasal realizations are also
possible and in fact more usual) may occasionally maintain this input nasal pronunciation in
Wymysorys. Examples with nasal vowels [3] and [€] are more common than those involving [7],
[2], [T], and [3]. For instance, wentka ‘fishing rod’ from P. wedka, as well as Wnebowstompjyne
‘Ascension Day’ and WrnebowzZyncée ‘ Assumption Day’ that draw on the dialectal pronunciations
of P. Wniebowstgpienie and Wniebowzigcie may be realized with nasal vowels [£], [3], and [3],
respectively — that is, [vétka], [vnebovst3pleng], and [vnebovzitee]. However, such a fully nasal

115 One should, however, note that after velar stops, e.g. [g], Polish usually fronts the vowel y [9] to i [i] and
palatalizes the preceding velar consonant. This suggests that [9] behaves differently in Wymysorys than in Polish.
116 Compare with a similar situation in Aljzneri$ where, under Polish influence, the original [2] is pronounced as
[2] (noted as [i] by Dolatowski 2017:263).

117 Perhaps, since some types of e were gradually pronounced as y [9] (i.e. ryby [robg]) in Polish varieties spoken
around Wilamowice following the rules of Standard Polish instead of [e/¢], the change from [e] to [9] in borrowed
vocabulary was natural. Once it became the rule, the replacement of [e] with [9] could have easily spread to native
Wymysorys words.
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pronunciation is exceptional, being generally perceived as excessively pedantic. Much more
commonly, Polish nasal vowels are resolved in Wymysorys as oral vowels and non-syllabic nasal
vocoid, alternatively analyzed as partially nasalized diphthongs (i.e. [V\'~7]), as oral vowels and
nasal approximants (i.e. [VW]), or as oral vowels and nasal consonants (i.e. [VN]) —all of which
constitute the typical realizations of nasals in colloquial Polish and/or local Polish dialects. For
example, [£] in wentka ‘fishing rod’ often resolves as [ell], [eW]/[e"], or [en], while [3] in
Wiiebowstompjyne ‘Ascension Day’ tends to resolve as [ou], [oW]/[0"], or [on]. As a result,
vocalic nasality may vary from strong (i.e. a genuine nasal vowel) to virtually lost (i.e. an oral
vowel and a nasal consonant) through weak (i.e. an oral vowel with a non-syllabic nasal vocoid
(or partially nasalized diphthong) and an oral vowel with a nasal approximant) (see section 4.3.4;
cf. Kleczkowski 1920:12; Mojmir 1930-1936:xiii).

The peripheral status of nasal vowels in Wymysorys, already patent in their exceptional use in
Polish loanwords, becomes even more evident if native lexicon is taken into consideration.
That is, Wymysorys’ inherited vocabulary contains no example of nasal pronunciation of
vowels, neither as full nasal vowels nor as partially nasalized diphthongs or nasal
approximants. Inversely, the use of nasal vowels in Wymysorys is limited to Polish-sourced
vocabulary.

4.3 Phonological rules, phonotactics, and prosody

Contact with Polish has not only influenced the consonantal and vocalic inventory of Wymysorys
— it has also importantly affected phonetic and phonological rules operating in the language. In
particular, the loss of aspiration of unvoiced plosives and the replacement of a spread-glottis
(fortis-lenis) system with a voiceless-voiced system (4.3.1); the development of a consonantal
system based on palatalization (4.3.2); the introduction or maintenance of length in consonants
(4.3.3); and the presence of a nasal feature in vowels (4.3.4) can all be attributed to Polish
influence. Polish has also altered Wymysorys phonotactics, which currently tolerate relatively
complex consonant clusters in onsets (4.3.5), and the accentuation rules of the language.

4.3.1 Lack of /p/, /t/, /k/ aspiration and a contrast built around voicing in plosives

One of the most important rules that may be attributed to contact with Polish concerns the lack
of the aspiration of [p], [t], and [k] in word-initial position and the development of a voiced
versus voiceless contrast in plosives in general.

To begin with, the Polish stops /p/, /t/, /k/ lack aspiration in word-initial (or any other) position,
being pronounced as [p], [t], and [k] (Jassem 2003:103-104). This also applies to the dialects
of Lesser Poland and Silesia. In Polish, the opposition between /p/, /t/, /k/, on the one hand,
and /b/, /d/, /g/, on the other hand, “is fully one of glottal activity” (Jassem 2003:103-104) —
the plosives of the former set are voiceless while those of the latter set are voiced (Bak 1997;
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Strutynski 1998:42, 54; Jassem 2003; Gussmann 2007:289-291; see also Sussex & Cubberley
2006:163, 172-173; Rothstein 1993:687).!1%

Similar to Polish, the Wymysorys stops /p/, /t/, /k/ fail to be aspirated in word-initial position, as
well as in all other positions in a word. They rather contrast with /b/, /d/, /g/ in terms of voicing.
The consonants /p/, /t/, /k/ are voiceless, surfacing as [p], [t], and [k], respectively.!'® The
consonants /b/, /d/, /g/ are fully voiced in all positions, thus being realized as [b], [d], and [g],
except in word-final codas where they are realized as voiceless [p], [t], and [k] (Andrason & Krol
2016a:17-19).'2° In fact, a voice-based pronunciation concerns not only plosives but also
affricates, e.g. /tf/ versus /d3/. This state of affairs was attested by Kleczkowski (1920) and
Mojmir (1930-1936) before World War II. During the Interbellum, as is also currently the case,
the opposition between graphemes p, ¢, k and b, d, g resided exclusively in the contrast between
voiceless versus voiced “jak w polskiem” (Kleczkowski 1920:28). It did not involve a fortis-lenis
contrast that would be based on “force”, with aspiration as an accompanying feature (ibid. 14-
15, 28; see also Mojmir 1930-1936:xiv-xv). Judging from Wicherkiewicz’s (2003:399-409)
analysis of the language used by Biesik, the realization of the phonemes /p/, /t/, /k/ was also most
likely unaspirated, and the opposition with /b/, /d/, /g/ only involved the feature of voicing.!?!

The absence of aspiration of the voiceless plosives /p/, /t/, /k/ in Wymysorys and their systemic
contrast with /b/, /d/, /g/ in terms of voicing, diverges from the situation attested in Germanic
languages. According to the prevalent view in Germanic scholarship, in the distinction between
/p/, It/, /k/ and /b/, /d/, g/, voicing plays a secondary role. It is the feature of “spread glottis”
(Harbert 2007:44) or tenseness (Jessen 1998), with its typical acoustic effect of aspiration, that
is crucial (Iverson & Salmons 1995; 1999; 2003; 2008; Harbert 2007:44; Salmons 2020:123-
124). Indeed, the plosives /p/, /t/, /k/ are aspirated in word-initial position in most members of
the Germanic language family, while /b/, /d/, /g/ are non-aspirated, with their voiced realization
being unstable or “passive” (Harbert 2007:44). This distinguishes Germanic languages (which
are spread-glottis or Glottal Width systems) from Slavonic and Romance languages (which are
voice-based or Glottal Tension systems; Iverson & Salmons 2008:3; Caratini 2009:461;
Salmons 2020:123-124).122 This spread-glottis principle — also referred to as “Germanic
enhancement” (Iverson & Salmons 2003:44) — is viewed as one of the fundamental rules
governing the sound system of Germanic languages. It has been operating since the proto-
language, being responsible for a series of changes and developments (ibid. 2003:44; 2008:3-
4; see also Harbert 2007:44). Therefore, aspiration is viewed as “inherent” to the Germanic
family: “Once introduced into the system, the germ of aspiration has [...] never le[ft] the

118 Voiced phonemes are regularly devoiced in a number of contexts, e.g. in word-final position or before a suffix
with an initial unvoiced consonant (Strutynski 1998; Gussmann 2007:14, 60, 289).

19 However, there is evidence that a soft aspiration is audible in a word-final position (Andrason & Krol
2016a:19).

120 Thus, the opposition voiced-voiceless is neutralized in a word-final position, exactly as in Polish.

121 No trace of aspiration was attested in the Wymysorys variety described by Lasatowicz (1992:43) in the second
half of the 20™ century. Without providing any argumentation, Lasatowicz (ibid. 42) nevertheless argues for a
fortis-lenis distinction between /p/, /t/, /k/ and /b/, /d/, /g/.

122 See the theory of laryngeal realism posited by Honeybone (2005), according to which languages are divided
into two classes: aspiration-based languages and voicing-based languages.
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grammar in most members of the family” (Iverson & Salmons 2008:2), instead “hav[ing]
continued to affect newly arising voiceless stops over the course of roughly 2,500 years”
(Iverson & Salmons 2003:44).

Modern Standard German and most of its central and northern dialects are typical Germanic
systems in this regard. For instance, in Modern Standard German, the system of plosives is
based on tenseness or a spread-glottis contrast, such that the opposition between /p/, /t/, /k/ and
/bl, /d/, /g/ is generally explained as fortis versus lenis (Russ 1994:115; Wiese 1996; Jessen
1998:22, 136, 142-143; Fox 2005:42; Iverson & Salmons 2008:3; Caratini 2009). The feature
of tenseness is correlated primarily with aspiration, with /p/, /t/, /k/ being “heavily aspirated in
prosodically prominent positions” (Iverson & Salmons 2008:3), e.g. word-initially (Russ
1994:115, 117, 121; Iverson & Salmons 2003; 2008; Fox 2005:42; Caratini 2009).'? In this
system, voicing is viewed as a secondary feature (Jessen 1998:334). Even though in southern
dialects, for instance in Swiss German, the aspiration of word-initial /p/, /t/, /k/ is lost (Russ
1994:74, 115), the distinction still seemingly concerns “different strengths of articulation”
(Russ 1994:115) — i.e. fortis versus lenis or tense versus lax — rather than voicing (ibid.).

There are, however, Germanic languages that not only contain unaspirated (or weakly
aspirated) /p/, /t/, /k/ but also build their system of plosives around Glottal Tension and the
feature of voice (Salmons 2020:124). Such languages include Dutch, Frisian, and Afrikaans,
as well as Central and Eastern Yiddish (Donaldson 1994:483; Jacobs, Prince & van der Auwera
1994:399; Harbert 2007:44; Salmons 2020:124, 138). As far as Dutch is concerned, it has been
proposed that the absence of aspiration and the presence of voice-based distinction constitute
a Romance influence (Iverson & Salmons 1999:20; 2003; 2008:4-5; Schrijver 2014:122-123).
To be exact, this replacement of a spread-glottis-based system with a voice-based system in
Dutch is a dialectal change that originated in Westphalian and Lower Rhine German where it
had been triggered there under the pressure of neighboring Romance languages (Schrijver
2014:122-123).12* Similarly, in Central and Eastern Yiddish, the lack of initial aspiration and
the common distinction of plosives in terms of voiceless-voiced is attributed to Slavonic
languages (Iverson & Salmons 2008:2, 6; Salmons 2020:133). Early medieval Yiddish
speakers had a system of plosives typical of German, i.e. a system based on the spread-glottis
feature and the aspiration of unvoiced plosives. This system developed into a voiceless-voiced
system when the speakers of Yiddish moved east to territories where Slavonic languages were
spoken (Iverson & Salmons 2008:6).!%

123 Although most scholars reject voice as a distinctive feature in Modern Standard German, its relevance is also
acknowledged (Wiese 1996:169), since the series /b/, /d/, /g/ surfaces not only as unaspirated but also as partially
voiced (Iverson & Salmons 2008:3). Overall, the plosives contrast in both aspiration (primarily) and voicing
(secondarily). The tense consonants /p/, /t, /k/ are aspirated and/or unvoiced, while the lax consonants /b/, /d/, /g/
are unaspirated and/or voiced (Jessen 1998:43-44; see also Caratini 2009:70).

124 Tt should be noted that the change from aspirated-unaspirated to voiceless-voiced systems and, thus, the loss
of aspiration and generalization of voice-based distinction is not absolute in the sound system of Dutch. While it
is true for plosives, it is less salient for affricates, which have retained aspiration (Iverson & Salmons 2008:5).
125 In contrast, in Western Yiddish, the fortis-lenis system and aspiration of /p/, /t/, /k/ persisted (Herzog et al. 1992:36).
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As in German and most of its varieties, the system of Silesian German plosives was based on
a fortis-lenis contrast, which was related to the energy of occlusion and the intensity of release
(von Unwerth 1908:x, 42; Kleczkowski 1920:15). In fortes, the occlusion and release were
sudden (“Sprengung” — von Unwerth 1908:42), while in lenes plosives, the occlusion and
release took place gradually (“Losung” — ibid.). To be exact, in the Highland, Lusatian,
Glatzisch, and diphthongized dialects, consonants /p/, /t/, /k/ functioned as unvoiced fortes
(ibid.). In an initial position, they were sometimes accompanied or reinforced by aspiration,
with /k/ exhibiting the firmest propensity to be aspirated (ibid. 42-43; Kleczkowski 1920:14).
In the dialect of Szynwald, the aspiration of /k/ was weaker than in other Silesian varieties,
although still perceivable (Gusinde 1911:2). In contrast, consonants /b/, /d/, /g/ functioned as
lenes, with the feature of voice being unstable. Voicing was minimal or entirely absent in the
Highland, Lusatian, and Glitzisch dialects (von Unwerth 1908:42-43), whereas in the
diphthongized dialect, the voice feature was salient in an initial and medial intervocalic position
(ibid. 43).

The Wymysorys system of plosives not only contrasts with the other contemporary West
Germanic languages and varieties of German — it also distinguishes itself from the plosive system
posited for Middle High German, from which East Central German, including Silesian dialects
and Wymysorys, derives. As elsewhere in the Germanic family, in Middle High German, the
opposition between /p/, /t/, /k/ and /b/, /d/, /g/ is generally viewed in terms of tenseness or spread
glottis (Goblirsch 1997; 2018; Jessen 1998; Iverson & Salmons 2003:44; 2008) — that is, fortis
versus lenis (Simmler 1985:1134; Weddige 2007:18; Hennings 2012:8-10; Paul 2013:131, 141;
Moosmiiller & Brandstétter 2015; Jones & Jones 2019:32). However, the determination of the
precise phonetic nature of this opposition is more elusive. Probably, the contrast translated onto
a set of phenomena, such as force, quantity, voicing, and aspiration, with all of them characterized
by distinct degrees of relevance (Simmler 1985:1133-1135; Jones & Jones 2019:31-32). The
most relevant of all those phenomena were articulatory force (Wright 1917:22-23; Weddige
2007:18) and quantitative augmentation (Goblirsch 1997; 2018; Jessen 1998:334; see also
Simmler 1985:1135) — both related to intensity. Often, voicing is considered the third crucial
property correlated with tenseness (de Boor & Wisniewski 1973:18; Simmler 1985:1133;
Weddige 2007:19; Seiler 2009; Hennings 2012:8-10).

Given the above facts — i.e. the similarity of Polish and dissimilarity with other more or less
closely related Germanic languages — the replacement of the fortis-lenis system of plosives
(and affricates) with a voiceless-voiced system and the elimination of aspirated plosives in
prominent positions is likely a contact phenomenon that developed under the influence of
Polish. However, given the tendency found in Silesian German, where only /k/ was persistently
aspirated, Wymysorys may also have continued a development that was already in place in the
19" and early 20" centuries in local German dialects. Polish likely intensified this process,
contributing to the total loss of aspiration of /k/ and — perhaps as its result — the replacement of
the lenis-fortis system (which still operated in Silesian) with the voiceless-voiced system. To
further complicate the causality of the processes analyzed in this section, the weakening of the
spread-glottis feature and aspiration in Silesian German could itself be related to contact with
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Polish — similar to what occurred in Westphalian German, Low Rhine German, and Dutch
where similar processes are attributed to language contact. In conclusion, although Polish
influence constituted the primary motivation for the loss of aspiration and the establishment of
a voice-based system in Wymysorys, it also operated in conjunction with similar language-
internal and/or family-internal processes.

4.3.2 Palatalization

Palatalization is another phonetic rule currently operating in Wymysorys, the presence and
range of which may be attributed to contact with Polish. More evidently than was the case with
the restructuration of the plosives system, Polish has only enhanced and fortified relatively
timid initial palatalizing tendencies that had already been at play in the Wymysorys language
and its Silesian relatives.

Polish is one of “the most highly palatalized” languages in the entire Slavonic branch (Sussex
& Cubberley 2006:165). Given the considerable number and range of palatalizing processes
that have operated across the history of Polish, this language attests to “a more advanced state
of [...] palatalization than any of the other” members of this Slavonic family (ibid.). Indeed,
the contrast between palatal(ized) consonants and non-palatal(ized) consonants — generally
referred to as “soft” and “hard” (Urbanczyk et al. 1991:244; Bak 1997; Strutynski 1998:43-44;
Sussex & Cubberley 2006:165) — underpins not only the sound system of Polish, phonetic and
phonological, but also the language’s morphology. Crucially, for all consonants, there is a
corresponding palatal(ized) consonant, either at a phonemic or a phonetic level (Strutynski
1998:54, 72-73, 77-78; Sadowska 2012; Sussex & Cubberley 2006:165-166).'2° This hard-soft
contrast is illustrated by the following pairs of consonants: [p] — [p']; [b] — [b']; [t] — [¢']; [d] —
[d]; [K] - [K] (= [c]); [g] - [&] (= [3]); [m] — []; [n] — [0] (= [n]); [0] — [0']; [f] - [F]; [v] -
[V']; [1] = [F] (= [£D); [x] = [¥'] (= [¢]); [r] - [F] (also the glide [w] — [W']); [s] - [$']; [2] - [£]];
[s] — [¢'] and [¢]; [z] — [Z] and [2]; [ts] — [ts'] and [te]; and [dz] — [dZ] and [dz] (Rothstein
1993:687-690; Strutynski 1998:38, 42-44, 54; Sussex & Cubberley 2006:165-166; Gussmann
2007:4-7).127

As in Polish, a palatalization-based opposition between hard and soft consonants constitutes a
pervasive and essential component of the Wymysorys sound system, with every non-palatal hard
sound possessing a palatal(ized) soft equivalent (Andrason & Krol 2016a). This situation was
also attested at the beginning of the 20" century by Kleczkowski (1920:15) and Mojmir (1930-

126 The phonemic status of palatal(ized) consonants is related to the status of the vowels i and y (Strutyfiski
1998:77-78; Sussex & Cubberley 2006:167).

127 In this list, palatalized consonants are marked by the standard IPA symbol [']. In traditional studies on Slavonic
languages and Polish, palatalized consonants are indicated by an apostrophe, and palatal consonants by a specific
symbol, e.g. n, S, Z, ¢, dz (Urbanczyk et al. 1991; Rothstein 1993; Dukiewicz 1995; Bak 1997; Strutynski 1998;
Sussex & Cubberley 2006). The list of contrastive pairs provided above is recognized most commonly. For a list
with a larger set of hard-soft consonants, see Strutynski (1998). Some of these pairs are controversial. The precise
oppositions and contrastive pairs in the subset of sibilant fricatives and affricates are the most disputed. Regarding
phonological and morpho-phonemic aspects of palatalization in Polish, consult Gussmann (2007:32-179).
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1936:xv).!?8 To be exact, apart from the alveolo-palatal (or palatalized postalveolar) sounds
discussed in sections 4.1.1-3 (i.e. the fricatives [¢] and [z], the affricates [te] and [dz], and the
nasal [n]), Wymysorys exhibits the following palatal(ized) consonants, each contrastive with a
hard equivalent: [p/] — [p], [b/] — [bl, [¢]~ [¢], [&] - [d], [K/}/[e] - [k], [gV[5] ~ [g], [m] ~ [m], [y]
—[nl, [£1-[f], V'] = [V], [FVIA] =11, [x')/[¢] — [x], [F'] — [r], and [w’] — [w]. Crucially, the contrast
between hard (non-palatal) and soft (palatal(ized)) variants is found not only in the vocabulary
borrowed from Polish but also in the inherited Germanic lexicon. This may be illustrated by the
following examples in which pairs of words containing borrowed and etymological palatals are
provided: [p'] (opjekiin ‘guardian’ (P. opiekun) and byspjyca ‘spit’); [bl] (glembja ‘dove’
(P. golebie) and wdjnbjer ‘grapes’); [t] (tiderba ‘bag’ (P. torba) and tif ‘deep’); [d] (studja
‘studies’ (P. studia) and mordjonis ‘very strong’); [ki]/[c] (Syski ‘(pine)cone’ (P. szyszka) and
fiycikjer ‘fortieth’); [g/)/[5] (zdgjer ‘watch’ (P. zegar) and gjetd ‘money’); [ml] (riimjanek
‘chamomile’ (P. rumianek) and mjeca ‘March’); [1] (wengjerki ‘a damson-like type of plum’
(P. wegierki) and brengja ‘bring’); [P] (fjotki ‘violets’ (P. fiofek) and fjyr ‘for’); [vi] (éwjeré
‘measure, quarter’ (P. ¢wieré) and wje ‘would’); [V]/[£] (kdlina ‘viburnum’ (P. kalina) and klin
‘little, small’); [x]/[¢] (katehiz(m) ‘catechism’ (P. katechizm) and cybrdhja ‘break up’); [r]
(&iprin ‘head of hair’ (P. czupryna) and rihja ‘smell’); and the glide [w'] (zowitik ‘convoluted’
(P. zawily) and 4jyn ‘learn’). Certainly, the effect of softness varies among all those consonants,
being the most salient for the alveolo-palatal sounds — the fricatives ([¢], [2]), affricates ([te],
[dz]), and nasal ([n]) — as well as for the palatal plosives ([k/]/[c] and [g/]/[5]), and the palatal
fricative ([x/]/[¢]). The extensive palatal series listed above nearly exactly matches the series of
hard and soft consonants found in Polish that were presented in the previous paragraph.

This match between Wymysorys and Polish concerns not only the palatal(ized) sounds
themselves but also the palatalizing process as a result of which such sounds have emerged. To
be exact, two types of palatalizing processes attested in Wymysorys coincide with palatalizing
processes typical of Polish that are inversely absent in other colonial East Central German
varieties: a regressive palatalization and a process analogous to the so-called “fourth
palatalization” (Zak 2016:136). First, there are several examples in which palatal(ized)
pronunciation is motivated by the vowel that follows the relevant consonant, exactly as in
Polish (contrary to the progressive palatalization typical of Silesian German — see next
paragraph), e.g. [p’] in pijok ‘drunkard’ versus [p] in pyz ‘couch grass’ or [1] in pani ‘female
teacher’ versus [n] in Pon (Jeziis) ‘Lord (Jesus)’. As may be expected, loanwords from Polish
constitute the vast majority of cases exemplifying a regressive palatalization. Second, in a
number of Wymysorys lexemes — especially those borrowed from Polish at a more remote time
— [k] and [g] evolved into [k']/[c] and [g/]/[3], respectively, due to the presence of subsequent
front vowels other than i, e.g. cékier ‘sugar’ from the older non-palatal(ized) form cék(k)er
attested by Mojmir (1930-1936:78; compare with Zucker in German). This process seems to
be fully analogous to the so-called “fourth palatalization” (Zak 2016:136) which took place in
Polish and during which gy/ge developed into g’i / g’e [3], and ky/ke developed into ki / k’e
[c] (Dejna 1973:124-129; Urbanczyk et al. 1991:244; Dlugosz-Kurczabowa & Dubisz 2006).

128 In contrast, palatalization and palatalized consonants are not mentioned by Lasatowicz (1992).
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Furthermore, similar to Polish, palatalization entertains an important role in Wymysorys
morphology. Several palatal(ized) consonants — specifically, [¢], [z], [te], [dz], [n], [K]/[c],
[2]/[3], and [x)]/[¢] — occur in word-final position in Wymysorys, e.g. pah [-¢] ‘bad luck’ and
prydik ‘sermon’ [-c]. In the modern orthography, the forms ending in [k']/[c], [¢/]/[3] and
[x)/[¢] are not marked by any grapheme that would overtly indicate their palatal(ized)
pronunciation. This stems from the fact that currently, a non-palatal pronunciation (or only
weak palatal pronunciation) is also possible. These forms were, however, marked consistently
by Kleczkowski (1920) and Mojmir (1930-1936) by the palatal(ized) graphemes k’, g’, and x’,
as illustrated by ryk’k’ ‘back’, kyyk’ ‘king’, zag’ ‘saw’, and tdjx ‘pond’ (Kleczkowski
1920:128, 130-131; see also krikk’ ‘war’ found in Biesik’s poem; Wicherkiewicz 2003:400,
406). Such word-final palatal(ized) consonants trigger the use of the allomorphic ending -ja
instead of the regular ending -a in various inflectional forms of nouns and adjectives. To be
exact, for nouns ending in a palatal(ized) consonant,'?® the plural dative is -ja instead of the
usual -a. This occurs in masculine (e.g. rykja ‘backs’, tajhja ‘ponds’, kyngja ‘kings’), neuter
(e.g. stykja ‘piece’), and feminine nouns (e.g. bjykja ‘birches’, kyhja ‘kitchens’, zagja ‘saw’)
(Andrason 2014c; 2016; Andrason & Krol 2016a).!3° A similar phenomenon pertains to
adjectives. Those adjectives of which the singular forms exhibit optional palatalization use the
ending -ja instead of -a, which is regular for the other adjectival lexemes, e.g. hdlik ‘holy’ —
halikja; hungerik ‘hungry’ — hungerikja; kliniic¢ik ‘tiny, minute’ — kliniicikja.

Overall, a large number of palatal consonants, their extensive use in the native and borrowed
lexicon, as well as their visibility in Wymysorys morphology, give the language a soft
resonance and timbre, which is fully comparable to Polish but noticeably distinct from German
and its dialects (cf. Kleczkowski 1920; see also Latosinski 1909:271-272).13!

In contrast to Polish and Wymysorys, palatal oppositions and palatalizing processes are not
essential components of the Germanic sound system, even though certain types of
palatalization have operated in the Germanic family, and palatal(ized) sounds feature relatively
prominently in Dutch, Frisian, and Afrikaans (Donaldson 1994:482; Hoekstra & Tiersma
1994:529; van der Hoek 2010), as well as in Icelandic and Faroese (Barnes & Weyh 1994:193-
195; Harbert 2007:48-49). The role of palatalization in the phonetics and phonology of German
and its dialects is certainly less fundamental than is the case for Slavonic languages and Polish
(see Harbert 2007:48-49). Indeed, Modern Standard German fails to exploit palatalization and
palatal(ized) consonants to an extent that would be comparable to that attested in Polish (and
in Wymysorys). The most evident case of palatalization found in Modern Standard German is
the softening of [x] to [¢] (Russ 1994:117, 122; Fox 2005:38, 48; Fagan 2009:26-27). The only
other true palatal sounds are [j], [f] and [3] (Russ 1994:121-122; Fox 2005:26; Johnson &
Braber 2008:92, 95, 104; van der Hoek 2010). Silesian German dialects exhibited a slightly

129 This ending -ja, and the palatal(ized) consonant, appear even in cases where the singular is no longer palatal(ized).
130 The corresponding forms found in Kleczkowski’s grammar are: rvk 'k ja ‘backs’, tajxja ‘pond’, kyyg ja ‘kings’;
Styk’k ja ‘piece’; and bjyk 'k ja ‘birches’, kyx x ja ‘kitchens’, zag ja ‘saw’ (Kleczkowski 1920:128, 130-131).

131 The perception of Wymysorys as a “soft” language — and, in that regard, equal to Polish — is a usual reaction
when a non-Wymysorys speaker who is familiar with German and Polish is exposed to the Wymysorys language.
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more palatalization-oriented character than the contemporary Standard German, with the
following palatal(ized) consonants distinguished at the beginning of the 20" century: ¢’ [t], d’
[d], & [K/[c], g’ (€131, I [VV/[AL, 7 [n], 7 [1/], and ¢h [¢] (von Unwerth 1908:38-40, 53-54,
60, 71).132 Apparently, the strongest palatal properties characterized diphthongized dialects.
For instance, the dialect of Szynwald exhibited the full palatal(ized) series typical of Silesian
German, with the prominent soft pronunciation of k£’ [ki]/[c] and g’ [¢/]/[3] (Gusinde 1911:2-3,
78-79, 83-86, 89, 98; Kleczkowski 1920:162). Significantly, in Szynwatld, palatal consonants
were able to occur in word-final position, as illustrated by ¢’ [t] in k’erit” ‘children’ (Gusinde
1911:98). Certain Yiddish varieties have also acquired palatal(ized) consonants, although most
likely due to Slavic influence (Jacobs, Prince & van der Auwera 1994:394; Harbert 2007:26;
Weinreich 2008:533). In stark contrast to Wymysorys, the presence of palatal(ized) consonants
in Yiddish is virtually limited to Slavonic loanwords (Harbert 2007:26).!3* Lastly, in Middle
High German, from which Wymysorys descends, palatalization only operated residually. The
most evident palatalizing process affected the consonant s that was softened to [[] before the
consonants k, [, m, n, p, t, and w (Paul 2007; Fagan 2009:196, 209; Hennings 2012:41; Jones
& Jones 2019). Additionally, g was palatalized to [j] (Paul 2007:37).!34

Given the peripheral status of palatalization in German and Germanic languages, including
Middle High German, and its inverse central position in Polish and Slavonic languages; given
that Yiddish — the easternmost German variety — has acquired a wide array of palatal(ized)
consonants under the influence of Slavonic (Jacobs, Prince & van der Auwera 1994:394; Harbert
2007:26); and given that similarity between the Polish and the Wymysorys palatal systems is not
only synchronic (where the two languages coincide fully) but also diachronic (where certain
palatalizing processes are parallel), it is highly plausible that the extensive use of palatal(ized)
consonants in Wymysorys, the central position of palatalization in its phonetic and phonological
system, and (at least certain) diachronic palatalizing tendencies are all to be attributed to contact
with Polish (for a similar conclusion, consult Kleczkowski 1920:15; Zak 2013:136).

However, although Wymysorys and Polish currently exhibit similar sets of palatal(ized)
consonants and the regressive palatalization operates both in Wymysorys and Polish, the two
systems are not identical. The most relevant difference pertains to two other manners in which
palatal(ized) consonants have arisen in the Germanic vocabulary of Wymysorys. In the
inherited lexicon, the palatal(ized) realization of a consonant was (and still is) often conditioned
by the vowel that precedes it (Kleczkowski 1920:125) rather than by the vowel that follows
which, as explained above, is typical of Polish. The same principle governed palatalization in

132 The representation of symbols used by von Unwerth (1908) and Gusinde (1911) with the symbols of the IPA
draws on the descriptions of the respective sounds provided and the typical use of the respective non-IPA symbols
in dialectal studies of the early 20" century.

133 The Slavonic-based palatal phonemes in Yiddish are /I// or /&/ and /n/ as well as /t// and /d//, although the latter
two are “territorially more limited” (Weinreich 2008:533). In general, “the ability to form a palatal consonant” in
Yiddish is associated with Slavonic influence (ibid.). Contrary to Yiddish, the influence of Polish on Wymysorys
greatly exceeds the use of palatal(ized) sounds in loanwords. It also concerns the transfer of the palatal phonemes
and palatalizing processes

134 Palatalization is also attested in Aljzneri$ with its presence being attributed to Polish influence (Dolatowski
2017:109).
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all Silesian German dialects, thus revealing a firm family-internal tendency (von Unwerth
1908:71). In a further contrast to Polish, in Silesian German — including the variety of Szynwald
— palatalization operated spontaneously before a dental consonant, either plosive, nasal, or
lateral (von Unwerth 1908:38-39, 68-69; Gusinde 1911:98). Therefore, Polish might have
fortified limited palatalizing tendencies that were already at play in the Wymysorys language
and its Silesian relatives, through the wide-scale incorporation of lexemes containing
palatal(ized) consonants and the introduction of new phonological rules. As a result, the
visibility of palatal(ized) consonants has been intensified, their status in the phonetic and
phonological system has been enhanced, and new palatalization rules have been added to those
already in existence.

4.3.3 Consonantal length

The last phonological rule governing the system of consonants, the presence of which may at
least partially be attributed to contact with Polish, is length. In this case, Polish has likely
sheltered a feature that was fully operational at an earlier development stage, thereby
preventing its loss.

Consonantal length is a fully-fledged component of the phonetic repertoire of Wymysorys,
although different studies ascribe distinct systemic relevance to it. According to Kleczkowski
(1920:15) and Mojmir (1930-1936:xv), although attested, long consonants are not particularly
common. In contrast, Wicherkiewicz (2003:405-407) identifies a number of long consonants
in Biesik’s poems (namely, [m:], [f:], [p:], [k:], [t:], [ts:], and [t:]) and notes that they are still
pronounced at least “slightly longer” than their short counterparts by modern speakers (ibid.
407). I myself have detected a relatively large set of long consonants in my own fieldwork,
namely: nasals [n:], [n:], [m]; fricatives: [s:], [z:], [f:]; stops: [p:], [t:], [k:]; and affricates [ts:]
and [dAz/dA3:]; as well as [r:]. Many such examples are loanwords from Polish, e.g. Anna Anne’
(P. Anna), mencennik ‘martyr’ (P. meczennik), and Synnik ‘straw mattress’ (P. siennik).
Although long consonants also allow for a shortened pronunciation as singletons (e.g.
mencenik; pace Kleczkowski 1920), consonantal length seems to be a relatively evident feature
of the Wymysorys sound system.

Length was also a pervasive feature of Germanic languages (Harbert 2007:74-79). Geminate
consonants arose in old and medieval Germanic languages, both in the northern and western
branches, where they acquired a systemic relevance (ibid. 74-75). Subsequently, various
languages underwent changes and long consonants have often been simplified (Lass 1992;
Harbert 2007:75-78). This degemination is visible in the development from Middle High
German to Modern Standard German and many other West Germanic languages (ibid. 76-
78; Schmid 2017).!% Indeed, long or geminated consonants were a typical component of
Middle High German (Wright 1917:25, 27-28, 30-31; Simmler 1985:1134-1135; Goblirsch
1997; 2018; Jessen 1998:334; Paul 2007:141; Jones & Jones 2019:31), where the length

135 In modern languages, only North Germanic exhibits genuine long consonants (Harbert 2007:78-79).
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played a phonemic function to an extent (Fourquet 1963:85-88; Moosmiiller & Brandstitter
2015; Jones & Jones 2019:31). The following long consonantal sounds are usually identified
for Middle High German: pp [p:], bb [b:], tt [t:]; gg [g:], ff [f.], ss [s:], mm [m:], nn [n:], ]
[1:], and 77 [r:] (Wright 1917:25; Paul 2007:141; Jones & Jones 2019:31-33). The set of long
consonants is often extended by [J:], [x:], and [k:] (Simmler 1985:1135; Paul 2007:142, 171;
for a discussion, consult Goblirsch 1997; 2018 and Paul 2007:141-175; see also de Boor &
Wisniewski 1973:29-30). In contrast, Modern Standard German has no geminate or long
consonants “at the phonetic level” (Caratini 2007:70; Goblirsch 2018). The only consonantal
sounds present in the language are thus singletons (Caratini 2007:70; Fagan 2009) and
spelling them with double consonants generally indicates that a preceding vowel is short
(Russ 1994:118, 140).

In contrast to younger West Germanic languages, Polish contains a number of geminated or
long consonants, e.g. [dz], [dA3:], [f:], [k:], [m], [n:], [0:], [p:1, [r:], [s:1, [t:1, [ts:], and [z:]. Such
sounds occur in an intervocalic and word-initial position (Gussmann 2007:241; Wagile
2016:82). Since a number of minimal pairs may be identified, geminated consonants play a
phonemic role, at least peripherally (Wagile 2016:82).

Given that consonantal length is a systemic feature of Middle High German and Polish, on the
one hand, while it is absent in contemporary varieties of German (including Modern Standard
German), on the other hand, I conclude as follows: the presence of consonantal length in
Wymysorys is most likely an inherited feature from Middle High German that, contrary to the
tendency operating in German and related languages, was preserved due to analogy with Polish.

4.3.4 Nasalization

The influence of Polish on the phonological rules of Wymysorys also pertains to vowels.
Contrary to several rules permeating the consonantal module, only one such rule can be
identified in the vocalic module, namely nasalization.

Nasality is a prominent feature of the Polish sound system. Polish has two nasal phonemes, ¢
/3/ (or /0/) and ¢ /&/ (or /&/) (Urbanczyk et al. 1991:297-298; Rothstein 1993:659; Bak 1997;
Bloch-Rozmej 1997; Strutynski 1998:72, 74; Gussmann 2007; Wagiel 2016:88, 100). In
addition to these two phonemes, which are usually realized as [3] and [€], Polish contains a
large number of nasal vowels at the phonetic level, e.g. [1], [a], [Q1], and [3] (alternatively noted
as [i]; see Bloch-Rozmej 1997:95; Strutynski 1998:58-59, 61, 72). Overall, for every oral
vowel, there is a nasal equivalent used in certain environments (Urbanczyk et al. 1991:298).136
As aresult, nasality is viewed as a key phonetic and phonological feature in Polish, also playing
a significant role in the morphological system of the language (Bak 1997; Strutynski 1998:77;
Gussmann 2007:269-287; Wagiel 2016). In a Standard Polish speech, the realization of nasality
is usually asynchronous (Urbanczyk et al. 1991 297-298; Bak 1997). This asynchronous

136 Such environments are: /n/ + /fricative/ and /m/ + /f, v/ (Urbaficzyk et al. 1991:298).
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realization gives rise to the emergence of further nasal sounds, i.e. nasal non-syllabic vocoids
[1] and [T] (Which together with the oral vowel may be viewed as partial nasal diphthongs (e.g.
[oti], [el], [€]], and [ii])) and, more or less prominent, nasal approximants (e.g. [W] and [j])
(Rothstein 1993:660; Jassem 2003:104; Gussmann 2007:270-271). In some studies, these
nasalized non-syllabic vocoids and nasal approximants (i.e. [i]/[W] and [T]/[j]) are treated as
separate phonemes (Jassem 2003:104). However, in colloquial speech, vocalic nasality is even
weaker. That is, nasal vowels usually resolve as oral vowels and nasal consonants. This occurs
especially before stops and affricates, e.g. dgb ‘oak’ [domb]. Before / [1] and / [w], the nasal
feature is lost entirely, being replaced by a labial [w], e.g. wzigf ‘he took’ [vzow] (Rubach
1977; Rowicka & van de Weijer 1992; Rothstein 1993:659; Bak 1997; Bloch-Rozmej 1997:84-
86; Sussex & Cubberley 2006:158-159, 162; Gussmann 2007:271). Nevertheless, contrary to
this de-nasalizing tendency, nasality can be preserved. It is often maintained before fricatives
and word-finally (Sussex & Cubberley 2006:158-159; Gussmann 2007:270), where the oral
vowel is often accompanied by a nasal vocoid/approximant, e.g. wgs [wols]/[wows]/[wo"s]
and sq [soli]/[sow]/[so"] (for details, consult Rubach 1977; Rowicka & van de Weijer 1992;
Rothstein 1993:659; Bloch-Rozmej 1997; Jassem 2003).!37

The above-mentioned realization of nasal vowels is also typical of the Polish varieties currently
spoken by Wilamowians. First, the inhabitants of Wilamowice use Standard Polish more often
than any other dialect and thus comply with the above-mentioned principles governing the
pronunciation of nasals (Wicherkiewicz & Zieniukowa 2001; own data; see also Zieniukowa
1998). Second, even in local dialects — whether those of Western Lesser Poland or eastern
Silesia — the treatment of nasals is highly similar to that exhibited in Standard Polish, with
nasality generally being preserved as a nasal vowel, a nasal approximant (or a partially
nasalized diphthong), or as a nasal consonant (cf. Dejna 1973:325-327).!*% Overall, in
Wilamowice, nasal vowels are produced relatively clearly only before fricatives and word-
finally, otherwise the pronunciation with nasal vowels is perceived as pedantic and artificial.

Contrary to Polish, nasal vowels do not constitute a prominent feature in the phonetics and
phonology of continental Germanic languages (note, for instance, that nasal vowels are not
discussed in general works on the Germanic family, e.g. Harbert 2007 and Koénig & van der
Auwera 1994).13° They are also peripheral in older and younger West Germanic languages,
including German and its varieties. For instance, nasal vowels were absent in Middle High
German (cf. Wright 1917; de Boor & Wisniewski 1973; Paul 2007; Jones & Jones 2019). In
younger German dialects, they are generally restricted to loanwords, often allowing for an
alternative oral pronunciation (Russ 1994:78, 108; Caratini 2009:51, 73-74; Fagan 2009:9). To

137 However, the nasal approximant may also be replaced by a nasal consonant (e.g. wgs ‘moustache’ can be
pronounced as [vons] and s¢ ‘they are’ as [som]) or the nasal feature may be lost, with the corresponding vowel
then being pronounced orally (Rothstein 1993:659; Sussex & Cubberley 2006:162; Gussmann 2007:271).
Regarding the phonetics, phonology, and morpho-phonemics of nasal vowels, consult Dukiewicz (1967),
Zagorska Brooks (1968), Rubach (1977), Bethin (1988), and Gussmann (2007:269-287).

138 See, for instance, the dialect of Pisarzowice (Kosinski 1891:7-8). This contrasts with the situation found in
other parts of Lesser Poland, where the nasal feature is lost (Urbanczyk 1968; Dubisz, Kara§ & Kolis 1995:80-
81; Karas 2010a; 2010b).

139 The exception is a chapter dedicated to Old Icelandic (Prainsson 1994:147).

93



be exact, the status of nasality in Modern Standard German is weak: “German vowels are oral
[and no] nasal vowel belongs to the core vocalic system” (Caratini 2009:71). Nasalized vowels
—[&()], [3(:)], [a(:)], [¢(:)] — are only found in loanwords from French (Russ 1994:108; Fox
2005:53; Caratini 2009:51, 73-74; Fagan 2009:9-10) and, even there, a pronunciation with an
oral vowel and a nasal consonant is fully grammatical (Russ 1994:78; Fox 2005:53; Fagan
2009:9). Being “unstable” and restricted to a small number of words of foreign origin, the role
of nasal vowels in the vowel system of Modern Standard German is marginal (Fox 2005:53;
Johnson & Braber 2008:90; Fagan 2009:10). German dialects in which nasality is more
prominent include: Swabian (an Upper German, Alemannic dialect), Pfaelzisch (Pfdlzisch) or
Palatine German (van Ness 1994:423; Stevenson 1997:71; Niebaum & Macha 1999:197), and
the dialect of Luzern (Bacher 1905:179). Secondary nasal vowels are also found in Frisian
(Hoekstra & Tiersma 1994:508) and Yiddish (Herzog et al. 1992:19-20, 41; Jacobs 2005:97-
99; Weinreich 2008:583-585, A.606!4%). In Yiddish, nasal vowels emerged from oral vowels
uttered before nasal consonants (Herzog et al. 1992:19; Jacobs 2005:97; Weinreich 2008:583-
585, A.606). The presence of such nasal vowels, however, is often attributed to Slavonic
influence (Weinreich 2008:583-585). Nasality is present more consistently in peripheral
languages, such as Surinam Dutch (de Schutter 1994:444), Afrikaans (Donaldson 1994:481),
and — albeit rather as an archaism used by older speakers — Pennsylvania German (van Ness
1994:423).

As explained in section 4.2.2, the vocalic system of Wymysorys is characterized by the
presence of nasal vowels (i.e. [V]), vocoids (i.e. [{7]), and approximants (i.e. [W]). The most
common genuine nasal vowels are [3] and [€]. In contrast, [1], [a], [{i], and [9] are rare. For
instance, wentka ‘fishing rod’ from P. wedka, as well as Wnebowstompjyne ‘Ascension Day’
and Wnebowzynce ‘Assumption Day’ that reflect the dialectal pronunciations of P.
Wniebowstgpienie and Wniebowzigcie, can be realized with the nasal vowels [£], [3], and [3],
in agreement with their careful (and pedantic) pronunciation in Standard Polish — that is, as
[vétka], [vnebovst3pene], and [vnebovzdtee]. Although fully-fledged nasal vowels are
grammatical, it much more frequently happens that nasality is not the property of a vowel but
rather of a non-syllabic vocoid or an approximant. In such cases, the de-nasalized syllabic
vowel is accompanied by one of the two nasal vocoids (i.e. [0] or [i]) — the whole sequence
being analyzable as a partially nasalized diphthong, i.e. [V{7] — or by a more or less prominent
nasal approximant (i.e. [W]/[¥] or [j/[']). This can be illustrated by the following realizations
of the above-mentioned loanwords wentka ‘fishing rod’, Wnebowstompjyne ‘Ascension Day’,
and Wriebowzyrice ‘Assumption Day’: [veltka], [vnebovstoupene], and [vnebovzsitee];
[vewtka], [vnebovstowplene], and [vnebovzsjtee]; and, if the approximant is less prominent,
[ve¥tka], [vnebovsto™piene], and [vnebovzaitee]. These types of realizations generally concord
with a more careful, colloquial pronunciation of Standard Polish. Overall, the nasality may
vary, ranging from stronger to weaker, along the following continuum: [V] > [V{7] >[VW] >
[VW], e.g. [3] > [ou] > [ow] > [0%] or [] > [&]] > [§]] > [&'] (compare with Kleczkowski 1920:12;
Moimir 1930-1936:xiii). While, as mentioned above, genuine nasal vowels are rare in

140 The abbreviation “A” refers to the Addendum in Weinreich’s (2008) book.
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Wymysorys, the use of nasal vocoids and approximants — whether pronounced more
prominently or less prominently — is relatively common.

Despite the presence of nasal vowels, vocoids, and approximants in Wymysorys, as described in
the previous paragraph, the nasal feature found in Polish donor lexemes is preserved in most
cases as a nasal consonant rather than nasal vocalic or semi-vocalic elements. That is, loanwords
that draw on lexemes that, in Polish, exhibit (at least optional) nasal vowels, are resolved as
sequences composed of a respective vowel and a nasal consonant, e.g. [n], [m], [n], or [g] (cf.
Kleczkowski 1920:172). Thus, g /3/ resolves as [on] (pozondek ‘order’ from P. porzqdek), [on]
(btonkan ‘wander’ from P. blgkac), and [om] (Wnebowstompjyne ‘Ascension Day’ from P.
Whniebowstgpienie). In a similar vein, ¢ /¢/ is often resolved as [en] (wentka ‘fishing rod’ from P.
wedka), [enk] (menka ‘suffering’ from P. meka), [en] (mencan ‘tire’ from P. meczyc¢), and [em]
(gnembjan ‘trouble, worry’ from P. gnebic) (see Kleczkowski 1920:172). This means that in the
majority of instances, vocalic nasality — whether a genuine nasal vowel, a partially nasalized
diphthong composed of an oral vowel and a nasal vocoid, or an oral vowel accompanied by a
nasal approximant — is not transferred from Polish to Wymysorys. This is consistent with the
treatment of nasals in Polish loanwords in the dialect of Szynwald where Polish /3/ and /&/ are
resolved as oral vowels and nasal consonants (Gusinde 1911:147).

Even more significantly, nasal vowels, nasal vocoids or partial nasal diphthongs, and nasal
approximants are all absent in the Germanic lexicon of Wymysorys. This fact concords with
the generalized absence of such sounds in native lexica in Middle High German, Modern
Standard German, and East Central German dialects.

To conclude, even though nasality may currently feature in the Wymysorys language due to
contact with Polish, this feature plays a peripheral role in its sound system, being limited to
Polish loanwords.

4.3.5 Complex consonant clusters

The last sound-related feature typical of Wymysorys that can be attributed to Polish influence
concerns phonotactics and, in particular, the presence of complex consonant clusters.

Polish exhibits rich phonotactics, tolerating complex consonant clusters in onset and coda
positions (Gussmann 2007; Zydorowicz 2010:567; Dziubalska-Kotaczyk & Zydorowicz 2014;
Zydorowicz & Orzechowska 2017:101) — a property that is characteristic of the Slavonic
family in general (Sussex & Cubberley 2006:149-150, 168, 170-175, 194-195, 204). Given that
both the length of such clusters and the number of their combinations are “impressive”
(Zydorowicz & Orzechowska 2017:101), Polish is considered as “one of the most permissive
languages” as far as phonotactics are concerned (Kijak 2008:62). As far as onsets are
concerned, such clusters maximally tolerate four elements (Zydorowicz 2010:565; Dziubalska-
Kotaczyk & Zydorowicz 2014; Zydorowicz & Orzechowska 2017:98). With regard to their
combinatority, 231 types of doubles, 165 triples, and 15 quadruples are found (Bargietowna
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1950; Zydorowicz 2010:565-567; see also Dukiewicz 1980; Dobrogowska 1984; 1990; 1992;
Zydorowicz & Orzechowska 2017:107-108).!#! The richness of Polish phonotactics is not only
quantitative but also concerns the qualitative properties of clusters. That is, Polish allows for
onset clusters that exhibit falling sonority profiles (e.g. [rt-]) and clusters with unchanged
sonority values (the so-called “plateau clusters”, e.g. [fsx-]) in addition to those of which the
sonority is rising (e.g. [tr-]) (Dukiewicz 1980; Zydorowicz & Orzechowska 2017:104).
Accordingly, sequences that are “ill-formed” from the perspective of the sonority scale, are
more or less widely tolerated in Polish (Zydorowicz & Orzechowska 2017:104).!4> Examples
of such “ill-formed” clusters occurring in onset are [rdz-] rdza ‘rust’ and [pstr-] pstrykaé “to
snap’ (Zydorowicz & Orzechowska 2017:104). Polish also admits cross-linguistically marked
sequences with “trapped” sonorants, in which a sonorant is enclosed between two elements of
lower sonority, typically two obstruents, e.g. [drg-] drga¢ ‘vibrate’ (Kijak 2008:62, 66).!43

Similar to Polish, Wymysorys tolerates varied and elaborate consonant onsets (Andrason
2015a:71). Monosegmental onsets may exhibit all consonants except [n].!** Bi-segmental
onsets exhibit a considerable variety, tolerating the following clusters: (a) stop +
liquid/nasal/fricative/ approximant; (b) fricative/liquid/nasal/fricative/stop/approximant/
affricate; and (c) affricate + liquid/nasal/fricative. Contrary to many West Germanic languages
(see below), Wymysorys tolerates bi-segmental onsets such as [tl-] and [dl-]; onsets of which
the second segment is a glide [-j/w-]; and onsets with a voiced sibilant as the first element, e.g.
[zm-], [3m-], [3v-]. Additionally, Wymysorys contains other onsets that are rare in German and
its relatives, e.g. [k[-], [tf-], [tx-], [ps-1, [p/-], [b3-1, [g3-1, [t/f-], and [ft/-].14° A large number
of such clusters are found in Polish-sourced vocabulary, e.g. [k[-] ASysdn ‘resuscitate’
(P. wszkrzeszac), ksyzmo ‘oil used in church’ (P. krzyzmo), kseséjanjin ‘Christian’
(P. chrzescijanin); [g3-] rozgzysyne ‘absolution’ (P. rozgrzeszenie) and gzyh ‘sin’ (P. grzech);
[ps-] psiriec ‘dog excrement’ (P. psiniec); [pf-] pSednowek ‘hungry gap’ (P. przednowek); [t[f-
| éwiktabiirok ‘beetroot’ (P. burak éwiktowy); [th-] thiis ‘coward’ (P. tchorz); [tf-] tfiis ‘coward’
(P. tchérz); and [3v-] Zwawik “lively’ (P. Zwawy). Some bi-consonantal onsets (e.g. [[t/-]) are
“ill-formed” from the perspective of the sonority scale. All of them appear in Polish loanwords,
e.g. S¢jybla/scibla “a type of straw’ (P. Zdzblo) and s¢ow ‘Rumex, sorrel’ (P. szczaw). Three
consonant onsets are also common in Wymysorys, and a wide range of combinations are
possible: stop + fricative + nasal (e.g. [b3n-]); fricative + fricative + stop (e.g. [fsp-], [fst-],

141 1 a final position, up to five consonants are allowed; in a medial position, six consonants may occur. In sandhi
phenomena across words, sequences of 11 consonants are grammatical (Dziubalska-Kotaczyk et al. 2012;
Zydorowicz & Orzechowska 2017:98-99).

142 The sonority scale depicts the increase in relative sonority of sounds and their “vowel-likeness” (Foley 1972;
Clements 1990). Generally, the sonority increases from obstruents to vowels, via sonorants. A more fine-grained
representation of the scale is as follows: voiceless stops > voiced stops > voiceless fricatives > voiced fricatives
> nasals >/ > r > glides / high vowels > low vowels (Harbert 2007:65). This scale imposes sonority restrictions
whereby, in onsets, consonants placed higher on the sonority scale may not occur before those placed lower on
this scale (ibid. 66, 68) This means that the sonority of a syllable may not decrease from the left edge to its nucleus,
but rather increases (ibid. 66, 68). Inversely, elements in codas must “decline in sonority toward the right edge of
the syllable” (ibid. 73) Typical exceptions are clusters of which the first element is [s] or [f] (ibid. 68).

143 In neighboring languages, sonorants appearing in such sequences exhibit a syllabic status (Kijak 2008:66).

144 This means that, contrary to Modern Standard German (see below), [[] and [x] may form monosegmental onsets.
145 Compare with similar clusters (e.g. /ps/, /th/, /tf/) in Yiddish (Jacobs 2005:115-117).
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[vzd-], [vzg-]); fricative + fricative + nasal (e.g. [vzm-]); fricative + stop + fricative (e.g. [tk[-],
[stf-]); and fricative + stop + liquid (e.g. [skr-], [spr-], [str-], [skn-] and [JkI-], [Jkr-], [fpr-],
[Jtr-]). Some such combinations violate the sonority principle. This includes two types of
clusters: stop + fricative + nasal (e.g. [b3n-]) and fricative (other than [s, []) + stop + fricative
(e.g. [vKkJ-], [vsp-], [vst-], [vzg-]). All of such “ill-formed” clusters are limited to Polish
loanwords, e.g. [b3n-] (na)bznjan ‘swell’ (P. nabrzmie¢); [vzm-] wzmjanka ‘mention’ (P.
wzmianka); [vzg-] wzgarda ‘contempt’ (P. wzgarda); [fsp-] wspiiminan ‘recall’ (P.
wspominac); [fst-] Wnebowstompjyne ‘Ascension Day’ (P. Wniebowstgpienie); [stf-]
dithowjynstwo ‘clergy’ (P. duchowienstwo), as well as many other words with the
morpheme -stwo, such as postiisenstwo ‘obedience’ and blogostawjynstwo ‘blessing’; [skn-]
sknyra ‘stingy person’ (P. sknera); and [[kl-] sklydzan ‘harm, disturb’ (P. szkodzi¢). Although
not particularly frequent, a few onsets composed of four consonants are attested, e.g. [vsk/-]
and [pstr-]. These clusters only appear in words borrowed from Polish, e.g. [vsk[-] wsksysan
‘resuscitate’ (P. wskrzesic) and [pstr-] pstrong ‘trout’ (P. pstrgg). The above demonstrates that,
in addition to the quantitative complexity, Wymysorys attests to a significant qualitative variety
of onset clusters and tolerates not only sequences that conform to the sonority scale, but also
those that violate it. All such “ill-formed” clusters are almost exclusively found in Polish
loanwords.

Although onset clusters in Germanic languages can be complex (Harbert 2007; van Oostendorp
2020:33), their complexity is much lower than in Polish and Wymysorys (cf. Kucera & Monroe
1968 who contrast German with Russian and Czech). In Germanic, only bi- and tri-segmental
clusters are allowed in onsets (van Oostendorp 2020:34). Bi-consonantal onsets, the most
permissive among all clusters, exhibit various combinatory restrictions (Harbert 2007; van
Oostendorp 2020). For instance, onsets with a glide as their second element, onsets composed
of sibilants and voiced obstruents, and the clusters [t]] and [d]] tend to be disallowed (ibid.
4-7).146 Tri-segmental onsets are even more restricted and mainly appear with [s] and [f] as
their first elements. With a few exceptions involving [s] and [[], bi- and tri-consonantal onsets
must comply with sonority hierarchy (Harbert 2007:68, 73; van Oostendorp 2020:36-40).
Therefore, the compliance with sonority hierarchy is much greater than what one observes in
Polish and Wymysorys. Overall, Germanic clusters are subject to the following main
principles: “the [...] dispreference for obstruent-obstruent onset clusters” and “the
dispreference for homorganic onset clusters” (which are a corollary of the “place-based
restrictions”, as well as “the prohibition against obstruent sequences whose elements differ in
voice” (Harbert 2007:72)).

To be exact, in Modern Standard German, monosegmental onsets tolerate most consonants
with the exception of [x], [g], and [J] (Fox 2005:58). For complex onsets, only doubles are
relatively common. Two basic types can be discerned: obstruent (plosive, fricative, affricate)
+ liquid (/1) and fricative (mostly, [) + C (Fox 2005:58). Specifically, the following
combinations are grammatical: stop + liquid/nasal/fricative; fricative + liquid/nasal; and,

146 In contrast, all of these onset clusters are allowed in Polish and also (to an extent) in Wymysorys.
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only for [, fricative + fricative/stop (Veith 1980:133; Eisenberg 1994:356; Russ 1994:120).
The only common second segments are thus sonorant (Fagan 2009:35).!47 Triple onsets are
scarce and highly restrictive, both qualitatively and quantitatively (Kucera & Monroe
1968:50). Only five permutations are grammatical (i.e. [skl-], [skr-], [Jpl-], [Jpr-], [Jtr-]), and
all of them are of the type [s, ] + stop + liquid (Fox 2005:58; Fagan 2009:36; cf. Hall
1992:69). Quadruple onsets are disallowed (Kucera & Monroe 1968:50; Eisenberg 1994:355;
Fox 2005:55; see also Wiese 1996). Modern Standard German onsets largely comply with
the sonority scale principle (Wiese 1996:260; Fox 2005:60; van Oostendorp 2020:36-38).
The only common exceptions involve [[] and [s] which may occur before stops (Fox 2005:60;
van Oostendorp 2020:38-40). Similarly, Middle High German maximally tolerated three
consonants in onsets. In bi-consonantal onsets, sequences composed of an obstruent and a
liquid are allowed with the exception of [tl-] and [d]-]. Monosegmental onsets exhibit very
few restrictions, e.g. [x-], [¢-], and [n-] (cf. Harbert 2007:66; van Oostendorp 2020:35;
compare with Wymysorys above). Other types of onsets are more restricted, with a number
of combinations being disallowed, e.g. onsets of which the second segment is a glide [j/v/w]
and onsets composed of sibilants and voiced obstruents (cf. van Oostendorp 2020:36-40). In
general, conforming to the behavior exhibited by West Germanic languages, Middle High
German complies with the sonority-based constraints (Harbert 2007:68, 73; van Oostendorp
2020) to a much larger extent than is the case in Polish and Wymysorys. In contrast to the
poverty of onsets typical in Germanic languages, the inventory of onset clusters is more
complex in Yiddish (Jacobs 2005:115; Harbert 2007:72), the most permissive language as
far as onset clusters are concerned (van Oostendorp 2020:36, 38-39). For instance, Yiddish
tolerates several sequences that violate principles operating in the Germanic family (see the
paragraph above), e.g. [pt-], [ps-], [px-], [pk-], [tk-], [tf-], [xk-], [tn-], [tI-], [dn-], [d]-], [kd-],
[sd-], and [ft/-] (Jacobs 2005:115-117; Harbert 2007:72; Weinreich 2008:533). This
increased presence of onset clusters in Yiddish is attributed to the influence of Hebrew and
Slavonic (Wexler 1991; Weinreich 2008; van Oostendorp 2020).

To conclude, the considerable complexity of consonant clusters in onsets found in Wymysorys
is most likely a contact phenomenon developed under the influence of Polish. This stems from
three facts. First, the Wymysorys system of onset clusters distinguishes itself from the systems
attested in other West Germanic languages, especially in Middle High German — the diachronic
predecessor of Wymysorys — and closely related languages (e.g. Modern Standard German and
its dialects). Second, the majority of complex consonant clusters appears in loanwords adopted
from Polish. Third, all the “ill-formed” sequences attested in Wymysorys that are absent in
other West Germanic languages are limited to lexemes borrowed from Polish — in other words,
they are not found in the inherited lexicon. Overall, because of a large number of Polish
borrowings and their wide-spread use, complex (contact-induced) consonantal combinations
currently constitute a regular feature of the Wymysorys sound system. This has occurred
despite the general tendency to simplify complex consonant clusters found in original Polish

147 Additionally, affricates may combine with a liquid or a fricative (Fagan 2009:35, 58).
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lexemes during their adaptation to Wymysorys, in agreement with the phonotactic rules typical
of Germanic languages (see chapter 5).!48

4.3.6 Accent

In Wymysorys, accent tends to fall on the first syllable of native, genuine Germanic roots, e.g.
‘briider ‘brother’ and 'aduma ‘sons-in-law’ (see Waniek 1880:20; Kleczkowski 1920:29). This
also applies to compound nouns formed of two native roots. In such cases, the initial syllable
of the first radical element carries the main stress, while the initial syllable of the second radical
element carries the secondary stress, e.g. 'bjygja mdster ‘mayor’. The most common
exceptions are verbs with separable prefixes in which the prefix, rather than the root, carries
the stress. Nevertheless, even in these cases, the accent is often initial, e.g. 'ciimaha ‘close’. In
contrast, in words that had originally been borrowed from other languages and fully integrated
in Wymysorys (and closely related languages — see below), which thus excludes Polish loans,
the principal stress often falls on the last syllable, e.g. na'tir ‘nature’. If a non-Germanic root
is accompanied by a native suffix, it maintains its “foreign” stress, e.g. nd tjyrlik ‘naturally’. If
a Germanic root is accompanied by a non-Germanic suffix, the suffix tends to carry the main
accent, e.g. potie ryn ‘hostess, housewife’ or sndjde rjyn ‘tailor’ In general, the placement of
accent in non-Polish roots and affixes in Wymysorys (whether Germanic or non-Germanic) is
fully consistent with the treatment of accent in Modern Standard German and East Central
German colonial dialects (Waniek 1880:20; Kleczkowski 1920:29). Indeed, the rules operating
in Modern Standard German are virtually identical (see Ross 1994:131-132; Johnson & Braber
2008:134-136; Fagan 2009). The same holds true for stress in Middle High German, with the
only difference being that the initial accent was even more pervasive (see Paul 2007:28-30;
Hennings 2012:24, 32, 180-184; Jones & Jones 2019:35).

This inherited, typically West Germanic, system of accentuation has been altered due to the
transfer of a large number of Polish loanwords in which the original placement of stress on
the next-to-last syllable has been maintained. In other words, although various loans have
been adjusted to the prosodic rules of Wymysorys (see section 5.1.4 in the next chapter), the
majority of borrowings have preserved their original penultimate accent, either as a primary
or secondary variant. See, for example, cudzo Zymjec ‘foreigner’ (< P. cudzo'ziemiec),
bjyzmo'wane  ‘confirmation’ (< P. bierzmo'wanie), bezroboce ‘unemployment’
(< P. bezro'bocie), ma'coha ‘stepmother’ (< P. ma'cocha), and sti necnik ‘sunflower’
(< P. sto'necznik). Because of the high number of such loanwords, the root/stem-penultimate
stress has become relatively common and fully grammatical in Wymysorys. This
phenomenon was observed in the late 19" and early 20 centuries by Waniek (1880:20),
Kleczkowski (1920:23), and Mojmir (1930-1936). The 215 century evidence demonstrates

148 In contrast, Polish has not contributed substantially to consonant clusters in codas. This may be related to the fact
that not only are double codas common in native lexicon, but also triples and quadruples if flexional forms of verbs,
nouns, and adjectives are considered. Overall, a limited number of new coda types have been transferred from Polish
to Wymysorys, e.g. [[tf] bos¢ ‘beetroot soup’ (P. barszcz); [ndz] bryndz ‘sheep’s cheese’ (P. bryndza); and [rt[] syré
‘animal hair, fur’ (P. siersc), cwjerc ‘a type of measure, quarter’ (P. ¢wierc), and tarc ‘shield’ (P. tarcza).
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that its pervasiveness and regularity has increased. Despite this, the stress rules operating in
the non-Polish lexicon have remained unchanged.'#’

149 Polish has also contributed to a greater visibility of lexemes with stress on the ultimate syllable of the root due
to the loss of the post-tonic vowel, e.g. ¢eku'lad ‘chocolate’ (cf. P. czeko'lada), ka'plic ‘chapel’ (cf. P. ka'plica),
and kata'het (cf. P. kate'cheta) ‘religious instructor’ (see section 5.1.4).
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CHAPTER FIVE

5. Content lexicon

Content vocabulary is a language module that tends to experience the largest amount of
borrowing across languages. Content vocabulary refers to elements that have semantic
substance or “stateable lexical meaning”, entertaining the highest degree of the Saussurean
signifier-signified relationship (Field 2002:60-62). They designate imaginable and
recognizable referents that exist either objectively (in reality) or subjectively (in the speaker’s
mind), thus “hav[ing an] identity that is separable from language particular morphology and
syntax” (ibid. 61). Such referents may themselves be individuals (humans, animals, things,
places, ideas, emotions), activities (actions, states, processes), and attributes (qualities,
properties, expressions of manner). By exploiting their antonymy, synonymy, and polysemy,
content words can be structured into fields and taxonomies (ibid.). They draw on open word
classes, particularly nouns, verbs, and adjectives, as well as — albeit more disputably — adverbs
(ibid. 60-61, 139-141).1%0

The present chapter studies the various aspects of matter and pattern borrowings that have taken
place in Wymysorys content vocabulary by analyzing loanwords and contact-induced features
identifiable in nominal (5.1), verbal (5.2), adjectival (5.3), adverbial (5.4), and ideophonic (5.5)
lexical classes. For each category, I will provide a comprehensive inventory of cases of matter
borrowing, i.e. a list of words adopted from Polish, as well as — where applicable — examples of
pattern borrowing, specifically lexical calques. Furthermore, I will describe the different
semantic types of loanwords, determine a standard and/or dialectal form of their Polish sources
or model lexemes, and analyze the adaptive mechanisms that have operated during the transfer.

5.1 Nouns
5.1.1 Inventory of loanwords

Nouns are the lexical class in the content vocabulary of Wymysorys that has experienced the
greatest influence from Polish (cf. Kleczkowski 1920:160; Zak 2013; 2016:141-142). The total

150 As with any distinction in grammar, the line separating content lexemes from function lexemes (see chapter 6)
is fuzzy (Field 2002:65). To a large extent, this fuzziness stems from evolutionary tendencies operating in
languages whereby content elements may develop — or grammaticalize into — function elements through a gamut
of intermediate stages. Therefore, for instance, certain nouns and verbs that gradually evolve into pronouns,
adpositions, and conjunctions may be less content-like than is typically postulated (ibid. 170). In some definitions,
the most canonical content word classes, especially nouns and verbs, are defined as those elements that are able
to receive and/or assign thematic roles (Myers-Scotton 2002:68-69; 2006:248).
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number of nouns of Polish origin identified in my field study amounts to 594.!>! Below, I
provide an alphabetical list of all nominal loanwords that have been borrowed from Polish and,
after their stabilization, currently belong to the shared Wymysorys lexicon:!'>?

akacjalagacja (akacja) ‘acacia’; akta (akta) ‘files’; akwarjum (akwarium) ‘aquarium’; Anelsko
([Swieto Matki Boskiej] Anielskiej) ‘Porziuncola Day’; angrest (agrest) ‘gooseberry’; Anna
(Anna); apostol (apostol) ‘apostle’; aptyk (apteka) ‘pharmacy’; arcybiskiip (arcybiskup)
‘archbishop’; baba (baba) ‘grandmother’; babinec (babiniec) ‘old woman, meeting of
women’; babiifka/babufka (babka) ‘a type of cake’;'>3 bahiiz (bachor) ‘brat, kid’; bajka (bajka)
‘a piece of the traditional Wymysorys garment’; bdldah/baldah (baldach(im)) ‘canopy’;
balkon (balkon) ‘balcony’; bana (bania) ‘pumpkin’; bankjet (bankiet) ‘banquet’; bankomat
(bankomat) ‘ATM’; bapka (babka) ‘a type of cake; grandma, old woman’; baran/baron
(baran) ‘ram’; bariis (barus) ‘ram’; bazant (bazant) ‘pheasant’; Beji (Biata); Bestwa
(Bestwina); berto (berto) ‘sceptre’; bestej (bestia) ‘beast’; Betlejem (Betlejem); bezboznik
(bezboznik) ‘godless person, atheist’; bezroboce (bezrobocie) ‘unemployment’; biblii/biblija
(biblia) ‘bible’; bilet (bilet) ‘ticket’; bivegoc¢ (bogacz) ‘rich man’; bidelok (bolak) ‘complaint,
pain’; Bideznok (Bosniak) ‘nickname of the Zejma family, Bosnian’; Bideze/Bloze Calo (Boze
Ciato) ‘Corpus Christi’; bizuteryj (bizuteria) ‘jewelry’; bjyda (bieda) ‘poverty’; bjvdok
(biedak) ‘poor man’; bjyzmowane (bierzmowanie) ‘confirmation’; Blan (Bielany); blowatki
(btawatek) ‘cornflower, Centaurea cyanus’; bobownik (bobownik) ‘brooklime, European
speedwell’; bognet (bagnet) ‘bayonet’; bokserkja (bokserki) ‘boxers’; bonk (bgk) ‘bumblebee’;
bos¢ (barszcz) ‘beetroot soup’; Bioetut (Barttomiej); bow (baba) ‘woman, wife’; bozon (bizon)
‘bison’; brom (brama) ‘gate, door’; brydz (brydz) ‘bridge’; bryndz (bryndza) ‘sheep’s cheese’;
biid (buda) ‘shed, stall, hut’; Bufgar (Buigar) ‘Bulgarian’; biirnus (burnus) ‘a winter coat’;
biirok (burak) ‘beetroot’; byk (byk) ‘bull’; Bylc (Bielsko); bzoskwin (brzoskwinia) ‘peach’;
canteryj (centuria) ‘common centaury, Centaurium erythraea’; cegloz (ceglarz) ‘brickmaker’;
cejgon, pl. cygon (cygan) ‘Gypsy, vagrant’; cembol, cymbot (cymbat) ‘idiot’; cepok (cepak)
‘stupid person’; cerkja ((za)cierki) ‘noodle soup’; cigar/cygar (cygaro) ‘cigar’; cnidet (cnota)
‘virtue’; cokier (cukier) ‘sugar’; ciid (cud) ‘wonder’; ciidok (cudak) ‘weirdo, odd man’;
cudzozymjec (cudzoziemiec) ‘foreigner’; cynamiin (cynamon) ‘cinnamon’; cytryn (cytryna)
‘lemon’; Cané (Czaniec); ¢arniiha (czarnucha) “a black cow’; ¢arowric (czarownica) ‘hex’;
¢asnoh (ciasnocha) ‘tight for space’; cekulad (czekolada) ‘chocolate’; cevik/tsewik (trzewik)
‘shoe’; cirk/¢yrk (zacier(ki)) ‘mash’; ¢iila (ciul(a)) ‘penis’; ¢iiprin (czupryna) ‘head of hair’;
¢lira (ciura) ‘awkward, clumsy man’; ¢éwikla (¢wikia) ‘red beet and horseradish sauce’;

151 This considerable number of nominal loanwords complies with the situation attested in Yiddish. The number
of Slavonic loanwords in Yiddish — mostly nouns but also verbs, adjectives, and adverbs — is “large”, ascending
to (perhaps exaggerated) “thousands” (Weinreich 2008:526; see also Jacobs, Prince & van der Auwera
1994:417; Geller 1994; Kahn 2015:696). Content words, especially nouns, are also common borrowed elements
in Aljzneri$ (Dolatowski 2017).

152 In parentheses, I provide the underlying Polish lexemes in their standard orthography. For the sake of
simplicity, the abbreviation P. (i.e. Polish) is omitted. The same procedure will be adopted when presenting the
inventory of verbal, adjectival, adverbial, and ideophonic loans. Names of places that do not have conventional
English equivalents as well as all names of persons are not translated.

153 Throughout this chapter, I will regard the different variants of a single donor lexeme as a single case of
borrowing.
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¢wiklabiirok (burak cwiklowy) ‘beetroot’; cwjerc (¢wierc) ‘measure, quarter’; ¢yscec (czysciec)
‘purgatory’; ¢yscic (czysciec) ‘yellow toadflax, Linaria vulgaris’; dahiifki (dachowka) ‘roof
tile’; depesz (depesza) ‘telegram’; deser (deser) ‘dessert’; desperok (desperat) ‘desperate
person’; driicoz (druciarz) ‘wire maker’; driiskal/driiskjyn/driiskyn (druzka) ‘bridesmaid’;
driizba (druzba) ‘best man, groomsman’; diihowjynstwo (duchowienstwo) ‘clergy’; dupa
(dupa) ‘butt, arse’; diipski (dupski) ‘arse’; dyspens (dyspensa) ‘dispensation’; dzada/dzodek
(dziadek) ‘grandpa, old man’; dZiwok (dziwak) ‘freak, weirdo’; dziido (dzudo) ‘judo’; dzub
(dziob) ‘beak’; dzyz (dzieza) ‘kneading trough’; ekonom (ekonom) ‘steward, administrator’;
ekran (ekran) ‘screen’; ekselenc (ekscelencja) ‘excellency’; elamentoz (elementarz) ‘primer’;
elektryk (elektryka) ‘electricity’; ewangjelja (ewangelia) ‘gospel’; fabryk (fabryka) ‘factory’;
fiotki (fiolek) ‘violet’; folwark (folwark) ‘farm, manor’; frajerka (frajerka) ‘girl, girlfriend,
fiancée’;!>* fiycowe (frycowe) ‘joining fee’; fiindiis (fundusz) ‘fund(s)’; galareta (galareta)
‘jelly’; gamajda (gamajda) ‘lout’; gancoz (garncarz) ‘potter’; ganek (ganek) ‘porch, entrance’;
gatkja (gatki) ‘pants’; gawriin (gawron) ‘rook’; gazyt (gazeta) ‘newspaper’; giderol (goral)
‘highlander, mountaineer’; gizd/gizdok (gizd) ‘punk, naughty boy, a horrible person’; glembja
(glebia) ‘depth’; gnid (gnida) ‘louse’; goralka (goralka) ‘highland woman’; grabki (grab)
‘European hornbeam, Carpinus betulus’; griiboz (grabarz) ‘gravedigger’; griid (gruda) ‘clomp,
frozen ground’; griidzyn (grudzien) ‘December’; grumnic (gromnica) ‘large candle’; griin
(gran) ‘slop, ridge’; giista (gusta) ‘sorcery, witchcraft’; gZzyh (grzech) ‘sin’; halastra (hatastra)
‘rabble, mob’; handlyz (handlarz) ‘seller, trader’; hipopotam (hipopotam) ‘hippopotamus’;
histiéeryj/kistioeryj/kistoryj (historia) ‘tale, history’; hrapka (chrapka) ‘wish, lust’; hiiba
(huba) ‘Hoof fungus, polyporus fomentarius’; hiita (huta) ‘steel factory, foundry’; indyk
(indyk) ‘turkey’; inwalid (inwalida) ‘disabled’; inwentoz (inwentarz) ‘inventory’; jatmiizna
(jatmuzna) ‘alms’; jatowic (jatowica) ‘heifer’; jatowjec (jatowiec) ‘juniper’; Janta (Antoni);,
Jantek (Antek); Jasela (Jaska); jasen (jesion) ‘ash’; Jaski (Jas, Jasiek); jawer (jawor) ‘maple’;
jedlin (jedlina) ‘young fir forest’; jedynok (jedynak) ‘only child’; Joza (Jozia); jiih (jucha)
‘blood’; jiipka (jupka) ‘a piece of a garment’; Jiisa (Jusia); Juska (Jozka); Jyndra (Jedrzej);
Jynrek (Jedrek); k(a)narek (kanarek) ‘canary’; kabacek (kabaczek) ‘squash’; kabtonk (kabtqk)
‘arch’; kacabdj/kacabdjka (kacabaj(ka)) ‘a piece of a garment’; kacusu (kacus) ‘little cat’;
kadtip (kadfub) ‘hull’; kadz (kadZ) ‘tub, vat’; kafki (kawka) ‘jackdaw’; kdlafjor (kalafior)
‘cauliflower’; kalamoz (katamarz) ‘inkwell, inkpot’; kalarep (kalarepa) ‘kohlrabi’;
kalendaz/kalendoz (kalendarz) ‘calendar’; kalika (kaleka) ‘cripple’; kalina (kalina)
‘viburnum’; kaloryfer (kaloryfer) ‘radiator’; kanali (kanalia) ‘rascal, knave, scumbag’; Kanciig
(Kanczuga); kangiir (kangur) ‘kangaroo’; kaniinik (kanonik) ‘canon’; kapelant (kapelant)
‘musician’; kapeliis (kapelusz) ‘hat’; kaplic (kaplica) ‘chapel’; kaprol (kapral) ‘corporal’;
karakter (charakter) ‘character’; karas (karas) ‘crucian carp’; kardynot (kardynaf) ‘cardinal’;
karetka (karetka) ‘ambulance’; karlok (che/arlak) ‘weakling’; Karol/Karél (Karol); Karolka
(Karolka); kasa (kasza) ‘grits, grouts’; Kaska (Kaska); kaston (kasztan) ‘chestnut’; katafalk
(katafalk) ‘catafalque’; katahet (katecheta) ‘religious instructor’; katehiz(m) (katechizm)
‘catechism’; Kaza (Kazi(mierz)); ketih (kielich) ‘goblet, cup’; kelner (kelner) ‘waiter’; ki¢
(kicia) ‘cat’; kioeler (cholera) ‘cholera’; kiéepjec (kopiec) ‘pile’; Kidezok (kozak) ‘Cossack,

1341t is possible that this word was originally a dialectal Polish adaptation of the Slovak or Czech fiajerka ‘girl’.
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birch bolete’; kfak (kfak) ‘clump, mop, tuft’; klamka (klamka) ‘handle’; kleryk (kleryk)
‘seminary student’; klo¢ (klacz) ‘mare’; klop (chiop) ‘man, husband’; klyjnot (klejnot) ‘jewel’;
ktyscok (chtystek) ‘whippersnapper’; kéc (koc) ‘blanket’; kolegal/kélega (kolega) ‘friend’;
kotodzej (kotodziej) ‘wheelwright’; kolond/kioelenda (koleda) ‘Christmas carol, a Catholic
ritual’; kombdjn (kombajn) ‘harvester’; Komorowic (Komorowice);, kompiiter (komputer)
‘computer’; konfitiir (konfitury) ‘jam’; konkul (kgkol) ‘corncockle, Agrostemma githago’;
konsystoz (konsystorz) ‘advisory board in a Catholic church’; kopyt (kopyto) ‘hoof’; kora (kara)
‘penalty, punishment’; koroln (korale) ‘bead necklace’; koriin (korona) ‘crown’; kosa (kosa)
‘scythe’; kosok (kosak) ‘sickle’; kosyner (kosynier) ‘a peasant soldier’; koserka (akuszerka)
‘midwife’; kowut (kobyta) ‘mare’; kracum (karczma) ‘inn, tavern’; krakowjok (krakowiak)
‘Krakow region folk dance’; krat/krot (krata) ‘grid, bar(s)’; krawat (krawat) ‘tie’; kredyt
(kredyt) ‘bank loan’; Krok (Krakow) ‘Krakdéw’; krost (chrosta) ‘scab, spot, pustule’; kriipkja
(krupy) ‘pearl barley’; kryjn (chrzan) ‘horseradish’; kryminot (kryminaf) ‘jug, problem’;
ksesc(if)anin (chrzescijanin) ‘Christian’; Kiiba (Kuba); Kubus (Kubus); kukuriic (kukurydza)
‘maize’; kiila (kula) ‘ball, sphere’; kutdra (kotdra) ‘guilt, duvet’; kiilik (kulig) ‘sleigh party’;
kiimeskla (komezka) ‘alb’; kiimin (komin) ‘chimney’; kuminoz (kominiarz) ‘chimney sweep’;
kumpan (kompan) ‘friend’; kiintrakt (kontrakt) ‘contract’; kuzynk (kuzynka) ‘cousin’; kiizawa
(kurzawa) ‘heavy clouds’; kwas (kwas) ‘sour drink’; kwdsnic (kwasnica) ‘sauerkraut juice’;
kwjecyn (kwiecien) ‘April’; kwoka/kwoka (kwoka) ‘hen’; Kywynik (Kobiernice); laborant
(laborant) ‘assistant’; lekcja (lekcja) ‘lesson’; liceum (liceum) ‘secondary (high) school’;
lilija/lili (lilia) ‘lily, fleur-de-lis’; listopad (listopad) ‘November’; loda (lody) ‘ice-cream’;
lodownja (lodownia) ‘cold store, freezer’; Lojzek (Lojzek, Alojzy); liikstis (luksus) ‘luxury’; lir
(lura) ‘weak tea or coffee’; liity (luty) ‘February’; fabenc (tabed?) ‘swan’; tagjer (lagier) ‘labor
camp’; fdjdok (lajdak) ‘scoundrel’; laptop (laptop) ‘laptop’; flazenga (lazega) ‘tramp,
vagabond’; (f)opjekiin (opiekun) ‘guardian’; fosos (fosos) ‘salmon’; {dstiida (ostuda)
‘problem’; (f)oebroz/(f)obroz (obraz) ‘picture’; (f)éebrus/(Hobrus (obrus) ‘tablecloth’;
(H)o(e)rganist/organist/iiganist (organista) ‘organist’; tvdki (fydka) ‘calf’; tyk (teko, luka) ‘gap,
hole’; macic (macica) ‘womb’; macho/macoha (macocha) ‘stepmother’; malp (matpa) ‘ape’;
mamic (mamica) ‘bad mother’; mandarynk (mandarynka) ‘mandarin’; margaryna
(margaryna) ‘margarine’; marmiilad (marmolada) ‘marmalade’; maska (maska) ‘mask’;
maslok (maslak) ‘Suillus luteus, slippery jack’; Mateja (Mateusz); mencenik (meczennik)
‘martyr’; menka (meka) ‘suffering’; Mikoldaj (Mikolaj); mideda (moda) ‘fashion’; midergi
(morga) ‘unit of land’; Mira/Mirus (Kazimierz, Mirek); miskoz (miskarz) ‘castrator’; misii
(misiu) ‘bear; a nickname for a fat man’; mitrenga (mitrega) ‘waste of time’; mjynta (migta)
‘mint’; Mol¢é (Malec); Monika (Monika); morel (morela) ‘apricot’; mozdzyz (moZdzierz)
‘mortar’; miizykant (muzykant) ‘musician’; namjot (namiot) ‘tent’; naticka (nauczka) ‘lesson’;
Nezii (Jezusek) ‘little Jesus’; niderki (nurek) ‘diver, plunger’; nodzeja (nadzieja) ‘hope’; Niisia
(Anusia); Nedzela (niedziela) ‘a nickname of the Danek family’; riepsyjacel (nieprzyjaciel)
‘enemy’; nepsSyjas(n) (nieprzyjazn) ‘animosity’; newoln (niewola) ‘captivity’; nezgideda
(niezgoda) ‘animosity’; oedezwa (odezwa) ‘proclamation’; dednéeg (odnoga) ‘branch, arm’;
oelbzym (olbrzym) ‘giant’; ogiirki (ogorek) ‘cucumber’; ohronka (ochronka) ‘kindergarten’;
(der) ojcec swjynty (ojciec swiety) ‘pope, holy father (especially John Paul II)’; okiilor
(okulary) ‘glasses’; optatki (optatek) ‘communion, Christmas wafer’; Ouiswynca (Oswigcim);

104



pdjaca (pajac) ‘puppet, toy’; patac (patac) ‘palace’; palski (palec) ‘finger, thumb’; paliih
(paluch) ‘finger, thumb’; (der) Pdan/Pon Jeziis (Pan Jezus) ‘Jesus’; pani (pani) ‘madam,
woman, female teacher’; paperec¢ (paproc¢) ‘fern’; papinkja (papinki) ‘dainty, tidbit’;
papjerds/papjyriis (papieros) ‘cigarette’; papjerdski (papierosek) ‘cigarette’; papjyrna
(papiernia) ‘paper factory’; papué (papuc) ‘slipper’; papug, papiig (papuga) ‘parrot’; parad
(parada) ‘parade, pride’; parasol (parasol) ‘umbrella’; pasibzuh (pasibrzuch) ‘gourmand’;
pazdzernik (pazdziernik) ‘October’; pejsa (pejsy) ‘side curl’; pencok (peczak) ‘pearl barley’;
perlik (perlik) ‘sledgehammer’; pijok (pijak) ‘drinker, drunkard’; pingwin (pingwin) ‘penguin’;
piskiiz (piskorz) ‘weatherfish’; pizam (pizama) ‘pajamas’; pjeroga (pierog) ‘dumpling’; pjycki
(pieczka) ‘dried fruit’; plascok (ptaszczak) ‘flat iron pot’; pl(j)ebani (plebania) ‘presbytery,
manse, vicarage’; pljebon (pleban) ‘parish priest’; Ples (Pszczyna); ploiic (ptuco) ‘lung’;
pobiitki (potbuty/-butki) ‘shoe’; poéyngl (pociegiel) ‘a type of robe’; podgardle (podgardle)
‘part of pork meat’; podryfka (podrywka) ‘net’; pow (paw) ‘peacock’; poganin (poganin)
‘pagan’; pogiinic¢ (poganiacz) ‘driver, herdsman’; pohwota (pochwata) ‘praise’; potac (potac)
‘surface, extent’; pélka (polka) ‘a Polish cow’; pomaranc/pomarané (pomarancz(a)) ‘orange’;
posek (pasek) ‘belt’; postiisenstwo (postuszenstwo) ‘obedience’; post (post) ‘fast’; postriinek
(postronek) ‘halter, rope’; posmjewisko (posmiewisko) ‘object of ridicule, laughing stock’;
potktod (podkiad) ‘base’; potop (potop) ‘deluge, flood’; potiiha (potucha) ‘encouragement’;
powoga (powaga) ‘seriousness, gravity’; pozondek (porzqdek) ‘order’; pozyckja (porzeczki)
‘currant’; prababa (prabab(k)a) ‘great-grandmother’; prdadzada (pradziadek) ‘great-
grandfather’; pratat (pratat) ‘prelate’; prawo (prawo) ‘law’; prawok (prawdziwek, prawik)
‘penny bun, Boletus edulis’; priéebos¢ (proboszcz) ‘parson, parish priest’; priéerok/priverdk
(prorok) ‘prophet’; pridestok (prostak) ‘boor, simpleton’; procesyj (procesja) ‘procession’;
profit (profit) ‘gain’; progiitki (pogrodka) ‘threshold, earth embankment around the house’;
prond (prgd) ‘current, electricity’; prowda (prawda) ‘truth’; priiznok (prozniak) ‘idler’; prymas
(prymas) ‘primate(bishop)’; prysnic (prysznic) ‘shower’; pstrong (pstrqg) ‘trout’; psednowek
(przednowek) ‘hungry gap’; psinec (psiniec) ‘dog excrement’; psSyscypek (przyszczepek,
przyszczepka) ‘patch on a shoe’; Pulk (Polka) ‘Polish (woman)’; putkoski (potkoszek,
potkoszki) ‘a part of a wicker basket or a cart’; putkosiilek (potkoszulek) ‘t-shirt’; puttorok
(pottorak) ‘cart’; piistelnik (pustelnik) ‘hermit’; pustyna (pustynia) ‘desert’; pylyk/pytyk
(polewka) ‘soup’; pyz (perz) ‘couch grass, Elymus repens’; rda¢ (rac¢) ‘cloven foot, cloven
hoof’; rama (rama) ‘frame’; rana (rana) ‘wound’; recept (recepta) ‘prescription’; regiment
(regiment) ‘regiment’; rewizor (rewizor) ‘a nickname’; rezydenc (rezydencja) ‘residence’;
roc¢nic(a) (roczmica) ‘anniversary’; rodok (rodak) ‘countryman’; ropiih (ropucha) ‘toad’;
rozgzySyne (rozgrzeszenie) ‘absolution’; rozprawa (rozprawa) ‘trial, debate’; rozriih
(rozruchy) ‘riot, uproar’; rozynki/rozinki (rodzynek, rodzynki) ‘raisin’; riimjanek (rumianek)
‘chamomile’; ruzanec (roZamiec) ‘rosary, prayer beads’; rycyz (rycerz) ‘knight’; ryneta
(reneta) ‘rennet’; ryz (ryz) ‘rice’; sakwa (sakwa) ‘moneybag, purse’; safat (satata) ‘salad’;
salceson (salceson) ‘brawn’; samogtin (samogon) ‘moonshine’; sardynka (sardynka) ‘sardine’;
seler (seler) ‘celery’; sendza (sedzia) ‘judge’; senk (s¢k) ‘knot’; shocka (schadzka) ‘meeting,
gathering’; skal (skata) ‘rock’; skandal/skandal (skandal) ‘scandal’; skaza (skaza) ‘defect,
wound’; sknyra (sknera) ‘stingy person’; skorb (skarb) ‘treasure’; skruha (skrucha)
‘repentance’; sfowik (stowik) ‘nightingale’; shinecnik (stonecznik) ‘sunflower’; smoloz
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(smolarz) ‘pitch burner’; smyk (smyk) ‘tad, kid’; sobiitki (sobotka) ‘a holiday in June’;
sojkalsojka (sojka) ‘jaybird’; sond (sqd) ‘judgment, court’; sowizol (sowizdrzal) ‘rascal’;
spinka (spinka) ‘buckle’; sposup/sposiip (sposob) ‘way, means’; sputka (spotka) ‘mixture of
oats with peas, partnership’; stacyja/stacyj (stacja) ‘stops during the Passio, (buss) stop’; Staha
(Stach); starosta (starosta) ‘district head’; Stasii (Stasiu; see also another diminutive Stancii);
stawarka (stawiarka) ‘sludge, scum from a pond’; stodlo (stadto) ‘married couple’; strah
(strach) ‘fear’; strasydto (straszydfo) ‘scarecrow, fright’; strenkowiny (zrekowiny)
‘engagement’; strug (struga) ‘stream’; striip (strup) ‘scab’; studja (studia) ‘studies’; stycyn
(styczen) ‘January’; siihar (suchar) ‘cracker’; siika (suka) ‘bitch [pejorative]’; sygnot
(sygnal) ‘signal’; Symki/Symek/Szymek (Szymek); synatorjum (sanatorium) ‘sanatorium’;
Sabys (szabas) ‘Sabbath’; Salaput (szalaput) ‘scatterbrain’; Satasny (Szatasny) ‘a nickname
of the Danek family’; satwi (szatwia) ‘salvia’; saranc¢ (szarancza) ‘locust’; setm (szelma)
‘rascal, knave’; sarpac (szarpacz) ‘a type of harrow’; satka (siatka) ‘net’; sawut (szabla)
‘saber’; s¢af (strzata) ‘arrow’; s¢ow (szczaw) ‘Rumex, sorrel’; s¢ybta/scibta/séybto (2dzbto)
‘a type of straw’; Seko¢ (siekacz) ‘incisor tooth’; Serpjyn (sierpien) ‘August’; Sikidela
(sikorka) ‘tomtit’; Siwek (siwek) ‘horse, old man’; skap (szkapa) ‘jade, horse’; slahcic
(szlachcic) ‘nobleman’; slahta (szlachta) ‘noblemen’; slimok (slimak) ‘snail’; slipki/sljypki
(Slepy or Slepki) ‘a blind person’; Styz (Slgsk);'5S smirgiist/smjergiist/smjyrgiist (Smingus) ‘a
local holiday’; smjergiisnik/smjyrgiisnik (Smiergusnik) ‘a character taking part in a local
custom’; smolc (smalec) ‘lard’; sniir (sznur) ‘robe’; sopa (szopa) ‘cot, garage’; spik (szpik)
‘marrow, snot’; spjeg (szpieg) ‘spy’; spok (szpak) ‘starling’; spiila (szpula) ‘bobbin’;
spyrkilSpyrkja (szpyrkilszpyrka) ‘fat’; srut/sriit (srut) ‘buckshot’; Siiflod/siiftod (szuflada)
‘drawer’; Swienta/Swjynto TrojcalTriijca (Swieta Tréjca) ‘Holy Trinity’; Swiyrk (Swierk)
‘spruce’; Swyd (Szwed) ‘Swede’; Sy¢ (siec) ‘net’; Synnik (siennik) ‘straw mattress’; Syré
(siers¢) ‘animal hair, fur’; syski (szyszka) ‘(pine)cone’; tanister (tormister) ‘knapsack,
schoolbag’; tar¢ (tarcza) ‘shield’; tasymkla (tasiemka) ‘ribbon’; telewizja (telewizja)
‘television’; telewizor (telewizor) ‘TV set’; Tesa (Cieszyn); tfiis/thiis (tchorz) ‘coward’;
tiderba (torba) ‘bag’; thik (ttuk) ‘stupid person’; tliimok (ttumok) ‘bundle’; Tobys (Tobiasz);
traktor (traktor) ‘tractor’; Tromba (trgba) ‘a nickname, lit. trumpet’; tropicel (trapiciel)
‘tormentor’; triiskawk (truskawka) ‘strawberry’; tumutt (tumult) ‘tumult, uproar’; twideg
(twarog) ‘cottage cheese’; twoz (twarz) ‘face’; tyfus (tyfus) ‘typhus’; tygrys (tygrys) ‘tiger’;
tilga (ulga) ‘relief’; upodek (upadek) “fall’; iirlop (urlop) ‘vacation, leave’; utoplec (utoplec)
‘drowned man, kelpie’; utropjyne (utrapienie) ‘problem, distress’; uwoga (uwaga)
‘attention’; Wadowic (Wadowice); waganc/wakanc/wakans (wakacje) ‘vacation’; Walek
(Walek); wastat (warsztat) ‘workshop’; Wetsy (Wioch) ‘Italian’; wendrownik (wedrownik)
‘wanderer’; wengjerki (wegierka) ‘a damson-like type of plum’; wengiiz (wegorz) ‘eel’;
wentka (wedka) ‘fishing rod’; wi¢ (wi¢) ‘writhe’; Wielki Post (Wielki Post) ‘Lent’; wikla
(wikla/e) ‘purple willow, Salix purpurea’; wilija/wilja (wilia, wigilia) ‘vigil, Christmas Eve’;
Winca/Wincéu (Wincenty, Wicus); winoewdjca (winowajca) ‘guilty party, culprit’; Wita
(Witalis); witryh/wytryh/wydryh (wytrych) ‘(pass/skeleton) key’; wjadro (wiadro) ‘bucket’;
wjano (wiano) ‘dowry’; wjelioeryb (wieloryb) ‘whale’; wjercipjynta (wiercipigta) ‘fidget’;

155 Although the Polish origin of S#yz is possible, this word may also be a native Wymysorys lexeme (cf. Modern
Standard German Schlesien).
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whiicenga (wloczega) ‘vagabond’; Wnebowstompjyne (Wniebowstgpienie) ‘Ascension Day’;
Wnebowzynée (Wniebowziecie) ‘Assumption’; wniicka (wnuczka) ‘granddaughter’;
Wojta/ Wojtek (Wojtek); wons (wgs) ‘moustache’; wriizba (wrozba) ‘augury, prediction’;
wydra (wydra) ‘otter’; wygiod (wygoda) ‘comfort’; wyrioedek (wyrodek) ‘villain,
degenerate’; wyzinek (wyzynek, wyzynki) ‘harvest, harvest festival’; wzgarda (wzgarda)
‘contempt’; wzmjanka (wzmianka) ‘mention’; wZesyn (wrzesien) ‘September’; zagjer (zegar)
‘watch’; zagjermaster (zegarmistrz) ‘watchmaker’; zaksep (zakrzep) ‘blood clot’; zamjeé
(zamiec¢) ‘blizzard, snowstorm’; zastem(p)ca (zastepca) ‘deputy’; zebr (zebra) ‘zebra’;
zawisé/zowis¢ (zawisc¢) ‘envy’; ZidesalZioeskalZosii (Zosia, ZoSka); zokonic (zakonnica)
‘nun’; zfoty (zloty) ‘zloty’; zobawa (zabawa) ‘play, amusement’; zokun/zokiin (zakon) ‘order,
convent’; zoraza (zaraza) ‘plague, pest’; zostuga (zastuga) ‘merit’; ziip (zupa) ‘soup’; zwycoj
(zwyczaj) ‘custom’; zyspul (zespof) ‘ensemble, group’; Zartok (Zartok) ‘glutton’; Zuw (Zotw)
‘turtle’; Zyraf (Zyrafa) ‘giraffe’.

In addition to the multiple cases of matter borrowing, the contact with Polish has also influenced
the semantic potential, and thus the meaning pattern, of certain native nouns. For example, the
native lexeme frioed, related to the verb fren (zih) ‘rejoice’ and the noun frdjd ‘joy’, is currently
used with the meaning of ‘wedding’. This replicates the meaning extension of the Polish word
wesele ‘wedding’ from an earlier sense ‘jubilation, joy’ (cf. the verb weseli¢ sig¢ ‘rejoice’).
Similarly, the lexeme hdlikja derived from the adjective hdlik ‘holy’ is generally used in the sense
of ‘holiday, feast’ in analogy to the Polish word swigfa, formed from the adjective swigty ‘holy’.
Furthermore, the noun hdlikja is employed in the expression yr hdlikja ‘during Christmas or
Easter’ which replicates the Polish idiom w swigeta ‘during Christmas or Easter’ (lit. ‘in holidays’;
regarding idiomatic phrasal structures that draw on Polish in general, see section 8.4).

5.1.2  Semantic types of loanwords

The impact of Polish on Wymysorys nouns is not only significant in quantitative terms. It also
concerns qualitative aspects which are visible through a considerable range of semantic
domains, or their thematic variety, to which loanwords belong. As will be demonstrated below,
nouns borrowed from Polish may refer to all possible semantic fields. Inversely, there are no
semantic domains — or themes — from which Polish loanwords would be excluded.

The majority of nominal loanwords have tangible and/or concrete referents. This class of

borrowing specifically involves the following semantic domains:!'>¢

- types of persons, e.g. bjydok ‘poor man’ (P. biedak); cudzozymjec ‘foreigner’ (P.
cudzoziemiec); kalika ‘cripple’ (P. kaleka); kolega ‘friend’ (P. kolega); pridestok
‘boor, simpleton’ (P. prostak), setm ‘rascal, knave’ (P. szelma), wjercipjynta
‘fidgeter’ (P. wiercipieta);

156 Of course, this division is only heuristic and approximate as some classes include a wide variety of nouns
which are difficult to classify in a neat manner. What the classes used intend to demonstrate is the great semantic
diversity of words borrowed from Polish into Wymysorys.
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groups of people: halastra ‘rabble, mob’ (P. hatastra); stodto ‘married couple’ (P.
stadlo); slahta ‘noblemen’ (P. szlachta);

nationalities: Bulgar (Bulgar) ‘Bulgarian’; Swyd (Szwed) ‘Swede’; Welsy (Wioch) ‘Italian’;
professions, occupations, and functions: cegloz ‘brickmaker’ (P. ceglarz); gancoz ‘potter’
(P. garncarz); handlyz ‘seller, trader’ (P. handle/arz); kuminoz ‘chimney sweep’ (P.
kominiarz); sendza ‘judge’ (P. sedzia); zagjermaster ‘watchmaker’ (P. zegarmistrz);
kinship and family membership: dZzada ‘grandpa’ (P. dziadek); frajerka ‘girl, girlfriend,
fiancée’ (P. frajerka); ktop ‘man, husband’ (P. chiop); kuzynk ‘cousin’ (P. kuzynka);
macho(a) ‘stepmother’ (P. macocha); wniicka ‘granddaughter’ (P. wnuczka);

parts of the body (either human or animal): ¢iila ‘penis’ (P. ciul(a)); ¢iiprin ‘head of hair’
(P. czupryna); diipski ‘arse’ (P. dupski); tydki ‘calt’ (P. {ydka); paliih ‘finger, thumb’ (P.
paluch); ploiic ‘lung’ (P. ptuco); twoz ‘face’ (P. twarz); wons ‘moustache’ (P. wgs);
flora: biirok ‘beetroot’ (P. burak); fjotki “violet’ (P. fiotek); kalafjor ‘cauliflower’ (P.
kalafior); kaston ‘chestnut’ (P. kasztan); ogiirki ‘cucumber’ (P. ogorek); riimjanek
‘chamomile’ (P. rumianek); stiinecnik ‘sunflower’ (P. stonecznik);

fauna: bariis ‘ram’ (P. barus); byk ‘bull’ (P. byk); ¢arniiha ‘a black cow’ (P. czarnucha);
kacusu ‘little cat’ (P. kacus); ropiih ‘toad’ (P. ropucha); sikiéela ‘tomtit’ (P. sikorka);
sojkalsojka ‘jaybird’ (P. sojka); zebr ‘zebra’ (P. zebra); zuw ‘turtle’ (P. Zotw);

foods and drinks: bos¢ ‘beetroot soup’ (P. barszcz); bryndz ‘sheep’s cheese’ (P.
bryndza); cokier ‘sugar’ (P. cukier); kasa ‘grits, grouts’ (P. kasza); papjerdski
‘cigarette’ (P. papierosek); pencok ‘pearl barley’ (P. peczak); smolc ‘lard’ (P. smalec);
objects, instruments, and tools: bognet ‘bayonet’ (P. bagnet); ketih ‘goblet, cup’ (P.
kielich); mozdzyz ‘mortar’ (P. mozdzierz); okiilor ‘glasses’ (P. okulary); sy¢ ‘net’ (P.
siec); tanister ‘knapsack, schoolbag’ (P. tornister); tasymkla ‘ribbon’ (P. tasiemka);
buildings and constructions: balkon ‘balcony’ (P. balkon); biid ‘shed, stall, hut’ (P. buda);
folwark ‘farm, manor’ (P. folwark); ganek ‘porch, entrance’ (P. ganek); kaplic ‘chapel’
(P. kaplica); patac ‘palace’ (P. patac); synatorjum ‘sanatorium’ (P. sanatorium);

pieces of clothing and accessories: bokserkja ‘boxers’ (P. bokserki); biirnus ‘a winter
coat’ (P. burnus); kacabdj, kacabajka ‘a piece of garment’ (P. kacabajka); kapeliis ‘hat’
(P. kapelusz); kiimeskla ‘alb’ (P. komezka); putkosiilek ‘t-shirt’ (P. potkoszulek);
places in nature: griin ‘slope, ridge’ (P. gran); pustyna ‘desert’ (P. pustynia); stawarka
‘sludge, scum from a pond’ (P. stawiarka); strug ‘stream’ (P. struga).

Although nouns with tangible and/or concrete referents predominate, Polish has also penetrated
the other, non-tangible parts of the nominal vocabulary of Wymysorys. Two main classes of

non-tangible content loanwords can be distinguished: objective and subjective (i.e. abstract).

The objective type of non-tangible nominal lexemes includes words that pertain to the

following semantic domains:

inanimate natural phenomena: kiizawa ‘heavy clouds’ (P. kurzawa); potop ‘deluge,
flood’ (P. potop); zamje¢ ‘blizzard, snow-storm’ (P. zamiec);
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- traditional and cultural events: bjyzmowarne ‘confirmation’ (P. bierzmowanie); strenkowiny
‘engagement’ (P. zrekowiny); kiilik ‘sleigh party’ (P. kulig); post ‘fast’ (P. post); iirlop
‘vacation, leave’ (P. urlop); wyzinek ‘harvest, harvest festival’ (P. wyzynek, wyzynki);

- specific dates of holidays: Arelsko ‘Porziuncola Day’ (P. [Swieto Matki Boskiej]
Anielskiej); Bideze/Bloze Calo ‘Corpus Christi’ (P. Boze Cialo); Wielki Post ‘Lent’ (P.
Wielki Post); Wnebowstompjyne ‘Ascension Day’ (P. Wniebowstgpienie);

- names of months: /istopad ‘November’ (P. listopad); liity ‘February’ (P. luty); pazdzernik
‘October’ (P. pazdziernik); griid?yn ‘December’ (P. grudzien) (see Zak 2016:139).

The subjective class of loanwords that have non-tangible referents involves abstract nouns, of
which a significant number belongs to the following sematic domains:

- emotions: strah ‘fear’ (P. strach); iilga ‘relief” (P. ulga); wzgarda ‘contempt’ (P.
wzgarda); zowis¢ ‘envy’ (P. zawisc);

- sensorial states: bidelok ‘complaint, pain’ (P. bolak); menka ‘suffering’ (P. meka);

- cognitive and mental states: nodzeja ‘hope’ (P. nadzieja); nezgiéeda ‘disagreement’ (P.
niezgoda); nepsyjas(n) ‘hostility, animosity’ (P. nieprzyjazn); prowda ‘truth’ (P. prawda);

- life conditions: bjyda ‘poverty’ (P. bieda); wygiod ‘comfort’ (P. wygoda); liiksiis
‘luxury’ (P. luksus).

The above review demonstrates that a large number of loanwords refer to elements that shape
the everyday lives of Wilamowians. Three main subtypes of such lexemes can be distinguished:

- those that concern the rural sphere of life, e.g. kéwut ‘mare’ (P. kobyla), biirok
‘beetroot’ (P. burak), pyz ‘couch grass, Elymus repens’ (P. perz), midergi “unit of
land’ (P. morga), and sarpac¢ ‘a type of harrow’ (P. szarpacz; cf. Kleczkowski
1920:168; Zak 2016:136-138);

- those that refer to industrial, educative, and official spheres of communal life:
bezroboce ‘unemployment’ (P. bezrobocie); hiita ‘steel factory, foundry’ (P. huta);
kiintrakt ‘contract’ (P. kontrakt);, prawo ‘law’ (P. prawo); sond ‘judgment, court’ (P.
sqd); studja ‘studies’ (P. studia);

- and those that refer to church and religion: ¢yscéec ‘purgatory’ (P. czysciec); gzyh ‘sin’
(P. grzech);, pl(j)ebani (plebania) ‘presbytery, manse, vicarage’; rozgZysyne
‘absolution’ (P. rozgrzeszenie; see below); zokiin ‘order, convent’ (P. zakon).

As is evident from the examples introduced thus far, the majority of the lexemes that have been
borrowed from Polish are common nouns. However, a considerable number of Polish proper nouns
have penetrated the Wymysorys lexicon as well.!>” Such proper nouns are of two pervasive classes:

157 Slavonic/Polish proper nouns — whether names of persons or places — commonly feature in eastern dialects of
German (Siatkowski 2015:196-213), including other Silesian varieties (ibid. 198-203, 208-209).
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- proper names of places: Betlejem (P. Betlejem); Komorowic (P. Komorowice); Krék (P.
Krakéw); Molé (P. Malec); Oiiswynca (P. Oswiecim); Styz (P. Slgsk); Tesa (P. Cieszyn);
Wadowic (P. Wadowice);

- personal proper names and nicknames: Bioetul (P. Bartlomiej); Jyndra (P. Jedrzej,
Jedrek); Lojzek (P. Alojzy), Mateja (P. Mateusz), Mikoldj (P. Mikolaj); Winéu (P.
Wincenty, Wicus); Walek (P. Walek); ZicesalZideskalZosii (P. Zosia, Zoska).'®

A substantial part of the vocabulary adopted from Polish has been transferred due to a need
therefor. The most evident examples of need in the transfer of nouns are lexical gaps. That
is, because of the exclusion of Wymysorys from certain facets of life and its restriction to
others, the native means of expression of a number of concepts were never developed. The
first type of nouns of which the presence may be explained by a filling-in-gaps mechanism
are lexemes referring to unique elements of the cultural and political realities of Poland, e.g.
the Polish coin zfoty ‘zloty’ (P. ztoty), krakowjok ‘the folk dance of Krakow’ (P. krakowiak),
Krok ‘the city of Krakow’ (P. Krakow); or reality generally foreign to Wilamowice, e.g.
tagjer ‘labor camp’ (P. fagier). For such concepts, Wymysorys may have always lacked a
precise native equivalent. A direct loanword from Polish must therefore have seemed a
satisfactory solution. The other type of gap includes (mostly recent) technological
developments and inventions. Nearly all such concepts are encoded by nouns of Polish origin,
e.g. bankomat ‘ATM’ (P. bankomat), ekran ‘screen’ (P. ekran), elektryk ‘electricity’ (P.
elektryka), kaloryfer ‘radiator’ (P. kaloryfer), kompiiter ‘computer’ (P. komputer), laptop
‘laptop’ (P. laptop), prond ‘current, electricity’ (P. prgd), telewizja ‘television’ (P. telewizja),
telewizor ‘TV set’ (P. telewizor), and traktor ‘tractor’ (P. traktor). Certainly, the direct import
of all those lexemes from Polish — where they had first developed, often through borrowing
from other external codes — is related to the absence of any policy encouraging the formation
of new lexemes by using native material, e.g. by calquing their meanings by means of roots
and suffixes available in Wymysorys. This is coherent with the fact that few examples of
Polish-Wymysorys pattern (content) borrowing in the realms of nouns are found.

Need may also be the reason behind the transfer of nouns referring to church and religion.
Since Polish has been the language of faith in Wilamowice for centuries — being used in church,
during mass or in relation to priests, as well as in personal prayers (Lepkowski 1853:4; Neels
2012;2016:114-116) — a large number of nouns related to the religious sphere of life have been
introduced from Polish. This includes lexemes referring to events and dates (e.g. Wrnebowzynce
‘Assumption’ (P. Wniebowziecie) and wilija ‘vigil, Christmas Eve’ (P. wigilia)), activities (e.g.
dyspens ‘dispensation’ (P. dyspensa) and ruzanec ‘rosary, prayer beads’ (P. rozamiec)),

158 Overall, the qualitative diversity of Polish loanwords in Wymysorys is similar to that exhibited by Yiddish
(Kahn 2015:696-697). In Yiddish, loanwords pertain to the domains of “kitchen, food, house, family, dress,
street, market, business” (Weinreich 2008:526), “food, plants, [...] animals [and] body parts” (Hansen &
Borzen 2012:430). They may also express concepts related to religion (Weinreich 2008:527) and law (Gajek
2016:101), as well as “sentiments of daily life in the intimate family circle or coarse negative traits” (Borochov
1913:1, as cited in Weinreich 2008:527). As in Wymysorys, a large number of kinship terms in Yiddish are of
Slavonic origin (Kahn 2015:696). Regarding the semantics of the Slavonic lexicon of Yiddish, consult Wexler
(1991), Geller (1994), and Eggers (1998).
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functions (e.g. apostot ‘apostle’ (P. apostot), konsystoz ‘advisory board in a Catholic church’
(P. konsystorz), and der ojcec swjynty ‘pope, holy father; especially John Paul II’ (P. ojciec
swiety)), buildings and places (e.g. kaplic ‘chapel’ (P. kaplica) and pl(j)ebani ‘presbytery,
manse, vicarage’ (P. plebania), stdacyja ‘stops during the Passion’ (P. stacja)), objects (e.g.
grumnic ‘large candle’ (P. gromnica)), and abstract ideas (e.g. gZzyh ‘sin’ (P. grzech) and
rozgzysyne ‘absolution’ (P. rozgrzeszenie)). Although Wymysorys has had native nouns
expressing such concepts — see halikjowyt/wajnahtsasa “vigil, Christmas Eve’, batputynystyn
‘rosary, prayer beads’ or halikjy foter/popst ‘pope’ — their usage has been banned and/or
abandoned in places in which they would naturally be employed (e.g. churches). This acquired,
functional exclusion must have “forced” speakers to use Polish lexemes which have gradually
been incorporated and adjusted to the Wymysorys language.

Although the need and/or filling-in-gaps mechanisms may have motivated the transfer of a
number of items, borrowing from Polish has also occurred in the part of the lexicon where
these mechanisms have not operated. Illustrative examples involve nouns referring to family
members (e.g kfop ‘man, husband’ (P. chiop), bahiiz ‘brat, kid’ (P. bachor), bapka ‘grandma,
old woman’ (P. babka), wniicka ‘granddaughter’ (P. wnuczka), frajerka ‘girl, girlfriend,
fiancée’ (P. frajerka)) and months (e.g. wZesyn ‘September’ (P. wrzesien) and griidzyn
‘December’ (P. grudzien)). In the above-mentioned domains, and in a few other cases, Polish
loans have entirely replaced nouns that had, without doubt, existed as part of the native
vocabulary at earlier stages of the history of Wymysorys. For a significantly larger number of
loanwords for which transfer has not been motived by the need to fill the gaps, the incorporation
of Polish equivalents has not resulted in the loss of the original native words. Instead, a Polish
lexeme has been added as an alternative to a native lexeme that has also remained in use. For
each such pair, the inherited and borrowed nouns currently function as synonyms. Many such
loanwords refer to persons, their functions and qualities, e.g. nepsyjacel (P. nieprzyjaciel) and
fajnd ‘enemy’; rodok (P. rodak) and tandsmon ‘countryman’; sknyra (P. sknera) and gdajcwonst
‘stingy person’; spjeg (P. szpieg) and spjon ‘spy’; thiis (P. tchorz) and hézasajser ‘coward’;
zartok (P. zartok) and fejifraser ‘glutton’; sendza (P. sedzia) and ryhter ‘judge’; and rycyz (P.
rycerz) and riter ‘knight’. They may also denote buildings and objects, e.g. (f)oebroz (P. obraz)
and gymy! ‘picture’; (f)oebrus (P. obrus) and tejstiih ‘tablecloth’; kapeliis (P. kapelusz) and hiit
‘hat’; papjerds/ipapjeroski (P. papieros(ek)) and cigaretyn ‘cigarette’. However, the most
numerous class of referents for which two alternative lexemes are currently available — the one
original and native, and the other imported from Polish — involves abstract concepts. Indeed,
for all abstract nouns borrowed from Polish, there is a corresponding native equivalent, e.g.
zolawis¢ (P. zawis¢) and ndjd ‘envy’; bjyda (P. bieda) and nut ‘poverty’; cniéet (P. cnota) and
tugyt ‘virtue’; ciid (P. cud) and wunder ‘wonder’; gzyh (P. grzech) and zynd ‘sin’; and sond (P.
sqd) and gyryht ‘judgment, court’. The development of a large set of such doublets has led to
a considerable enrichment of the nominal lexicon of Wymysorys.
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5.1.3  Underlying Polish forms

Nouns borrowed from Polish to Wymysorys exhibit two further specific types of origins. They
derive either from Standard Polish or from Polish dialects, especially those spoken in the
western part of Lesser Poland and eastern Upper Silesia (cf. Kleczkowski 1920:160-173;
Wicherkiewicz 1998a:207; 2003:403). The presence of both Standard and dialectal Polish
features is consistent with the Polish varieties used by the older generation in Wilamowice.
That is, Wilamowians — including the older inhabitants — make common use of a dialectal
variety that coincides with Western Lesser Polish and Eastern Upper Silesian (Zak 2016:133)
as well as Standard Polish (Wicherkiewicz & Zieniukowa 2001:505). Even though both the
standard and dialectal varieties have donated to the nominal lexicon, their contribution is
uneven. In general terms, loanwords originating in Standard Polish are less common than those
originating in the Polish dialects.

Borrowed nouns that draw on Standard Polish are of two main classes. The first class contains
recent imports often referring to technological inventions, e.g. bankomat ‘ATM’ (P. bankomat)
and ekran ‘screen’ (P. ekran). The other class involves re-adaptations of forms of dialectal
origin to Standard Polish pronunciation. That is, nouns that had previously been imported from
Polish dialects, e.g. kalendoz ‘calendar’, zowis¢ ‘envy’ and Pon Jeziis, have been re-adjusted
to their equivalents in Standard Polish, yielding kalendaz, zawis¢, and Pan, respectively. As a
result, both variants — i.e. dialectal and standard — are currently available.

As mentioned above, the presence of local Polish dialects in the nominal vocabulary of
Wymysorys is highly significant. Indeed, the vast majority of nominal loanwords exhibit a
dialectal foundation. This origin is visible in the phonetic substance of the borrowed nouns (i.e.
the quality of their vowels and the types of consonants used) and the lexemes being imported
(i.e. certain words do not belong to a general vocabulary of Standard Polish, but rather
constitute part of a dialectal lexicon). Below, I will explain in detail all the dialectal features
that are present in Polish nominal loanwords.

Pochylone vowels

The most persistent dialectal trait characterizing nominal borrowings concerns the three
pochylone vowels. That is, the vowels present in lexemes of which the corresponding Polish
sources contained pochylone vowels tend to reflect the pronunciation typical of Lesser Poland
as well as eastern Upper Silesia, rather than that found in Standard Polish and other dialects.

To begin with, pochylone vowels developed in Polish from earlier long vowels. When the
feature of vocalic length (the so-called iloczas) was lost, such vowels became qualitatively
closer than their originally short counterparts, e.g. a: > @'>° (a sound similar to [a] and/or [p]),
e: > ¢é (a sound intermediate between [¢] and [i], most liley [e]), and o: > 6 (a sound between

159 An alternative notation used in scholarship is a°.
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[0] and [u], most likely [0], often spelled as u or o%; Urbanczyk et al. 1991:299; Dubisz, Kara$
& Kolis 1995:114). While, in Standard Polish, the pochylone vowels gradually merged with
other vowels (d and é merged with their “open” counterparts [a] and [¢], and 6 merged with u
[u]), they have persisted in the Lesser Polish and Silesian dialects, as well as in a number of
other dialects. In Lesser Polish, the subsequent development of the pochylone vowels has been
as follows: d has been maintained as d in the central zones (e.g. ptak ‘bird’ = ptak) or has
developed into o [o] on the peripheries (e.g. trowa ‘grass’ = trawa; Dejna 1973:317); é has
developed into y [9] after hard consonants, i [i] after soft consonants in the northeast (e.g. brzyg
‘bank, shore’ = brzeg and snig = snieg), or y [9] in all positions in the southwest (e.g. brzyg =
brzeg and snyg = snieg; Dejna 1973:318); and 6 has been maintained as 0, often spelled as i
or 0" in the south (e.g. wieco"r ‘evening’ = wieczor), or is pronounced as u in the north and east
(Dejna 1973:322; Dubisz, Kara$ & Kolis 1995:114-116). In Silesian dialects, the development
has been similar: ¢ > o in the north, and as o elsewhere (also in nouns ending ja > jo (e.g.
familijo ‘family’); é >y or ¢’ (a sound intermediate between [¢] and [y]), as well as 7 in certain
environments; 6 > 0" (a sound between [0] and [u]; Nitsch 1939; Bak 1963; Zargba 1969-1996;
1988). Comparable types of realizations of the pochylone vowels were attested in the dialect
of Pisarzowice in the 19" century, i.e. d > 0; é > y even after soft consonants; 6 > close o
(Grabowski 1849; Kosinski 1891:2-6; compare with a similar pronunciation of d¢ and é
documented by Zieniukowa 1998:200-201 at the end of the 20" century). The dialectal
pronunciation of the pochylone vowels — especially d > o and ¢ > y/i — has also been noted in
Wilamowice (Wicherkiewicz 2003:404; Zak 2016:133).

In most Wymysorys nouns borrowed from Polish, the pochylone a is realized as [o] (see
Kleczkowski 1920:170; Zak 2016). This pronunciation coincides with the treatment of ¢ found
in Western Lesser Polish and Eastern Upper Silesian (Dejna 1973:317; Urbanczyk et al.
1991:415). It also matches the pronunciation of the pochylone a encountered in the Polish
variety spoken in Pisarzowice (Zieniukowa 1998:200) and Wilamowice (see also Zak
2016:133). This may be illustrated by the following examples in which the Wymysorys o [9]
contrasts with the Standard Polish a [a]: bos¢ ‘beetroot soup’ (P. barszcz), dZzodek ‘grandpa’
(P. dziadek), kora ‘punishment’ (P. kara), (f)6ebroz/(f)obroz ‘picture’ (P. obraz), pohwota
‘praise’ (P. pochwata), pon ‘sir, lord’ (P. pan), posek ‘belt’ (P. pasek), profda ‘truth’ (P.
prawda), skorb ‘treasure’ (P. skarb), shocka ‘meeting’ (P. schadzka), skorb ‘treasure’ (P.
skarb), scow ‘sorrel’ (P. szczaw), Smolc ‘lard’ (P. smalec), twoz ‘face’ (P. twarz), upodek “fall’
(P. upadek), zobawa ‘play, amusement’ (P. zabawa), zokonic ‘nun’ (P. zakonnica), zokun
‘order, convent’ (P. zakon), and zoraza ‘plague, pest’ (P. zaraza). The dialectal (Lesser Polish
and Upper Silesian) manner of pronouncing the pochylone a is virtually a rule in the final
syllable of nouns that end in -0z (cf. P. -arz), -ok (cf. P. -ak), -on (cf. P. -an), and -o¢ (cf.
P. -acz), for instance: cegloz ‘brickmaker’ (P. ceglarz), pijok ‘drunkard’ (P. pijak), kaston
‘chestnut’ (P. kasztan), and bidego¢ ‘rich man’ (P. bogacz). This means that the realization of
the above-mentioned endings with the vowel [a], as in Standard Polish, is highly uncommon.
However, exceptions attesting to a standard pronunciation even in the endings may also be
found. For instance, the words pon ‘lord’, zowis¢ ‘envy’, and kalendoz ‘calendar’ have their
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respective alternative forms pan, zawis¢, and kalendaz that match the Standard Polish variants
(cf. P. pan, zawis¢, and kalendarz, respectively).

Wymysorys also attests to a dialectal treatment of the pochylone é (Kleczkowski 1920:170; Zak
2013; 2016). In Wymysorys, the pochylone é surfaces as y [9], and crucially, it does so in all
positions. Thus, it occurs after hard consonants, e.g. aptyk ‘pharmacy’ (P. apteka), gazyt
‘newspaper’ (P. gazeta), zysput ‘ensemble, group’ (P. zespol), klyjnét ‘jewel’ (P. klejnot), and
sty¢yn ‘January’ (P. styczen). Similarly, it is found after soft consonants, e.g. bjyda ‘poverty’ (P.
bieda), bjyzmowane ‘confirmation’ (P. bierzmowanie), mozdzyz ‘mortar’ (P. moZdzierz),
papjyrna ‘paper factory’ (P. papiernia), poéyngl ‘a type of robe’ (P. pociegiel), rozgzysyne
‘absolution’ (P. rozgrzeszenie), sty¢yn ‘January’ (P. styczen), serpjyn ‘August’ (P. sierpien), sy¢
‘net’ (P. siec), Synnik ‘straw mattress’ (P. siennik), utropjyne ‘problem, distress’ (P. utrapienie),
Wnebowstompjyne ‘Ascension Day’ (P. Wniebowstgpienie), WnebowzZynce ‘Assumption’ (P.
Whniebowzigcie), and wzesyn ‘September’ (P. wrzesient). This pronunciation of the pochylone é
in Wymysorys nominal loanwords coincides with the treatment of é in the dialects spoken in
southwestern Lesser Poland (e.g. in the Cracovian dialect and in Pisarzowice) as well as in the
eastern part of Upper Silesia. As exaplained above, in those dialects, é is pronounced as y [9]
even after soft consonants, e.g. rzyka ‘river’ (cf. Standard Polish rzeka) and sniyg ‘snow’ (cf. P.
snieg). In contrast, the pronunciation of é attested in loanwords would diverge from its rendering
in other parts of central and southeastern Poland, where y [9] appears only after hard consonants,
and 7 [i] is used with soft consonants (Urbanczyk et al. 299, 415). Nevertheless, in a few cases
involving palatal consonants, é can be optionally realized as i, as illustrated by slipki ‘a blind
person’ (P. slepki), an alternative variant of sljypki (cf. Kleczkowski 1920:170). This
pronunciation would comply with the realization of the pochylone é found in the northeastern
and some eastern regions of Lesser Poland (Urbanczyk et al. 299, 415).

Contrary to the case with ¢ and é, the treatment of the pochylone 6 in Wymysorys is less uniform.
In general, the reflexes of 0 may behave like o [o] (which suggests a dialectal foundation typical
of western and southern Lesser Poland, including Cracovian and Pisarzowice varieties, as well
as of Upper Silesian) or, more commonly, like u# [u] (which suggests that the underlying
pronunciation was closer to Standard Polish, being also similar to the realization found in
Northern and Eastern Lesser Polish; Dejna 1973:317-318, 322; Urbanczyk et al. 1991:299-300;
Dubisz, Kara$ & Kolis 1995:114-116). First, a group of loanwords imported the pochylone 6 in
its dialectal pronunciation which, at the time of borrowing, must have been similar to o. In these
words, the reflexes of the pochylone vowel evolved into (i)o(e) in agreement with the regular
treatment of the Polish o in Wymysorys (see Kleczkowski 1920:171), e.g. sojka ‘jaybird’ (P.
séjka) and giderol ‘highlander, mountaineer’ (P. géral; dial. goral).'®® Second, in a number of
loanwords, the pochylone o is currently realized as o [0], which also suggests a dialectal source
— e.g. Swienta/Swjynto Trojca ‘Holy Trinity’ (P. Swieta Tréjca), and psednowek ‘hungry gap’
(P. przednowek). Third, in an even larger set of lexemes, the quality of the vowel suggests a
Standard Polish foundation of the borrowing. In these nouns, reflexes of o currently surface as i,

160 For the change o > d/ide, see pridestok ‘boor, simpleton’ (P. prostak); Ziéesa, Ziveska (P. Zosia, Zoska), krést
‘scab, spot, pustule’ (P. chrosta).
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which is a common Wymysorys equivalent of the Polish u (Kleczkowski 1920:171-172). The
exemplary cases are: priiznok ‘idler’ (P. prozmiak), thiis ‘coward’ (P. tchorz), whicenga
‘vagabond’ (P. wldczega), ogiirki ‘cucumber’ (P. ogorek), dahiifki ‘roof tile’ (P. dachowka),
pobiitki ‘shoe’ (P. potbuty/-butki), progiitki ‘threshold’ (P. pogrodka), sobiitki ‘a holiday in June’
(P. sobotka), and wriizba ‘augury, prediction’ (P. wrozba). Fourth, in a group of loanwords, the
Standard Polish [u] vowel (in which it is spelled 6) appears as such in Wymysorys. Put
differently, the typical adjustment of the Polish u to the Wymysorys ii is absent, which indicates
a more recent time of borrowing from Standard Polish. Illustrative examples are: dZzup ‘beak’ (P.
dziob), zuf ‘turtle’ (P. Zotw), sputka ‘mixture of oats with peas’ (P. spotka), putkosiilek ‘t-shirt’
(P. potkoszulek), puttorok ‘cart’ (P. pottorak), ruzanec ‘rosary’ (P. rozaniec), sposup ‘way,
means’ (P. sposob), sputka ‘partnership’ (P. spotka), and zysput ‘ensemble, group’ (P. zespodf).

The dialectal foundation of loanwords is also visible in the pronunciation of the final -@j. In
Wymysorys, the Standard Polish aj is usually pronounced as dj [aj], e.g. gamdjda ‘lout’ (P.
gamajda), lajdok ‘scoundrel’ (P. fajdak), and windewdjca ‘guilty party’ (P. winowajca).
However, when occuring in word-final position, aj may be treated as in local dialects by being
pronounced as oj, contrary to the standard pronunciation, e.g. zwycoj ‘custom’ (P. zwyczay).

Nasals

The treatment of nasal vowels in nominal borrowings usually reflects the pronunciation typical
of local dialects. However, at the same time, this pronunciation largely overlaps with the
rendering of nasals in colloquial Standard Polish. In large parts of western Lesser Poland,
including Cracovian dialects (Urbanczyk 1968; Dubisz, Kara§ & Kolis 1995:80-81;
Kwasnicka-Janowicz 2010; Kara$ 2010a; 2010b; see also Kucata 1957; Kas 1986; Dunaj 1989;
Sikora 2001), in Silesia (Zargba 1969-1989), and in the dialects of Pisarzowice (Kosinski
1891:7-8) and Wilamowice, the nasal feature of ¢ /&/ and ¢ /3/ — as well as of other nasal(ized)
vowels, e.g. [], [2], [U], and [3] — is generally preserved, although the nasal vowel itself often
resolves into an oral vowel and a nasal consonant. In contrast, in other parts of Lesser Poland,
the nasals are often denasalized, e.g. zob ‘tooth’ instead of zgb (Urbanczyk 1968; Dubisz, Kara$
& Kolis 1995:80-81). As mentioned above, this realization of nasal vowels as an oral vowel
and a nasal component is also typical of colloquial Standard Polish.

In Wymysorys, the nasal feature is largely maintained, although — as in the local dialects and
colloquial Standard Polish — nasal vowels resolve into an oral vowel and a nasal consonant, i.e.
V > VN (cf. Kleczkowski 1920:172). Only in one case is the nasal feature lost entirely: Styz
‘Silesia’ (P. Slgsk).

To be exact, ¢ surfaces as the groups eN (as is characteristic of colloquial Standard Polish and
certain Polish dialects) or yN (as is characteristic of western Lesser Poland including Krakow,
eastern Upper Silesia with Katowice (Urabanczyk 1991:416), and the contemporary dialect of
Pisarzowice where vowels are raised before a nasal consonant, also if that consonant results
from a nasal vowel; Zieniukowa 1998:201). The former pronunciation can be illustrated by
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kiéelenda ‘Christmas carol’ (P. koleda), tazenga ‘tramp, vagabond’ (P. fazega), mencenik
‘martyr’ (P. meczennik), menka ‘suffering’ (P. meka), pencok ‘pearl barley’ (P. peczak),
strenkowiny ‘engagement’ (P. strekowinylzrekowiny), Swienta/Swjynto Trojca/Triijca “Holy
Trinity’ (P. Swieta Tréjca), wendrownik “wanderer’ (P. wedrownik), wengjerki ‘a damson-like
type of plum’ (P. wegierki), wengiiz ‘eel’ (P. wegorz), wentka ‘fishing rod’ (P. wedka), and
whiicenga ‘vagabond’ (P. wfdczega). The latter pronunciation comprises lexemes such as
Jyndra (P. Jedrzej, Jedrek), Jynrek (P. Jedrek), mjynta ‘mint’ (P. mieta), der ojcec swjynty
‘pope, holy father’ (P. ojciec swiety), Oiiswynca (P. Oswigcim), poc¢yngl ‘a type of robe’ (P.
pociegiel), wjercipjynta ‘fidget’ (P. wiercipieta), and Wnebowzynce ‘Assumption’ (P.
Wniebowzigcie). In one case, ¢ resolves into the vowel o and a nasal consonant, e.g. kolond
‘Christmas carol’ (P. koleda). A similar phenomenon occurs in southern parts of Lesser Poland,
in the Lesser Polish and Silesian borderland (Zargba 1969-1989), and in the region stretching
from O$wiecim to Sacz, where g and ¢ merge into /3/ (Dejna 1973:323; Urbanczyk et al.
1991:298, 416). It was also attested in Pisarzowice in the 19" century, where ¢ was realized as
¢“ and ¢ (Kosinski 1891:7). Otherwise, ¢ and g are clearly distinct in Wymysorys.

In a similar vein, ¢ typically surfaces as an oral vowel and a nasal consonant, i.e. oN, which is
typical of Western Lesser Polish and Silesian (Urbanczyk et al. 1991:416). This may be
illustrated by forms such as bonk ‘bumblebee’ (P. bgk), kabtonk ‘arch’ (P. kabiqk), konkul
‘corncockle, Agrostemma githago’ (P. kgkol), pozondek ‘order’ (P. porzgdek), prond ‘current,
electricity’ (P. prgd), pstrong ‘trout’ (P. pstrqg), sond ‘judgment, court’ (P. sqd), and wons
‘moustache’ (P. wgs).

Often, the place of articulation of a nasal consonant, into which the nasal vowel resolves, is
determined by the following phoneme. Apart from cases where the nasal consonant resolves
into [n] (pozZondek ‘order’ — P. porzgdek), it may also surface as [n] (sendZa ‘judge’ —P. sedzia),
[9] (mitrenga ‘waste of time’ — P. mitrega), or [m] (zastem(p)ca ‘deputy’ —P. zastepca, glembja
‘depth’ — P. glebia). Such assimilation phenomena are typical of both Standard Polish and
dialects in which the nasal feature is preserved.

Nevertheless, as explained in section 4.3.4, the nasal feature may also be preserved as a nasal
vowel (e.g. [£] and [3]), a non-syllabic nasal vocoid ([t1] and [i]), or a nasal approximant ([W]/[*]
or [j1/P]). While genuine nasal vowels are rare in Wymysorys (and are also rare in colloquial
Polish and local dialects), the use of nasal vocoids and approximants (typical of Standard Polish
and more careful colloquial pronunciation) is slightly more common. For example, wentka
‘fishing rod’ (from P. wedka), Wrnebowstompjyne ‘ Ascension Day’ (from P. Wniebowstgpienie),
and WrebowZynce ‘Assumption Day’ (from P. Wniebowziecie) can be realized as [veutka],
[vnebovstotpleng], [vnebovzsitee]; or as [vewtka], [vnebovstowplene], [vnebovzsitee] and, if the
approximant is less prominent, as [ve¥tka], [vnebovsto™piene], and [vnebovzgltee]. In contrast,
the realization [vétka], [vnebovst3piene], and [vnebovzitee] is extremely rare and is generally
viewed as excessively pedantic and “unnatural”.
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Mutation

In vast parts of Lesser Poland, including the Cracovian dialect and the dialect north of Zywiec,
as well as in certain parts of eastern Upper Silesia (albeit in a fewer set of lexemes), the so-
called “mutation” (przegtos) of the ’e vowel (i.e. e preceded by a palatal feature) of various
origins does not take place. In those dialects, ‘e has not developed into "o or ‘a in contrast to
Standard Polish and many other dialects, where this change has taken place (Kosinski 1891:2;
Pawtowski 1966; Urbanczyk 1968; Dejna 1973:184, 258, 321; Dubisz, Karas & Kolis 1995:80-
81; Karas 2010a; 2010b). That is, biere ‘I take’, wietr ‘wind’, and/or mietta ‘broom’ are
realized contrary to the Standard Polish pronunciation biore, wiatr, and miotia. The absence of
mutation — at least to a certain extent — is also characteristic of the local Polish variety spoken
by the older speakers in Wilamowice (Zak 2016:133) and Pisarzowice (Kosinski 1891:2).1¢!

In Wymysorys, Polish loanwords tend to attest to mutated forms, suggesting their Standard
Polish provenance. For instance, the form with mutation, identical to Standard Polish, is namjot
‘tent’ (P. namiof). The only word in Wymysorys that could reflect a non-mutated variant is
jasen, which attests to a dialectal pronunciation (Bory$ 2005:213; compare with the
pronunciation of the Standard Polish jesion, where the mutation has operated; compare also
with the non-mutated forms jasern in Slovak, scer in Ukrainian, and scens in Russian, and
Jjasien/jesien in Old Polish).

Labialization

A typical trait of central and Southwestern Lesser Polish, spanning from Krakéw to Zywiec,
Biata, and Pszczyna (Pawlowski 1966; Urbanczyk 1968; Dejna 1973; Urbanczyk et al.
1991:60-61; Dubisz, Karas & Kolis 1995; Kwasnicka-Janowicz 2010; Karas 2010a; 2010b),
including the Polish variety spoken in Wilamowice (cf. Kleczkowski 1920:171) and
Pisarzowice (Kosinski 1891:3-5), is a strong labialization of o. This labialization takes place
both in an initial position (cf. fokno ‘window’ and fobiod ‘lunch’ vs. okno and obiad in Standard
Polish) and in an internal positon (cf. K'oszyk ‘basket’ vs. koszyk).

In various instances, this dialectal pronunciation is reflected by Polish loanwords in
Wymysorys (Kleczkowski 1920:171). This can be illustrated by foebroz/tobroz ‘picture’ (P.
obraz), toebrus/tobrus ‘tablecloth’ (P. obrus), to(e)rganist ‘organist’ (P. organista), topjekiin
‘guardian’ (P. opiekun), and {ostiida (P. ostuda) ‘problem’, where labialization occurs word-
initially. The lexeme BloZe Cato ‘Corpus Christi’ attests to labialization taking place in a word-
internal position (cf. P. Boze Cialo). However, most of the above-mentioned nouns also allow
for a non-labial pronunciation, thus coinciding with Standard Polish: oebroz/obroz,
debruslobrus, é(e)rganistlorganist, opjekiin, and Bideze Calo. Moreover, various nominal
lexemes only exhibit forms without labialization, e.g. ohronka ‘kindergarten’ (P. ochronka),
der ojcec swjynty ‘pope, holy father’ (P. ojciec swiety), okiilor ‘glasses’ (P. okulary), optatki

16! However, note that the Standard Polish word for ‘wind’ wiatr is regularly rendered in Wilamowice as wiater
(Krél p.c.).
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‘communion, Christmas wafer’ (P. oplatek), or Otiswynca (P. Oswiecim). In these cases, it is
Standard Polish, not the local dialects, that most likely constitutes the foundation of
Wymysorys loanwords.

[k] instead of [x]

The relevance of dialects for nouns imported from Polish to Wymysorys is visible not only in
the vocalic component of the loanwords; it is also present in the consonants found in the
borrowed lexemes. A relatively constant dialectal feature is the realization of the Standard
Polish ch [x] as k [k] in certain positions. This pronunciation extends from northwest of
Czgstochowa south until Katowice and Bielsko-Biata, and east to Krakow. It is thus typical of
larger parts of Lesser Poland, especially its southern parts, i.e. south from Krakow, in the
highlands and mountains, including the dialects spoken in Zywiec (Pawlowski 1966;
Urbanczyk 1968; Dejna 1973; Dubisz, Kara§ & Kolis 1995:80-81; Kara§ 2010a; 2010b) and in
Pisarzowice (Kosinski 1891:8). It is also found in parts of Silesia (Nitsch 1939; Bak 1963;
Zargba 1969-1996; 1988).

Wymysorys nouns tend to attest to this dialectal change (see Kleczkowski 1920:173).
Accordingly, certain lexemes exhibit the plosive & [k] instead of the fricative c/h [x], contrary
to the rule of Standard Polish. This change occurs before a vowel, e.g. karlok ‘weakling’ (P.
chelarlak), karakter ‘character’ (P. charakter), and kistioeryj/kistoryj ‘tale, history’ (P.
historia). It also appears in consonant clusters, e.g. kfop ‘man’ (P. chiop), klyscok
‘whippersnapper’ (P. chiystek), ksesc(ij)anin ‘Christian’ (P. chrzescijanin), and krost ‘scab,
spot, pustule’ (P. chrosta). Nevertheless, exceptions can be found as illustrated by hrapka
‘wish, lust’ (P. chrapka) and an alternative form histioeryj ‘tale’ (P. historia).

Mazurzenie, siakanie, and sziakanie

The phenomenon of mazurzenie corresponds to the pronunciation of the postalveolar hard
sibilant fricatives and affricates [s], [z], [ts], [dz] as alveolars [s], [z], [ts], [dz], e.g. clowiek
‘man’ and susa ‘drought’ instead of cztowiek and susza as in Standard Polish (see chapter 4).
This is typical of Lesser Polish and the Cracovian dialect (Pawtowski 1966; Urbanczyk 1968;
Dejna 1973; Dubisz, Karas & Kolis 1995). In contrast, mazurzenie is more restricted in
Silesian. It is regular only in Northern Silesian, being generally absent in Central and Southern
Silesian. It was however attested on the Silesian-Lesser Polish border (Nitsch 1939; Bak 1963;
Zargba 1969-1996; 1988; Dejna 1973). Mazurzenie was also widely attested in the 19 century
in Pisarzowice, both in lexemes and suffixes, although exceptions were also common (Kosinski
1891:4-5, 7, 11, 13).!92 Currently, mazurzenie is absent in the Polish variety spoken in
Wilamowice (Wicherkiewicz 2003:404; Zak 2016:133).

162 The regular exception is boze (Kosinski 1891:11).
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Mazurzenie is generally absent in Wymysorys nouns (Kleczkowski 1920:173), with a single
exception: pencok ‘pearl barley’ pronounced with ¢ [ts] instead of ¢z [ts] (cf. P. peczak).
However, both in the Polish dialect of Wilamowice and in Wymysorys itself, one finds traces
of szadzenie, which suggests, in turn, that mazurzenie was likely present at an earlier stage (Zak
2016:133-134). Szadzenie is a hypercorrect pronunciation of alveolars, e.g. s [s] as
postalveolars, e.g. sz [s]. Two Polish loanwords in Wymysorys attest to the pronunciation of s
[s] as s, with three possible allophones: [[], [¢], [s] (see further below). The word for ‘lard’ is
regularly pronounced with §, i.e. as smol, contrary to its pronunciation in Standard Polish as
smalec. The Polish word skandal ‘scandal’ has two variants in Wymysorys: skandal as in the
standard language and skandal as in the dialect.'®?

While mazurzenie is virtually absent in nouns adopted from Polish to Wymysorys, the
borrowed lexemes may suggest some type of siakanie and/or sziakanie. To begin with, in
certain dialects of Lesser Poland, e.g. the Cracovian dialect (which sometimes, especially in
foreign loanwords, replaces mazurzenie with siakanie) and Zywiec, the postalveolar fricatives
and affricates ([s], [z], [ts], [dz]) were replaced by corresponding alveolo-palatal consonants
([e], [2], [te], [dz]), e.g. posli ‘they went’ (cf. P. poszli) or Zmija ‘adder’ (cf. P. Zmija), such that
the two series (the hard postalveolar and the soft alveolo-palatal) merged into one (soft alveolo-
palatal; Pawlowski 1966; Urbanczyk 1968; Dejna 1973; Dubisz, Kara$ & Kolis 1995). This
pronunciation of § instead of sz and ¢ instead of ¢z was also attested in Pisarzowice in the 19
century (Kosinski 1891:11). In the dialect of Cieszyn, the outcome of the merger was an
intermediary class of sounds — [¢/], [Z], [ts'], [dZ]. The former phenomenon is known as
siakanie, while the latter is referred to as sziakanie (see section 4.1.1).

The Polish loanwords in Wymysorys exhibit similar tendencies. That is, the hard and soft series
of sibilant fricatives and affricates may be preserved and pronounced etymologically as [s], [z],
[ts], [dz] and [e], [z], [te], and [dz], respectively. However, they may also merge into [¢], [z],
[te], and [dz] (like in siakanie) or, more commonly, into [f], [3], [t[], and [d3], which is virtually
indistinguishable from [8/], [2], [ts'], and [dZ/] (similar to sziakanie). As explained in chapter
4, this merger of two series into one, and the assimilation of the hard series into a soft one
(either alveolo-palatal or palatal), may however not be a result of direct dialectal influence.
Rather, this merger most likely draws on the original Germanic sibilant fricatives and
affricates, thus constituting an example of adaptation to the native sound system.!®* As a result,
the instances of siakanie and/or sziakanie would be adaptations of Polish loanwords to the
Wymysorys system, instead of reflecting dialectal sources. It is possible — and perhaps most
likely — that both types of motivations, i.e. dialectal and adaptive, have coincided.

The soft pronunciation of hard sibilant fricatives and affricates is the most regular with regards
to sz [s] and ¢z [z], and their combination szcz [§t:s]. The replacement of sz with § may occur in
any position: word-initially before a back vowel, e.g. safaput ‘scatterbrain’ (P. szafaput) and
satwi ‘salvia’ (P. szatwia); word-initially before a front-vowel, e.g. se/m ‘rascal, knave’ (P.

163 Another possible example is kfysc¢ok ‘whippersnapper’ (cf. P. chiystek).
164 As explained in chapter 4, the influence of the Cieszyn dialect is rather unlikely.
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szelma); in an intervocalic position, e.g. kdsa grits, grouts’ (P. kasza) and koserka ‘midwife’
(P. akuszerka); word-finally, e.g. kapeliis ‘hat’ (P. kapelusz) and thiis ‘coward’ (P. tchorz);
word-initially before another consonant, e.g. skap ‘jade, horse’ (P. szkapa) and sniir ‘robe’ (P.
sznur); word-internally before a consonant, e.g. driiska ‘bridesmaid’ (P. druzka) and kaston
‘chestnut’ (P. kasztan); and after a consonant, e.g. ksesc¢(ij)anin ‘Christian’ (P. chrzescijanin)
and nepsyjacel ‘enemy’ (P. mieprzyjaciel). The realization of cz as ¢ is also found in all
positions: word-initially before a vowel, e.g. ¢iiprin ‘head of hair’ (P. czupryna), carownic
‘hex’ (P. czarownica), and ¢yscic ‘yellow toadflax, linaria vulgaris’ (P. czysciec); word-finally,
e.g. bidego¢ ‘rich man’ (P. bogacz) and pogiini¢ ‘driver, herdsman’ (P. poganiacz); in an
intervocalic position, e.g. whicenga ‘vagabond’ (P. wldczegga); after a consonant, e.g. Kanciig
(P. Kanczuga) ‘proper noun’; and before a consonant, e.g. wniicka ‘granddaughter’ (P.
wnuczka). The replacement of szcz (also from strz) with ¢s is illustrated by s¢ow ‘Rumex,
sorrel’ (P. szczaw), prioebosé¢ ‘parson’ (P. proboszcz), and s¢at ‘arrow’ (P. strzala). In contrast,
the pronunciation of Z as Z is less pervasive and, in many cases, the original hard consonant is
preferred (see also below). Nevertheless, some examples of its soft realization can also be
found and, in most of them, the Z appears before or after another consonant: bZoskwin ‘peach’
(P. brzoskwinia), driizba ‘best man’ (P. druzba), and priiznok ‘idler’ (P. prozniak).
Alternatively, Z replaces Z in an intervocalic position, e.g. wyzinek ‘harvest’ (P. wyzynki) and
Bideze Cato ‘Corpus Christi’ (P. Boze Cialo). In word-final position, the Standard Polish z is
occasionally pronounced as z, e.g. ryZ ‘rice’ (P. ryz). A few examples are also found in which
Z has been replaced by Z in a word-initial position before a vowel, e.g. Zuw ‘turtle’ (P. Zotw)
and Zyraf ‘giraffe’ (P. Zyrafa). However, in all of these examples, the Standard Polish
pronunciation, i.e. Z, seems to be more common. Lastly, a single loanword attests to a soft,
dialectal pronunciation of the voiced sibilant affricate dz, i.e. dZiido ‘judo’ (P. dzudo).

Contrary to the tendency outlined above, there are many counterexamples in which a hard
postalveolar prevails. Nearly all of them involve the consonant spelled in Standard Polish, and
in Wymysorys, as z. This spelling may represent the laminal flat postalveolar voiced fricative
[z]: bazant ‘pheasant’ (P. bazant), bezboznik ‘godless person, atheist’ (P. bezboznik), bizuteryj
‘Jjewelry’ (P. bizuteria), delbzym ‘giant’ (P. olbrzym), pizam (P. pizama) ‘pyjamas’, pozyckja
‘currant’ (P. porzeczki), pyz ‘couch grass, Elymus repens’ (P. perz), rozgzysyne ‘absolution’ (P.
rozgrzeszenie), ruzanec ‘rosary, prayer beads’ (P. rozaniec), zartok ‘glutton’ (P. zZartok), zuf
‘turtle’ (P. zotw), and zyraf ‘giraffe’ (P. Zyrafa). The spelling may also represent the voiceless
fricative [s] that arises due to the word-final devoicing of [z]: wengiiz ‘eel’ (P. wegorz), dzyz
‘kneading trough’ (P. dzieza), mozdzyz ‘mortar’ (P. mozdzierz), twoz ‘face’ (P. twarz). The hard
postalveolar pronunciation of Z is the most typical in the endings -0z (P. -arz) and -yz, (P. -erz),
e.g. cegloz ‘brickmaker’ (P. ceglarz), elamentoz ‘primer’ (P. elementarz), gancoz ‘potter’ (P.
garncarz), griiboz ‘gravedigger’ (P. grabarz), handlyz ‘seller, trader’ (P. handlarz), katamoz
‘inkwell, inkpot’ (P. katamarz), miskoz ‘castrator’ (P. miskarz), smoloz ‘pitch burner’ (P.
smolarz), and rycyz ‘knight’ (P. rycerz). Apart from z, the only relatively consistent case of the
hard pronunciation of a sibilant fricative or affricate is the word kabaczek ‘squash’, where cz is
typically preserved as in Standard Polish kabaczek. This means, inversely, that for cz, sz, and dz,
the soft (alveolo-palatal or palatal) pronunciation is the rule (see section 4.1.1).
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Overall, as far as nominal loanwords containing sibilant fricatives and affricates are concerned,
both dialectal and Standard Polish sources are possible, as is the adaptation of the Polish
consonants to the native (i.e. etymological) sound system of Wymysorys (see section 4.1.1 as
well as section 5.1.4 below).

Other phenomena involving consonants

Nominal loanwords exhibit other, often residual, phenomena that suggest their dialectal
provenance.

First, two nouns attest to the voicing of intervocalic -k- [k] to -g- [g] found in some dialects of
Lesser Polish. These words are waganc ‘vacation’ (P. wakacje) and agacja ‘acacia’ (cf. P.
akacja; cf. Kleczkowski 1920:173). However, variants with the voiceless k& are also found.

Second, one noun borrowed from Polish attests to a dialectal pronunciation of ¢k [x] as f[f] after
¢ [t], which is found in the southern and central parts of Lesser Poland (Kleczkowski 1920:173,
after Nitsch 1916:44; see Dejna 1973:134, 299). To be exact, the loanword for ‘coward’ exhibits
two alternative forms: #fiis, a form likely borrowed from a local dialect, and the other, more
common, variant fchiis, which mirrors the Standard Polish usage more closely.!6?

Third, some nominal borrowings simplify consonant clusters, which is a common
phenomenon in local dialects. For instance, the Polish clusters trz, strz, and zdrz are
sometimes reduced in Wymysorys to ¢, s¢, and Zdz, respectively as illustrated by cewik ‘shoe’
(P. trzewik) and sc¢atl ‘arrow’ (P. strzata). However, it should be noted that this type of
simplification is also characteristic of colloquial pronunciation of Standard Polish, not only
of its dialects (Gussmann 2007; cf. Kleczkowski 1920:173). Other simplifying mechanisms
are more characteristic of a dialectal pronunciation found around Wilamowice. For instance,
the consonant » may be eliminated in complex clusters, e.g. bos¢ ‘beetroot soup’ (P. barszcz;
Kleczkowski 1920:173) or gancoz ‘potter’ (P. garncarz), and the last consonant in the
clusters sm and Zn can be apocopated in a word-final position, e.g. katehiz ‘catechism’ (P.
katechizm) and nepsyjas ‘animosity’ (P. nieprzyjazn). The simplification of complex
combinations of consonants in all types of nouns may also stem from the phonological
properties of Wymysorys itself (see section 5.1.4 below; see also section 4.3.5).

165 In certain Lesser Polish varieties (e.g. in the Cracovian dialect), the consonant 7 in the morpheme roz- is lost and the
vowel may experience a subsequent labialization, e.g. (Hozrywki ‘fun, amusement’ vs. rozrywki in Standard Polish. In
Wymysorys, in all cases where the prefix roz- appears, the original consonant 7 is preserved, as demonstrated by
rozgzysyne ‘absolution’ (cf. P. rozgrzeszenie), rozprawa ‘trial, debate’ (cf. P. rozprawa), and rozriih ‘riot, uproar’ (cf.
P. rozruchy). In the western part of Lesser Poland and in Silesia, as well as in the Polish variety used in Wilamowice,
the cluster sr/sr is maintained, as is also the case in Standard Polish. This distinguishes these areas from other dialects
where the above-mentioned cluster evolved into rs/rs, e.g. rsoda ‘Wednesday’ vs. sroda in Standard Polish. In
Wymysorys, all examples of the sr/sr cluster are preserved as such, e.g. srut/sriit ‘buckshot’ (cf. P. sruf).

121



Lexicon

The dialectal background of Polish imports in Wymysorys may also surface in the particular
lexemes borrowed from Polish. That is, certain loanwords draw on the vocabulary of the dialect
spoken in Wilamowice and surrounding areas rather than deriving from the general lexicon of
Standard Polish. Lexemes typical of Lesser Polish dialects that have been transferred to
Wymysorys are baba ‘grandma, woman’ and d?ada ‘grandpa’ (cf. Zak 2016:137). The lexemes
spyrkja and mocka reflect names of dishes popular in both Lesser Poland and Silesia, i.e.
szpyrki ‘fat’ and moczka ‘tripe dish’, respectively (Zak 2016:137). The word baria is the
dialectal name for ‘pumpkin’ (cf. Polish dynia; Zak 2016:138), while koserka ‘midwife’
derives from the dialectal form kosierka of the Standard Polish akuszerka (Kleczkowski
1920:172). The lexeme gizd ‘punk, naughty boy’ is typical of the Cieszyn dialect (gizd), while
being contrastingly absent in Standard Polish. In a similar vein, the Wymysorys noun perlik
‘sledgehammer’ derives from the lexeme perlik, itself imported from Czech and/or German
(Klemensiewicz 2002:137), that was stabilized in the mining lexicon common in dialects
around Wilamowice. Other dialectal lexemes are kacusu ‘cat’ (dial. kacus), tostiida ‘problem’
(dial. ostuda), and rac ‘cloven foot, cloven hoof” (dial. rac).

5.1.4 Adaptation mechanisms

Nouns borrowed from Polish into Wymysorys are generally well adapted to the Wymysorys
language system. This adaptation may be observed at the level of phonetics, inflectional and
derivational morphology, and semantics.

As far as phonetics is concerned, various borrowed nouns exhibit vowels that are absent in the
underlying Polish forms and, crucially, in the Polish language in general. The two most
pervasive changes involve the replacement of  [u] (and ¢ if borrowed from Standard Polish)
and o [o] (and ¢ if borrowed from dialects) with # [y]/[Y] and (i)d(e) [o]/[Yoce], respectively.
Both types of correspondences are highly common. The replacement of u# with i can be
illustrated by driizba ‘best man’ (P. druzba), priiznok ‘idler’ (P. prozmiak), siika ‘bitch
[pejorative]” (P. suka), cliprin ‘head of hair’ (P. czupryna), and triiskawk ‘strawberry’ (P.
truskawka). The replacement of the Standard Polish ¢ with i is illustrated by thiis ‘coward’ (P.
tchorz). The use of (i)d(e) instead of the Polish o can be illustrated by bidego¢ ‘rich man’ (P.
bogacz) and prioestok ‘boor, simpleton’ (P. prostak); éelbZzym ‘giant’ (P. olbrzym) and éebroz
‘picture’ (P. obraz); and pricerdk ‘prophet’ (P. prorok) and sdjka ‘jaybird’ (P. sojka). The use
of (i)o(e) instead of the dialectal 6 may be illustrated by sojka ‘jaybird’ (P. sojka) and giderol
‘highlander, mountaineer’ (P. goral). Exceptions to these two tendencies are also found. In
such cases, the Polish u and o are preserved accordingly, e.g. srut ‘buckshot’ (P. srut) or kuzynk
‘cousin’ (P. kuzynka), and obroz ‘picture’ (P. obraz) or kopyt ‘hoof” (P. kopyto).

Another adaptive mechanism is a partial denasalization of Polish nasal vowels, especially ¢ /€/,

q /3/, and [3], which were absent in the original phonological system of Silesian German
dialects. As explained in section 5.1.3 above, in nearly all cases, the two nasal vowels are
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resolved into an oral vowel and an accompanying nasal consonant [n], [m], [n], or [n], e.g.
wendrownik ‘wanderer’ (P. wedrownik), glembja ‘depth’ (P. glebia), sendza ‘judge’ (P.
sedzia), and mitrenga ‘waste of time’ (P. mitrega). Again, in some cases, pronunciation with
nasal vowels, nasal vocoids, and nasal approximants may be heard. This adaptive mechanism
largely overlaps with a dialectal pronunciation of nasals attested in the Polish variety spoken
in Wilamowice and in neighboring varieties, and with the pronunciation found in colloquial
Standard Polish (see sections 4.2.2, 4.3.4, and 5.1.3).

Simplification of consonant clusters in borrowed nouns may also be understood as a
combination of two processes. On the one hand, it may reflect the adjustment of complex
clusters typical of Standard Polish to the native and German(ic) phonology. On the other
hand, the resulting forms often coincide with the pronunciation found in dialectal and
colloquial varieties of Polish (see sections 4.5.3 and 5.1.3). Examples of simplification of
complex consonantal combination are: Zdz > Z, e.g. sowizol ‘rascal’ (cf. P. sowizdrzal), and
dz > z, e.g. rozinki/rozynki ‘raisin’ (cf. P. rodzynek). Sometimes an epenthetic vowel is
introduced to ease the pronunciation of consonant clusters, e.g. s¢ybfa/scibta/s¢ybto ‘straw’
(cf. P. Zdzblo) and paperec ‘fern’ (cf. P. paproc). However, as explained in chapter 4, various
types of consonant clusters are also preserved, e.g. pstrong ‘trout’ (P. pstrqg).

Additionally, the oldest loans exhibit two further adaptive changes. First, the original bilabial
plosive [b] surfaces as a corresponding fricative [v] when used in an intervocalic position,
e.g. sawut ‘saber’ (cf. P. szabla) and kowut ‘mare’ (cf. P. kobyta). Second, r is lost in a
position before a consonant, e.g. twioeg ‘cottage cheese’ (cf. P. twardg). These two
adaptations reflect language-internal phonetic changes that took place earlier in Wymysorys
and widely affected native lexicon (Kleczkowski 1920:167).

Although the position of accent in nouns borrowed from Polish is usually maintained — and
thus many words exhibit the penultimate accent as in Polish (Kleczkowski 1920:174) — in some
instances, adaptive mechanisms operate. One of the most pervasive of such mechanisms is the
placement of stress on the ultimate syllable due to the loss of the final a (regarding this
phenomenon, see further below in this section). This contrasts with the situation in Polish
where, although falling on the same vowel of the corresponding lexeme, the accent is
penultimate, e.g. ka'plic ‘chapel’ (P. ka'plica) and kata het (P. kate cheta) ‘religious
instructor’. The presence of the ultimate-syllable accent is also found in some words where
apocope (i.e. final-vowel deletion) does not takes place. In these lexemes, all of which exhibit
the ending -of, -ol, or -on, the accent was likely shifted in agreement with the typical stress
pattern found in native -of, -o/, and -on nouns in Wymysorys. See, for instance, kardy not
‘cardinal’ (P. kar'dynat), krymi'not ‘jug, problem’ (P. kry'minaf), ka'prol ‘corporal’ (P.
‘kapral), and bal' kon ‘balcony’ (P. 'balkon). Lastly, a few nouns shift their accent from the
penultimate to the first syllable, by analogy to the “Germanic” accent common in Wymysorys,
e.g. 'kalamoz ‘inkwell, inkpot’ (P. ka'tamarz), 'kukuriic ‘maize’ (P. kuku'rydza), 'katafalk
‘catafalque’ (P. ka'tafalk), 'miizykant ‘musician’ (P. mu'zykant), and 'kapeliis ‘hat’ (P.
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ka'pelusz; cf. Kleczkowski 1920:174). However, even these lexemes may be pronounced with
the penultimate accent typical of Polish.

In various cases, nouns borrowed from Polish are also integrated into the morphological system
of Wymysorys. This involves both inflectional and derivational morphology. That is, imported
lexemes adjust their singular and plural endings to the rules of Wymysorys, and take on
derivative morphemes which are productive in the language.

Various feminine nouns that end in - in Polish lose this vowel during their transfer to
Wymysorys, e.g. brom ‘gate’ (P. brama), biid ‘shed’ (P. buda), ciiprin ‘head of hair’ (P.
czupryna), gnid ‘nit’ (P. gnida), jatowic ‘heifer’ (P. jatowica), jedlin ‘young fir forest’ (P.
jedlina), kowut ‘mare’ (P. kobyta), krat ‘grid’ (P. krata), krést ‘scab, spot, pustule’ (P. chrosta),
kukuriic ‘corn’ (P. kukurydza), kuzynk ‘cousin’ (P. kuzynka), matp ‘ape’ (P. maipa), mamic ‘bad
mother’ (P. mamica), 6ednoeg ‘branch’ (P. odnoga), ropiih ‘toad’ (P. ropucha), skat ‘rock’ (P.
skata), strug ‘stream’ (P. struga), and tar¢ ‘shield’ (P. tarcza; cf. Kleczkowski 1920:175). This
tendency of adjustment has its roots in the general rule according to which, in Wymysorys,
inherited feminine nouns never end in -a in the singular. Instead, they end in a consonant, as
illustrated by nouns of several declensional patterns found in the language, e.g. cdjt ‘time’, aksut
‘axel, shoulder’, fader ‘feather’, gonz ‘goose’, cejn ‘toe’, and koriin ‘crown’ (Andrason & Krol
2016a). On the contrary, the ending -a is characteristic of masculine nouns (cf. noma ‘name’)
and neuter diminutives as a part of the morpheme -Za (cf. bichta ‘book’). For feminine nouns, the
ending -a is employed to derive their plural forms, e.g. cdjt ‘time’ [sg.] — cdjta [pl.] and kraft
‘strength’ [sg.] — krefta [pl.]. In other words, in order to preserve the gender of the feminine
substantives without transgressing the rules of Wymysorys morphology, the vowel -a — otherwise
characteristic of feminine nouns in Polish (e.g. skafa ‘rock’ and ropucha ‘toad’) — has been
eliminated such that the lexemes end in a consonant (i.e. skaf and ropiih), which is a typical
ending of all other feminine substantives. In accordance with the main tendency in feminine
declension, the ending -a is used as a plural marker, e.g. skafa ‘rocks’ and ropiiha ‘toads’. As a
result, by taking on plural endings typical of the Wymysorys language, the borrowed words fit
the main pattern of feminine declension and their plural formation.

Even though the above-mentioned phenomenon constitutes a pervasive tendency,
counterexamples can be found, as illustrated by words such as bapka ‘grandma, old woman’
(P. babka), kalina ‘viburnum’ (P. kalina), kiizawa ‘heavy clouds’ (P. kurzawa), macoha
‘stepmother’ (P. macocha), nedzela ‘a nickname’ (P. niedziela), and nodgrioeda ‘praise’ (P.
nagroda). By preserving the original -a, these feminine nouns transgress the rule governing the
Wymysorys nominal system, according to which the ending -a is characteristic of masculine
and neuter nouns, while in the feminine, it marks the idea of plurality. Consequently, a new
declensional class has been introduced into the language. Sometimes, to counteract the
inconsistency that developed due to contact with Polish, the nouns incorporated with the ending
-a are reanalyzed as masculine. For instance, kasa ‘grits, grouts’, derived from the Polish
feminine noun kasza, has been reanalyzed as masculine. Other examples are spinka [ms.] and
‘buckle’ (cf. P. spinka [fm.]; regarding the issue of gender, see further below).
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Contrary to most feminine loanwords, masculine borrowings that end in -a preserve this suffix.
This can be demonstrated by words such as ¢iira ‘awkward, clumsy man’ (P. ciura), driizba
‘best man’ (P. druzba), kalika ‘cripple’ (P. kaleka), tazenga ‘tramp, vagabond’ (P. fazgga), and
sendza ‘judge’ (P. sedzia). In some cases, however, the ending -a is not original, but may have
been introduced by analogy to other masculine nouns, such as noma ‘name’; see for instance
Staha (P. Stach) and Wojta (P. Wojtek).'%¢

Certain masculine nouns that are used as singulars in Wymysorys seem to have been derived
from their underlying Polish plural forms (see Kleczkowski 1920:176), e.g. blowatki
‘cornflower’ [sg.] (compare with P. blawatki [pl.]), fjotki ‘violet’ [sg.] (P. fiotki [pl.]), niderki
‘diver, plunger’ [sg.] (P. (nurki [pl.]), roZinki/rozynki ‘raisin’ [sg.] (P. rodzynki [pl.]), ogiirki
‘cucumber’ [sg.] (P. ogorki [pl.]), optatki ‘communion, Christmas wafer’ [sg.] (P. oplatki [pl.]),
papjerdoski ‘cigarettes’ [sg.] (P. papieroski [pl.]), pobiitki ‘shoe’ [sg.] (P. potbutki [pl.]), and the
proper name Symki [sg.] (P. Szymki [pl.]). In the singular, all the aforementioned lexemes in
Polish end in -ek, e.g. blawatek, fiolek, and Szymek. Given the above, it seems as if, during their
adaptation into the Wymysorys language, the Polish plurals had been “singularized” — what
appears to be a Polish plural denotes one item. However, this need not be the case. As I will
explain below, masculine loanwords ending in -ki in the singular may be explained as
backformations derived from their Wymysorys plurals.

To begin with, like their Polish equivalents, Wymysorys nouns such as ogiirki ‘cucumber’ are
masculine. Being masculine, they follow one of the rules that govern the formation of a plural,
consisting of adding the ending -a which, in combination with the vowel i of the stem, delivers
the characteristic form -ja: ogiirkja ‘cucumbers’, fjotkja ‘violets’, and roZinkja ‘raisins’
(regarding the analysis of this phenomenon in terms of a hybrid morpheme, see section 7.2.1).
Native masculine nouns in Wymysorys do not end in the vowel -i. There are, however,
masculine substantives that end in a strongly palatal(ized) consonant, especially [c]. These
nouns derive their plural by means of the ending -ja, similar to fjotkja discussed above, e.g. ryk
‘back’ [ric] — rykja ‘backs’ [rica] and kyng ‘king’ [kinc] — kyngja ‘kings’ [kinya].'®’
Furthermore, some masculine nouns that end in a vowel other than -a, especially a front vowel,
also derive their plural by using the ending -ja, e.g. sii ‘shoe’ — siija ‘shoes’. Consequently,
lexemes like ogurki in Polish could have been associated with a relatively common masculine
pattern of deriving the plural by the addition of -ja, found in Wymysorys masculine words that,
in the singular, end in a soft palatalized consonant or a front vowel. Therefore, the Polish plural
ogorki could have been directly “translated” into the Wymysorys ogiirkja. This inversely
means that the singular form ogiirki is a type of backformation from the plural in analogy to
the pattern ryk — rykja and sii — Sija. In other words, when adjusting to Wymysorys
morphology, the Polish plural blawatki was reinterpreted as blawatkja, since most masculine

166 According to Kleczkowski (1920:176), the ending -a in these nouns is etymological and comes from the Polish
genitive. This scenario is, however, unlikely as the genitive does not generally feed the forms of the nouns
borrowed from Polish to Wymysorys. Thus, the ending -a is rather the nominative.

167 The last form is a new plural, ungrammatical in earlier stages of the Wymysorys language.
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nouns add the ending -a in their plural forms. The Polish plural ending -ki was accompanied
by the plural ending -a, highly productive in Wymysorys, thus yielding the regular form -ja
(cf. Kleczkowski 1920:176; see also section 7 dedicated to morphology). Once the form
ogtirkja had been stabilized, a new singular form, ogiirki, analogical to the singular ryk [ric] of
the plural rykja, was derived.'®® The following table schematizes this process:

SG ryk [ric] - PL rykja
SG sii - PL siija
SG x - PL ogiirkja

x = ogiirki [-ci]
Table 1: The formation of the singular ogiirki

Nevertheless, the above rule is not universal and several masculine loanwords exhibit the
etymological ending -ek in the singular: riimjanek ‘chamomile’ (P. rumianek), kabaczek
‘squash’ (P. kabaczek), kanarek ‘canary’ (P. kanarek), putkosiilek ‘t-shirt’ (P. potkoszulek), and
the above-mentioned proper name Szymek/Symek (P. Szymek).'®

A similar phenomenon operates in words derived from nouns that are feminine in Polish. For
instance, the Wymysorys noun syski ‘(pine)cone’ resembles the Polish plural szyszki ‘(pine)cones’
rather than the singular szyszka. The nouns wengjerki [sg.] ‘a damson-like type of plum’ (P.
wegierka [sg.] — wegierki [pl.]), kafki ‘jackdaw’ [sg.] (P. kawka [sg.] — kawki [pl.]), pjycki ‘dried
fruit’ (P. pieczka [sg.] — pieczki [pl.]), and dahiifki ‘roof tile’ [sg.] (P. dachowka [sg.] — dachowki
[pl.]) behave in an analogous manner. Again, the plural ending -ja of these nouns is a combination
of the plural -i (transferred from Polish) and the plural morpheme -a (productive in Wymysorys).
It should be noted that all such nouns changed their gender from feminine to masculine, thus being
indistinguishable from the pattern ogiirki — ogiirkja discussed above.

The same mechanism has operated in a few cases of pluralia tanta, i.e. nouns that only function
as plurals in Polish, e.g. bokserki ‘boxers’ and gatki ‘pants’. When imported to Wymysorys,
these lexemes exhibit the typical plural ending -a, added to the Polish plural -4, thus yielding
-kja, e.g. bokserkja ‘boxers’ and gatkja ‘pants’, respectively. As in Polish, no singular forms
are attested in Wymysorys.

Lastly, a few neuter nouns borrowed from Polish lose the original 0 in Wymysorys. This occurs
both with older borrowings, such as pfoiic ‘lung’ (cf. P. ptuco), as well as with more recent
ones, e.g. cigar/cygar ‘cigar’ (cf. P. cygaro).

168 The form grabki ‘European hornbeam, Carpinus betulus’ (cf. P. grab) may have been developed by analogy
to the entire pattern.
169 See, however, the alternative variant Symki.
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The adjustment of nouns borrowed from Polish into the morphological system of Wymysorys
is also patent in that such loanwords are inflected in number and case by using the endings
typical of Wymysorys nouns. Most importantly, lexemes imported from Polish follow the rules
of plural formation like any other genuine Germanic lexemes do. Accordingly, Polish loans
tend to add one of the two plural endings productive in the inflectional system of Wymysorys
nouns, namely -a (and its variant -ja) or -n, or they fail to mark the plural overtly, which is also
typical of some noun classes in Wymysorys. For instance, the lexeme biirok ‘beetroot’ (P.
burak) derives its plural by adding the ending -a, i.e. biiroka, as is common for masculine nouns
that end in a non-palatal consonant in the singular. The lexeme pstrong ‘trout’ derives its plural
by means of the morpheme -ja, as is frequent for masculine nouns ending in an (at least
originally) palatal(ized) consonant, yielding the form pstrongja (P. pstrgg; see also the above
discussion of nouns with the ogiirki — ogiirkja pattern). In contrast, masculine and feminine
loanwords ending in -/ or -/ form their plurals by adding -n, as is the rule in the Germanic
lexicon of Wymysorys. This can be illustrated by the masculine noun kaprol ‘corporal’ (P.
kapral), the plural of which is kaproln ‘corporals’; and the feminine noun kéwuf ‘mare’ (P.
kobyta), which derives the plural k6wuin ‘mares’. Various nouns ending in the singular -er
form their plurals by replacing this ending with -yn, e.g. kelner ‘a waiter’ (P. kelner) — kelnyn
‘waiters’, tanister ‘a schoolbag’ (P. tornister) — tanistyn ‘schoolbags’, kosyner ‘a peasant
soldier’ (P. kosynier) — kosynyn ‘peasant soldiers’, and zdgjer ‘a watch’ (P. zegar) — zagjyn
‘watches’. This conforms to the rule that operates in inherited vocabulary, as illustrated by the
plural fatyn of the singular foter ‘father’. Lastly, neuter nouns such as sikioela ‘tomtit’ (P.
sikorka), kiimeskla ‘alb’ (P. komezka), and tasymkla ‘ribbon’ (P. tasiemka) — marked by the
neuter ending -/a — use the morpheme & in the plural as is also characteristic of neuters ending
in -la in Wymysorys. This & plural marking is also found in some feminine nouns, such as
carownic ‘hex’, in agreement with the endingless formation of some feminine plurals in
Wymysorys.

Furthermore, in conformity to another principle operating in the Wymysorys noun system, a
few loanwords that are not marked in the plural by -(j)a or -n may exhibit an overt marking in
the dative plural, i.e. the ending -(j)a and -n, e.g. éarownica ‘hexes’ [dat.]. However, virtually
no Polish loanwords exhibit accusative or dative markings in the singular, which is, overall,
residual in Wymysorys, being found only in a closed class of a few masculine lexemes
(Andrason & Krol 2016a).

In addition to inflectional markers, nouns adopted from Polish may be accompanied by genuine
Wymysorys derivational suffixes. The most pervasive of these is the diminutive
morpheme -fa/-la, e.g. babela (a diminutive that includes the Polish element haba ‘woman’
and the Wymysorys suffix -la), Stahela (Stah [from Polish Stach] + -la), ¢iiprinla (¢iiprin “head
of hair’ [from Polish czupryna] + -la), and obrozia ‘picture’ (obroz ‘picture’ [from Polish
obraz] + -la); see also sikioela ‘tomtit’, kiimeskla ‘alb’, and tasymkla ‘ribbon’, discussed above.
In accordance with the rules of Wymysorys grammar, such nouns are treated as indeclinable
neuters, irrespective their gender in Polish. For example, in Polish, baba is a feminine noun
while Stah is masculine. In a few cases, other derivative morphemes are added to a Polish
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source. For instance, bizuteryj ‘jewelry’ (from P. bizuteria), kistideryj ‘tale, history’ (and
variants; from P. historia), and procesyj ‘procession’ (from P. procesja) contain the native
nominal suffix -yj. Similarly, driiskyn ‘a path’ (from P. druzka) is marked by the native
suffix -yn (cf. Kleczkowski 1920:175).

The last type of assimilation involves semantics, specifically the modification of the gender of
loanwords when compared to their Polish source and the changes in the semantic potential of the
transferred lexemes. Although most nouns preserve the original gender of the underlying Polish
lexemes (cf. Kleczkowski 1920:176), certain important adjustments to the Wymysorys system
have also taken place. The majority of these adjustments are mentioned above. The most relevant
of such adaptations is the regular change of the Polish nouns ending in -ka (e.g. szyszka ‘a
(pine)cone’), that derive their plural with -ki (i.e. ‘(pine)cones’), from feminine to masculine in
Wymysorys as demonstrated by words such syski ‘pinecone’ (see earlier in this section). This
change is pervasive and can be further illustrated by nouns such as wengjerki [ms.] ‘a damson-
like type of plum’ (P. wegierka [fm.]), kafki ‘jackdaw’ [ms.] (P. kawka [fm.]), pjycki ‘dried fruit®
[ms.] (P. pieczka [fm.]), and dahiifki ‘roof tile’ [ms.] (P. dachowka [fm.]). Another gender
adjustment affects feminine nouns that end in -a in Polish. In cases where this ending is preserved
in Wymysorys — which is contrary to the main tendency, i.e. its loss (see above) — a change in
gender usually takes place. This change enables the loanword to fit better to a morphology-gender
pairing in Wymysorys. As explained earlier in this section, in the inherited Wymysorys lexicon,
feminine nouns are never marked by -a in the singular. To mitigate this gender-morphology
conflict, feminine nouns that preserve their Polish ending -a in Wymysorys are reinterpreted as
masculine, e.g. kasa [ms.] ‘grits, grouts’ (P. kasza [fm.]) and spinka ‘buckle’ [ms.] (P. spinka
[fm.]). The change from feminine to masculine occasionally occurs in nouns that end in a
consonant. For instance, papere¢ ‘fern’ is a masculine noun in Wymysorys, contrary to Polish
where papro¢ is feminine. Feminine and masculine Polish nouns that have incorporated the
diminutive suffix -/a during their transfer to Wymysorys have all been reanalyzed as neuter. This
conforms to the rule operating in Wymysorys whereby diminutives with the -/a suffix are
invariably neuter. Inversely, a few neuter nouns, e.g. ploiic ‘lung’ (from P. pfuco) have changed
their gender to feminine. This may be related to the fact the German or West Germanic word for
‘lungs’ — which has been lost in Wymysorys — is feminine in the singular (cf. die Lunge in
German).'7?

In relatively limited instances, loanwords experience certain modifications of their meaning
when compared to the input lexemes in Polish. For example, the noun smyk ‘tad, kid’ that
draws on the homophonous Polish lexeme smyk has acquired pejorative connotations in
Wymysorys, contrary to its Polish source, which often has affectionate and friendly undertones
(cf. Wicherkiewicz 2003:277). In some lexemes, the modification of meaning consists of

170 This means that ploiic is the regular word for ‘lungs’ in Wymysorys. The word lungencindung ‘pneumonia’,
with the element /ungen, is most likely a borrowing from the German Lungenentziindung. The change of
grammatical gender under Polish influence is also attested in Aljzneris, as illustrated by makia ‘girl’. This noun
was originally neuter but, under the pressure of the Polish word dziewczyna, has been reinterpreted as feminine
(Dolatowski 2017:264). Slavonic languages have also influenced the gender system of Yiddish (Wexler 2002:395-
396; Weinreich 2008), for instance, by assigning the Slavonic gender to a native noun (Wexler 2002:414).
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restricting the scope of the semantic potential. For example, der ojéec swjynty typically refers
to the Pope John Paul II, while its Polish source ojciec swigty is equally often used in a general
sense to mean ‘holy father, a pope’. Similarly, the loanword stdcyja only means ‘stops during
the Passion’, while its Polish source refers to all types of stops and stations, not only those
during the Passion.!”! Furthermore, the presence of a few loanwords is limited to nicknames.
Inversely, the use of these borrowed lexemes in the senses associated with their Polish sources
is ungrammatical. Compare, for instance, NedZela ‘a nickname of the Danek family’ with
niedziela ‘Sunday’ in Polish.!”?

Additionally, nouns are the part of content lexicon in which one finds clear examples of hybrids
or loanblends (Winford 2003; Haspelmath 2009). An exemplary case is the word kapeliishiit
‘hat’, which is a composition of the adjusted loanword kapeliis (from P. kapulusz) and the
inherited Wymysorys lexeme #Aiit (cf. German Hut), both conveying the same meaning, i.e. ‘hat’.
Accordingly, kapeliishiit is a mix where two original, semantically identical lexemes have
merged into one word. As a result, in order to refer to the object categorized as a hat, Wymysorys
speakers can use three synonymous words: /it (the genuine Germanic lexeme), kapeliis (the
adapted loanword from Polish), and kapeliishiit (a Slavic-Germanic hybrid). Another common
example of a hybrid is gazytcajtung ‘newspaper’ — a form that consists of gazyt (from P. gazeta)
and cdjtung ‘newspaper’ (a genuine Germanic word; cf. Zeitung in German). Again, speakers
have three options to refer to a newspaper. They may use an etymological Germanic lexeme, an
adjusted loanword, or a Slavic-Germanic hybrid. All such lexical hybrids probably derive from
spontaneous idiolectal hybrids produced in abundance during instances of code-switching in
Wilamowice, e.g. Didt wioe a gywel...sklep ‘There was a shop...[a] shop’ or Dy milic...milicja
nom yns ‘The militia militia took us’. Whereas in code-switching, hybrids attest to two types of
word order (i.e. Wymysorys element + Polish element or, inversely, Polish component +
Germanic component), in borrowings, only one arrangement is possible, i.e. Polish component
+ Germanic component. Accordingly, the underlying mechanism would correspond to the

“translation” of the foreign element into an indigenous element.!”?

17! The other common meaning of the Polish word stacja, i.e. ‘stop, station’ is conveyed by the variant stdcyj, e.g.
otistobiisstacyj ‘bus stop’.

172 The nickname Nedzela is the borrowing of the Polish surname held by Adam Niedziela — the forefather of the
Danek family (Krél p.c.).

173 In addition to these fully stabilized words, which have penetrated the vocabulary of all the speakers and can
be viewed as parts of the standard lexicon, there are a virtually infinite number of instances where lexeme-level
hybrids appear in colloquial speech in an idiolectal manner, being coined ad hoc. There is no constraint on this
type of hybrid, and the mechanism constitutes an extremely common characteristic — if not one of the most typical
traits — of natural conversations in Wymysorys. This type of redundancy is not only very common but may be
viewed as a typical characteristic of the natural conversations in which Wymysorys appears. Similar hybrids or
blends are also found in Yiddish (Weinreich 1955; Wexler 1987:184; see, for instance, a x/’eb brejt in Weinreich
1955:605; Yiddish examples will be transcribed according to the system used in The Language and Cultural Atlas
of Ashkenazic Jewry; see Herzog et al. 1992) and in other eastern dialects of German (Siatkowski 2015:283-290).
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52  Verbs
5.2.1 Inventory of loanwords

Verbs constitute another abundant group of Polish loanwords in Wymysorys (cf. Kleczkowski
1920:160). The total number of verbs borrowed from Polish amounts to 115. Below, I provide
an alphabetical list of all verbal loanwords in Wymysorys:

bawjan (zih) (bawic (si¢)) ‘play, look after’; bjyzmowan (bierzmowac) ‘confirm’; blonkadn zih
(blgkad sie) ‘wander’; brojyn (broic¢) ‘romp, frolic’; drenowan (drenowac) ‘drain’; cerowdn
(cerowac) ‘mend’; cesan zih (cieszy¢ sie) ‘rejoice’; diidnan (dudnic¢) ‘resound’; diifan (dufac)
‘believe’; dwojan (dwoic¢) ‘doubt’; dysan (dyszec) ‘pant, chug’; filmowan (filmowac) ‘film’;
gardzan (gardzic) ‘despise’; garnan (zagarniac) ‘collect, take’; gnembjan zih (gnebic sig) ‘be
worried’; giizdran (guzdra¢ sig) ‘dawdle’; gwazdan (gwazdac) ‘neglect, bodge, jabber, scrawl,
scribble’; hapan (chapac) ‘grab, snatch’; hrapan (chrapacd) ‘snore’; hriipan (chrupac) ‘crunch’;
hithan (chucha¢) ‘puff, blow’; hiistan (hustac¢) ‘swing’; jonkan (jgkac sie) ‘stammer’; kapan
(kapa?) “drip’; karlan (charlaé)'™ ‘cough’; (s)kidan (kida¢) “spill, pour, dirty’; kiwan zih (kiwaé
sig) ‘totter’; koran (karac) ‘punish’; krakan (krakac) ‘croak, caw’; (w)ksysan (wszkrzeszac)
‘resuscitate’; kalikowan (kalikowac) ‘pump air into a pipe organ’; kdpowdn (kapowac)
‘understand’; koriinowan (koronowac) ‘crown’; kundan (konac) ‘die’; kwjonkan/kwynkan
(kwekac) ‘be sick, toil’; I(j)ycéan (leczy¢) ‘heal’; takiimjan zih (takomié sie) ‘relish’; mankolan
‘loom, talk deliriously’ (cf. melankolia ‘melancholy’); mignan (migng¢) ‘twinkle’; miynkowan
(mbynkowa¢) ‘mill crop’; mortwjan (martwic sie) ‘worry’; mencan (meczyc¢) ‘torment, tire’;
mencan zih (meczy¢ sie) ‘get tired’; mizan (miziac) ‘deteriorate, waste’; mjerzan zih (mierzi¢ sie)
‘be disgusted’; miilan (muli¢) ‘cover (up) with mud’; nalegan (nalegac) ‘insist’; nabznan
(nabrzmie¢) ‘swell’; namjynan (nadmienia¢) ‘hint’; namowjan (namawiac) ‘persuade’;
napencnan (napeczniac) ‘swell’; napsyksan (naprzykrzaé sie) ‘bother’; nowidzan (nawiedzac)
‘visit’; nurkowan (nurkowac) ‘dive’; nuzan (nurzac) ‘immerse’; nuzutn (nurzyc) ‘tire, grumble’;
ohmjelan (ochmiela¢) ‘hit’; okiéepéan (okopcic) ‘soot, smoke’; omamjan (omamiac) ‘beguile,
delude’; ozyjan (0zy¢) ‘come alive’; defjarowan (ofiarowad) ‘offer’; paskudzan (paskudzié)'’
‘eat secretly’; pasyn (pasc¢ sie) ‘pasture, graze’; ptosyn (ploszyc¢) ‘drive out, flush out’; poran
(porac sie) ‘work’; postarcan (po/starczac) ‘cope with, follow’; pragnan (pragngc) ‘desire’;
priderokowan (prorokowac) ‘prophesy’; priiznowan (proznowad) ‘idle’; psajan (sprzyjac)
‘favor’; psyksan (przykrzy¢) ‘pall’; psymilan (przymilac sie) ‘fawn, cajole’; pytan (pytac) ‘ask’;
rencan (reczy¢) ‘guarantee’; rocan (raczyc) ‘offer’; rozgoscan (rozgaszczaé sig) ‘make oneself
at home’; roztoncan (rozlgczac) ‘disengage’; rozgzysan (rozgrzeszac) ‘absolve’; rozmnozdn
(rozmnazaé sig¢) ‘procreate’; rurkowan (rurkowac) ‘fold’; rysowan (rysowac) ‘draw’; sapdn
(sapac) ‘breathe heavily’; sciidan ‘to wonder, wow’ (cud ‘wonder’; cf. cudowac); skalowadn
(szkalowac) ‘slander’; skapjan (skapiec) ‘get worse’; sondzan (sqdzi¢) ‘think, judge’; sorkdn
(sarkac) ‘talk badly’; statkowan (statkowac) ‘become decent’; strencan (streczy¢) ‘procure’;
strawjan (strawia¢) ‘consume, digest’; styran (styrac) ‘destroy’; Sarpan (szarpac) ‘yank, tear’;

174 The correct Standard Polish form is cherlaé ‘to be weak and sickly, cough’.
175 The meaning of the Polish verb paskidzi¢ is ‘to dirty, soil’.
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Septan (szeptac) ‘whisper’; Sednan (siedngc) ‘sit down’; Sekan (siekac) ‘cut, chop’; sklydzan
(szkodzi¢) ‘harm, disturb’; slenéan and sljyncéan (slecze¢) ‘tarry’; Spjegowan (szpiegowac) ‘spy’;
stiirmowan (szturmowac) ‘assault’; swandran (szwandrac) ‘speak unclearly’; tatran (tatrac)
‘spill food’; tropjan (trapic) ‘afflict’; triidzan (trudzic sie) ‘toil, trouble’; tiiran (starac sig) ‘take
care, be careful’; tyran (tyrac) ‘destroy’; tyrknan (tyrkngc) ‘touch, hurt’; umortwjan (umartwiaé
sie) ‘be worried’; uzywan (uzywac) ‘use’; walan (zih) (wali¢) ‘beat, collapse’; wjetsan (wietrzyc)
‘air’; wontpjan (waqtpic¢) ‘doubt’; wspiiminan (wspominac) ‘recall’; wydziwjan (wydziwiac)
“fuss’; wynokwjan (wynokwia¢) ‘discover’; wzdyhan (wzdycha¢) ‘sigh’.

In addition to the transfer of lexical matter, contact with Polish is also visible in changes
affecting the meaning of Wymysorys verbs and/or or their semantic pattern. The most evident
examples of pattern borrowing are ozisgan ‘marry, wed’ (lit. ‘give away’), a calque of the Polish
verbs wydac¢ (za mqz); and zih nama ‘start, set about’ (lit. ‘take oneself’), a calque of the Polish
verb brac/wzigé sig (za) (see similar observations in Wicherkiewicz 2003:283, 387). The
development (or transfer) of new meanings also takes place in cases where verbs are used in
idiomatic expressions that are replicated in analogy to Polish constructions. For instance, the
use of the verb hon ‘have’ to express age in the expression ...jiir hon ‘be...year(s) old’ is a
calque of the Polish construction miec...lat. Other exemplary calques are: po kiéelendze gejn
‘pay Christmas calls; make a round of house calls’ (lit. ‘go after kolenda’), modeled after
chodzic¢ po koledzie in Polish; ufum na oku hon ‘be interested in someone’ (lit. ‘have someone
on the eye’), modeled after mie¢ na oku; and fur heja zan ‘look down, disregard’ (lit. ‘look
from the height’), modeled after patrze¢ z gory (regarding other properties of such Polish-
sourced phrasal idioms, specifically the transfer of preposition and nominal case inflections,
consult sections 6.5 and 7.2.1, respectively; see also 8.4).

5.2.2 Semantic types of loanwords

Similar to nouns discussed in section 5.1, verbs adopted from Polish into Wymysorys pertain
to various semantic domains and lexical fields: concrete and abstract, rural and urban, mental
and cognitive activities, actions and states, as well as bodily reflexes and speech acts.
Furthermore, verbs may equally concern secular and religious aspects of life.

A large number of verbs denote concrete actions. Many such lexemes are related to rural
activities typically performed in the town of Wilamowice and its surroundings, e.g. drenowdn
‘drain’ (P. drenowac), nurkowan ‘dive’ (P. nurkowac), miilan ‘cover (up) with mud’ (P. mulic),
wjetsan ‘air’ (P. wietrzy¢), mtynkowan ‘mill crop’ (P. mbynkowac), pasyn ‘pasture, graze’ (P.
pasc sig); sekan ‘cut, chop’ (P. siekac), kalikowan ‘pump air into a pipe organ’ (P. kalikowac),
okioepcéan ‘soot, smoke’ (P. okopcic), koriinowan ‘crown’ (P. koronowac), and rurkowadn
‘fold’ (P. rurkowac). An even larger group of verbs denotes actions that are equally
characteristic of rural and urban areas. Many such verbs designate quotidian activities, such as
bawjan zih ‘play’ (P. bawi¢ sig), poran ‘work’ (P. paraé (sig)), and ryséwan ‘draw’ (P.
rysowac). Although concrete verbs are highly common, a substantial number of verbal lexemes
borrowed from Polish refer to actions that are less concrete. Perhaps one of the most exemplary
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classes of such verbs are verbs denoting mental activities, be they cognitive or psychological,
e.g. diifan ‘believe’ (P. dufac), diimjan ‘think’ (P. dumac), pragnan ‘desire’ (pragnqc), psajan
‘favor’ (P. sprzyjac), psymilan ‘fawn, cajole’ (P. przymila¢), umortwjan ‘be worried’ (P.
umartwiac sig), wsptiminan ‘recall’ (P. wspominac), wydziwjan ‘fuss’ (P. wydziwiac), dwojan
‘doubt’ (P. dwoic), gardzan ‘despise’ (P. gardzic¢), gnembjan zih ‘be worried’ (gnebié sie),
kapowan “understand’ (P. kapowac), mjerzan zih ‘be disgusted’ (P. mierzi¢ sig), mortwjan
‘worry’ (P. martwié sig), sondzan ‘think, judge’ (P. sqdzi¢), tropjan ‘afflict’ (P. trapic),
wontpjan ‘doubt’ (P. wagtpi¢), and sciidan ‘to wonder, wow’ (P. cud; cf. cudowac).

Dynamic verbs are highly common. Apart from verbs denoting deliberate and controlled rural
and urban activities (e.g. drenowan ‘drain’ from P. drenowac¢ and ryséwan ‘draw’ from P.
rysowac, mentioned above), dynamic verbs transferred from Polish may express the idea of
motion, e.g. nurkowan ‘dive’ (P. nurkowac), nuzan ‘immerse’ (P. nuzac), and sednan ‘sit
down’ (P. siedng¢), as well as actions involving breaking, beating, and destruction, e.g. Sarpdn
‘yank, tear’ (P. szarpa¢), tyran ‘destroy’ (P. tyrac), ohmjelan ‘hit’ (P. ochmiela¢), and tyrknan
‘hurt’ (P. tyrkng¢). Dynamic verbs of which the meaning is related to speech acts are also fairly
numerous, e.g. mankolan ‘loom, talk deliriously’ (P. m(el)ankolijo ‘melancholy’), nalegan
‘insist’ (P. nalegac), namowjan ‘persuade’ (P. namawiac), namjynan ‘hint’ (P. nadmieniac),
omamjan ‘beguile, delude’ (P. omamiac), pytan ‘ask’ (P. pytac), septan ‘whisper’ (P. szeptac);
sorkan ‘talk badly’ (P. sarkac), swandran ‘speak unclearly’ (P. szwandra¢), and skalowan
‘slander’ (P. szkalowa¢). A smaller group of verbs expresses states and/or non-deliberate
activities. The states denoted by such verbs may concern: emotions, e.g. mortwjan ‘worry, be
worried’ from P. martwi¢ si¢ mentioned in the previous paragraph; physical experiences, e.g.
mencan zih ‘get tired’ (P. meczy¢ sig), kwjonkan/kwynkan ‘be sick, toil’ (P. kwekac), skapjan
‘get worse’ (P. skapiec), and nuzuin ‘tire, grumble’ (P. nurzy¢); and bodily reflexes, e.g. hrapan
‘snore’ (P. chrapac) and jonkan ‘stammer’ (P. jgka¢ si¢). Very few verbs express activities
associated with modern technology and discoveries, e.g. filmowan ‘film’ (P. filmowa¢).

As is evident from the above discussion, the vast majority of verbs are related to the secular
sphere of life. Nevertheless, a considerable amount of verbal loans pertains to the semantic
field of religion and sacred acts, e.g. rozgzysan ‘absolve’ (P. rozgrzeszac), bjyzmowdn
‘confirm’ (P. bierzmowac), and prioerokéwan ‘prophesy’ (P. prorokowac).

In some instances, verbs borrowed from Polish constitute the only fully lexicalized, synthetic
manners of expressing determined meanings that are currently available in the Wymysorys
language. Such verbs denote specific activities related to religion, local objects and
instruments, as well as technology, e.g. bjyzmowan ‘confirm’ (P. bierzmowac), kalikowan
‘pump air into a pipe organ’ (P. kalikowa¢), and filmowan ‘film’ (P. filmowac). Although the
verbs such as bjyZmowadn, kalikowan, and filmowan may have their periphrastic native
equivalents, they lack corresponding native verbs. For example, the meaning ‘to film’ encoded
by the loanword filmowdn, can alternatively be conveyed by the analytic expressions ufa film
ufnama (lit. ‘take on the film’) and d film dryn (lit. ‘pull a film’). In contrast, a native verb (e.g.
**filma) is unattested. It is likely that these types of loans have been transferred to fill lexical
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gaps that existed in the language. That is, since Wymysorys lacked native lexemes capable of
expressing certain verbal meanings, foreign Polish material has been used.

Nevertheless, a vast majority of Polish loans have their relatively synonymous equivalents in
the inherited vocabulary of Wymysorys. This can be illustrated by the following pairs of
borrowed and native lexemes: pytan (P. pytac) — fren ‘ask’; kapowan (P. kapowac) — ferstejn
‘understand’; sekan (P. siekac) — hotin and sndjda ‘cut, chop’; gardzan (P. gardzi¢) — ferahta
‘despise’; and wjetsan (P. wietrzy¢) — {yfta/tofta ‘air’. In a few cases, two Polish loanwords
have been introduced into Wymysorys despite the fact that the respective meanings were
already conveyed by an inherited verb. Compare, for instance, dwojan (P. dwoic¢) and wontpjan
(P. wagtpic), adopted from Polish with the Germanic verb cwdjfuin — all signifying ‘doubt’.
Similarly, mortwjan (P. martwic¢ si¢) and gnembjan zih (P. gnebié¢ si¢) ‘worry’ have their
equivalent in the genuine Germanic verb kymyn zih. In some instances, verbs borrowed from
Polish are narrower in meaning than the corresponding inherited verbs, e.g. priderokéwan
‘prophesy’ (P. prorokowac¢) — prydikja ‘prophesy, preach’, and rysowan ‘draw’ (P. rysowac) —
mota ‘draw, paint’. This may suggest that the transfer has been stimulated by the need for
semantic specificity or precision.

5.2.3 Underlying Polish forms

As was common for nouns, several borrowed verbs have their roots in dialectal forms rather
than in forms used in Standard Polish. The most characteristic dialectal features involve: the
non-standard pronunciation of pochylone vowels and the plosive realization of [x], as well as
the simplification of complex consonant clusters and the treatment of nasals although, for these
two last features, the dialectal realization coincides with a pronunciation attested in colloquial
Standard Polish. The dialectal foundation is also visible in the specific lexemes transferred.
Overall, the presence of dialectal features is less persistent than it was in the case of nouns as
mazurzenie, szadzenie, and labialization of vowels are unattested, while the occlusive
realization of [x] mentioned above is extremely rare.

To begin with, various verbs exhibit the treatment of pochylone vowels that is characteristic of
western Lesser Poland and eastern Upper Silesia. That is, the vowel d is often pronounced as
[0], contrary to its Standard Polish realization as [a], e.g. koran ‘punish’ (P. karac), mortwjan
‘worry’ (P. martwi¢ sie), namowjan ‘persuade’ (P. namawiac), nowidzan ‘visit’ (P.
nawiedzac), sorkan ‘talk badly’ (P. sarkac), and umortwjan ‘be worried’ (P. umartwia¢ sie).
Nevertheless, a considerable number of counterexamples can also be found, e.g. nabznan
‘swell’ (P. nabrzmiec), nalegan ‘insist’ (P. nalegac), napencnan ‘swell’ (P. napeczniac), and
napsyksan ‘bother’ (P. naprzykrza¢ sig). In a similar vein, the pochylone é is often pronounced
as y [9], contrary to its standard realization as e [¢]. The pronunciation as y is found after hard
consonants, e.g. rozgzysan ‘absolve’ (P. rozgrzeszac), and soft consonants, e.g. ksysan
‘resuscitate’ (P. wszkrzeszac), I(j)ycan ‘cure’ (P. leczyc¢), namjynan ‘hint’ (P. nadmieniac), and
sljiynéan ‘tarry’ (P. sleczec¢). Again, counterexamples are attested, e.g. drenowdn ‘drain’ (P.
drenowac).
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As is common in local dialects — and as is also typical of colloquial Standard Polish — the nasal
feature of vowels ¢ /¢/ (and its variant [3]) and ¢ /3/ is always preserved. However, it is usually
not present in the vowel. Rather, the nasal vowels ¢ and ¢ are resolved into a corresponding oral
vowel (e/y and o, respectively) and an accompanying nasal consonant, i.e. n [n], m [m], nk/ng
[n], or 7 [n], as illustrated by sondzan ‘think, judge’ (P. sqdzi¢), gnembjan zih ‘be worried’ (P.
gnebic¢ sig), jonkan (P. jgkac¢ sig¢) ‘stammer’, and mencan ‘torment, make tired’ (P. meczyc).
Occasionally, nasality may be the property of non-syllabic vocoids (i.e. [oli], [¢i], and [5i]) or
nasal approximants (i.e. [ow]/[o%], [€]])/[€]], and [9]]/[9']), similar to a more careful pronunciation
found in colloquial Polish. Only exceptionally is a nasal vowel pronounced as such (i.e. as [£],
[3], and [3]). However, this is perceived as artificial by native speakers and is generally avoided.

In one example, the borrowed verb exhibits the velar stop [k], as is typical of western Lesser
Poland and eastern Upper Silesia, instead of the velar fricative [x], appearing in Standard
Polish. Compare the Wymysorys verb karlin ‘cough’ with the Standard Polish form of its
source, 1.e. charla¢. In more cases, however, the fricative realization characteristic of Standard
Polish is found, e.g. hrapan ‘snore’ (P. chrapac) and hriipan ‘crunch’ (P. chrupac).

A few verbs attest to the reduction of complicated consonant clusters when compared with
Standard Polish, e.g. namjynan ‘hint’ vs. P. nadmienia¢ (cf. the loss of d); ksysan ‘resuscitate’
vs. P. wskrzesza¢ (cf. the elimination of the initial ws); and nabznan ‘swell’ vs. P. nabrzmieé
(cf. the assimilation of m to n due to the postalveolar consonant z). However, these simplified
forms need not necessarily be dialectal. They may reflect forms that were already shortened in
the colloquial standard language spoken in Wilamowice. They may also result from language-
internal and thus adaptive simplification mechanisms.

In contrast to nouns, no examples of labialization are found in verbal loanwords. This means
that the word-initial vowel o is consistently pronounced in a manner typical of Standard Polish,
e.g. ohmjelan ‘hit’ (P. ochmielac), omamjan ‘beguile, delude’ (P. omamia¢), and ozyjan ‘come
alive’ (P. 0zy¢).

The phenomenon of mazurzenie is also absent. Accordingly, the postalveolar hard sibilant
fricatives and affricates [s], [z], [ts], and [dz] are never pronounced as alveolars, i.e. as [s], [z],
[ts], and [dz], respectively. However, the hard postalveolars ([s], [z], [ts], and [dz]) can virtually
always be pronounced as soft, either as alveolo-palatals ([¢], [z], [te], and [dz]) or as palatals
(U1, [3], [t/], and [d3]). As was the case for nouns, the soft pronunciation is typical of sz [s] or
de-voiced medial rz/z, e.g. dysan ‘pant, chug’ (P. dyszec¢), (w)ksysan ‘resuscitate’ (P.
wszkrzeszac), napsyksan ‘bother’ (P. naprzykrzaé sie), psajan ‘favor’ (P. sprzyjac), psymilan
‘fawn, cajole’ (P. przymilac¢ sig), sarpan ‘yank, tear’ (P. szarpac), Septan ‘whisper’ (P.
szeptac), and wjetsan “air’ (P. wietrzy¢). The consonant ¢z [ts] is also regularly rendered as soft
in Wymysorys, e.g. [(j)y¢an ‘cure’ (P. leczyc), mencan ‘torment, tire’ (P. meczyc), napencénan
‘swell’ (P. napeczniac), and rocan ‘offer’ (P. raczy¢). The same holds true for the cluster szcz
[sts], . g. rozgoscan ‘make oneself at home’ (P. rozgaszczac sig). In contrast, in most instances,
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the hard pronunciation of [z] z/zZ is preserved, e.g. nuzan ‘immerse’ (P. nurzac), ozyjan ‘come
alive’ (P. 0zy¢), rozgzysan ‘absolve’ (P. rozgrzeszac), rozmnozan ‘procreate’ (P. rozmnazac
sie), uzywan ‘use’ (P. uzywac), and nuzuin ‘tire, grumble’ (P. nurzyc¢). Nevertheless, in a few
cases, rz/z [z] is softened to Z [z], e.g. bjyZmowan ‘confirm’ and priiznowan ‘idle’ (compare
with Standard Polish bierzmowaé and préznowaé, respectively).!”6

Lastly, the influence of Western Lesser Polish dialects transpires in several lexemes specific to
those varieties. Examples include: gwazdan ‘neglect, jabber, scribble’ (cf. dial. gwazdac),
mankolan ‘loom, talk deliriously’ (cf. dial. m(el)ankolijo ‘melancholy’), miZzan ‘deteriorate,
waste’ (cf. dial. miziac), skidan ‘spill’ (cf. dial. skida¢), sednan ‘sit down’ (cf. dial. siedngc),
swandran ‘speak unclearly’ (cf. dial. szwandrac¢), and wynokwjan ‘discover’ (cf. dial.
wynokwiac). The verb kida¢, from which the Wymysorys verb kidan spill, pour, dirty’ derives,
is common in the Silesian dialect and slang.

To conclude, the less patent dialectal foundation of verbal loanwords, when compared with
noun loanwords, suggests a more recent time of the transfer of their majority. That is, a number
of verbs were probably borrowed in the period when Standard Polish gained in relevance in
Wilamowice and neighboring areas, most likely after World War II. For other verbs, the same
phenomenon may suggest that the extent of their incorporation into Wymysorys lexicon was
relatively low before World War II, which might have allowed for their readjustment to a
standard pronunciation in more recent times.

5.2.4 Adaptation mechanisms

Similar to the treatment of Polish nouns in the recipient system of Wymysorys, verbal
loanwords have undergone various adaptive phonological, morphological, morpho-syntactic,
and semantic processes.

As far as the phonology of verbs borrowed from Polish is concerned, three adaptive mechanisms
are pervasive. First, the Polish vowels u (and ¢ if it reflects a Standard Polish pronunciation) and
o (and o if it reflects a dialectal pronunciation) are often replaced with i and (i)o(e), respectively.
See, for instance, diifan ‘believe’ (P. dufac), giizdran ‘dawdle’ (P. guzdrac sie), and priiznowadn
‘“idle’ (P. proznowac); and okioepcan ‘soot, smoke’ (P. okopcic), rysowan ‘draw’ (P. rysowac),
oefjarowan ‘offer’, (P. ofiarowac), and prioerokowan ‘prophesy’ (P. prorokowac). There are,
however, many exceptions to these two replacement tendencies, as illustrated by nuzan
‘immerse’ (P. nurzac¢) and nuzuin ‘tire, gramble’ (P. nurzy¢), as well as ozyjan ‘come alive’ (P.
0zy¢), statkowan ‘become decent’ (P. statkowac), and wynokwjan ‘discover’ (P. wynokwiac).
Second, the Polish nasal vowels ¢ /&/ (as well as its dialectal variant [3]) and ¢ /3/ are regularly
realized as oral vowels with a nasal consonant. That is, ¢ resolves into e/yN, e.g. mencan ‘torment,
make tired’ (P. meczy¢), gnembjan zih ‘be worried’ (P. gnebi¢ sig¢), and Slencan/sljyncan ‘tarry’

176 As was the case of nouns, in verbs adopted from Polish to Wymysorys, the prefix roz- always preserves the
original consonant r, as demonstrated by rozgoséan ‘make oneself at home’ (P. rozgaszczaé sig), roztonéan
‘disengage’ (P. rozlgczac), rozgzysan ‘absolve’ (P. rozgrzeszac), and rozmnozZdn ‘procreate’ (P. rozmnazac sig).
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(P. slecze¢). Similarly, g resolves into oN, e.g. blonkan zih ‘wander’ (P. blgka¢ si¢), sondzdn
‘think, judge’ (P. sqdzi¢), wontpjan ‘doubt’ (P. wqtpic), and napencnan ‘swell’ (P. napeczniad).
As explained in sections 4.2.4 and 5.2.3, this phenomenon also constitutes a feature typical of
local Polish dialects and colloquial Polish in general. Nevertheless, the use of nasal non-syllabic
vocoids and nasal approximants, as well as — albeit extremely rarely — genuine nasal vowels, is
also possible (see 5.2.3). Third, consonant clusters are sometimes simplified. This may be
illustrated by forms such as ksysan ‘resuscitate’ (from P. wszkrzesza¢), psajan ‘favor’ (from P.
sprzyjac), and nabznan ‘swell’ (from P. nabrzmiec). Similar to the realization of nasal vowels
discussed above, the elimination of complex consonant clusters may also have a Polish — both
dialectal and/or colloquial — origin. Contrary to such simplifying tendencies, the complexity of
various consonant clusters is preserved, e.g. rozgzysan ‘absolve’ (P. rozgrzeszac), rozmnozan
‘procreate’ (P. rozmnazac sie), umortwjan ‘be worried’ (P. umartwiac sie), wspiiminan ‘recall’
(P. wspominac), and wzdyhan ‘sigh’ (P. wzdychac).

The morphological and morpho-syntactic adaptation of verbs borrowed from Polish — often
related to grammatical semantics, particularly the category of aspect — is a complex
phenomenon. To begin with, the majority of borrowed verbs — 72 lexemes, to be exact —
descends directly from Polish verbs of which the stems end in -a-. Two classes of such verbs
can be distinguished in Wymysorys: those that derive from Polish verbs built around the simple
stem vowel -a-, and those that derive from Polish verbs built around -a- but are extended further
by -ow-. The two Polish stem elements, i.e. -a- and -owa-, are rendered in Wymysorys by their
homophonous equivalents, i.e. -d- and -owd-, respectively. There are 54 loanwords of the
former type (i.e. simple -a- verbs) and 18 loanwords of the latter type (i.e. -owa- verbs).

This straightforward adaptation of original (-ow-)a- verbs to the verbal systems of Wymysorys
is visible at the level of the infinitive. In this case, the marker of the infinitive in Polish, -¢, is
regularly substituted by the infinitive marker -n in all borrowed verbs, while the form of the
verbal stem is preserved. The suffixation of -n complies with the rules operating in Wymysorys,
whereby stems ending in a vowel form their infinitives by means of the ending -n. This yields
forms such as pytan ‘ask’ built around the borrowed stem pyta- (from P. pyta-¢; see also blonkadn
‘wander’ < P. blgka¢; ksysan ‘resuscitate’ < P. wszkrzeszac; nuzan ‘immerse’ < P. nurzac;
rozmnozan ‘procreate’ < P. rozmnazac sig; tyran ‘destroy’ < P. tyraé; and uzywan ‘use’ < P.
uzywac) and kapowad-n ‘understand’ built around the complex borrowed stem kapowd- (from P.
kapowa-¢; see also bjyzmowan ‘confirm’ < P. bierzmowac; éefjarowan ‘offer’ < P. ofiarowacd;
priiznowan ‘idle’ < P. proznowac; and spjegowan ‘spy’ < P. szpiegowac).

The pervasiveness of all types of -d- verbs borrowed from Polish into Wymysorys has also had
implications for the transfer of other verbs. Several verbs originating in other verbal classes in
Polish — e.g. -i/y-, -e-, and -g- verbs — have commonly replaced their original stem vowels
with -d- by analogy to the d borrowings discussed above. In loans that draw on Polish verbs
with -i- and -y-, the element -d- has sometimes replaced the original Polish morpheme, with
the palatal feature on the preceding consonant being lost, as illustrated by triidza-n ‘toil,
trouble’ derived from P. trudzi-¢. However, more commonly, the morpheme i/y is preserved as
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part of the element -jd- or -d-, i.e. as the palatal [j] or as the palatal feature of the preceding
consonant, e.g. diidna-n ‘resound’ (P. dudni¢), and wontpja-n ‘doubt’ (P. wqtpic¢; see also
ozyja-n ‘come alive’ (P. oZy¢) where y is maintained). The elements -a-, - ‘a-, and -jd- are also
found in verbs that in Polish may exhibit both -i- and, if prefixed forms are taken into
consideration, -a- or -ja- forms, e.g. sondza-n ‘think, judge’ (P. sqdzi¢ and (o/po)sqdzac),
wald-n zih ‘collapse’ (wali¢ sie and (za)wala¢ sig¢), bawja-n ‘play, look after’ (P. bawi¢ and
(za)bawiac), gnembja-n ‘be worried’ (P. gnebi¢ si¢ and (za/po)gnebiac), and mortwja-n
‘worry’ (P. martwi¢ si¢ and (za)marwiac). It is possible that -d-, - ‘d-, and -ja- in these verbs
have arisen both by analogy to the dominant pattern of borrowed verbs (i.e. the class of all -a-
verbs derived from Polish -a- verbs) and as reflexes of their own Polish variants exhibiting the
a stem. Similarly, Polish verbs with -e- often employ the analogical element -a-, -'a-, or -ja-
when adopted into Wymysorys, with the palatal pronunciation of the preceding consonant
being regularly preserved, e.g. miza-n ‘deteriorate, waste’ (P. miziac) and nabzna-n ‘swell’ (P.
nabrzmiec¢). The palatal element is also used with verbs that derive from -ng- verbs in Polish:
sedna-n ‘sit down’ (P. siedng¢), tyrkna-n ‘touch, hurt’ (P. tyrkngc), and pragna-n ‘desire’ (P.
pragng¢). This palatal pronunciation of #» in Wymysorys does not reflect the Polish infinitive.
It must rather have been introduced by analogy to the other -'a- and -ja- verbs or a result of
forms found in the present or future tense in Polish, i.e. pragnie ‘he desires’, tykrnie ‘he will
touch’, and siednie ‘he will sit’.

Additionally, the analogical element -a- is visible in forms such as mankold-n ‘loom, talk
deliriously’ and sciidd-n ‘wonder’ which are derived not from Polish verbs but rather from
nouns, i.e. mankolijo ‘melancholy’ and cud ‘wonder’, respectively.

Overall, almost all verbal loans — 111, to be specific — currently display an -a- type stem
element in Wymysorys, either the simple -a- (i.e. non-palatal -d- and palatalized -'a-/-ja-) or
the extended -owd-. This morpheme -(/j)a- constitutes the most productive manner of adjusting
Polish verbs to the verbal system of Wymysorys and may be viewed as a fully fledged part of
the morphological system of Wymysorys (see chapter 7).

Although different types of borrowed verbs with -d- predominate, other classes of verbs are
also attested. Specifically, there is one verb that maintains the Polish verbal suffix -y-, i.e.
ptosy-n ‘drive out, flush out’ from P. ploszy-¢. The verb brojyn ‘romp, frolic’ draws on the
Polish broi-¢. The borrowed stem broi/j- has been expanded by the native verbalizer -y. In one
case, the borrowed verb has substituted the original stem vowel y with the consonant /, i.e
nuzut-n ‘tire, grumble’ from P. nuzy-¢. This 4, found in the Wymysorys lexeme nuzufn, can be
explained by relating the origin of the loan to the Polish past form nudzit- ‘tired’ intead of the
infinitive and/or present tense forms nuzy-¢ and nuzy. Lastly, the vowel -y- in pasy-n ‘pasture,
graze’ — the other y verb in Wymysorys — cannot be of Polish origin since the donor verb is
pas-¢ (sie) in the infinitive, pasi in the (3.sg) present, and past in the (3.sg) past. The presence
of y in pasyn is probably analogical. The use of the infinitivizer -# in the verbs plosy-n, brojy-n,
pasy-n, and nuzut-n is regular since, as explained above, -n is added to verbal stems ending in

137



a vowel, as well as to those that end in an originally syllabic liquid consonant, usually
pronounced as u/ or uf (see also next paragraph).'”’

The incorporation of a large number of Polish verbs has considerably influenced the verbal
system of Wymysorys. As already mentioned, in Wymysorys, one finds two types of infinitive
endings, namely -a and -n. The majority of the verbs display the ending -a. This -a does not
belong to the verbal stem but is rather a marker of the infinitive form: mah-a ‘do, make’. This,
in turn, means that the 1%, 2" and 3™ persons singular and the 2" person plural of such verbs
fail to display the a vowel, appearing respectively as mah, mah-st, mah-t, and mah-t. The vowel
a reappears in the 1% and 3™ persons plural where it functions as a personal ending, i.e. mah-a.
As mentioned above, the infinitive suffix -a is used with verbs of which the stems end in a
consonant (e.g. moh-a ‘do, make’) or a consonant cluster (e.g. end-a ‘finish’). The other, less
numerous, class of infinitives exhibits the ending -n. This suffix is mostly restricted to
monosyllabic verbs the stems of which end in the vowel 4, a, i, 0, 0, ii, or y (e.g. bti-n ‘flourish’,
ci-n ‘pull’, ho-n ‘have’, sto-n ‘beat, hit’, tii-n ‘do’, and regjyn ‘rule’), a diphthong (e.g. bidj-n
‘remain’), uf (e.g. cwajfut-n ‘doubt’), and an originally vocalic / or # (e.g. cybryk(u)ln ‘crush’).
In verbs that form their infinitive with -n (such as regjyn ‘rule’), the preceding vowel (or
diphthong) belongs to the stem and appears in the entire conjugation in the present tense, e.g.
regjy, regjy-st, regjy-t, regjy-n, regjy-t, and regjy-n. The transfer of Polish verbs and their
reinterpretation as vocalic stems (mostly @ stems, but also y and / stems) has significantly
enhanced the visibility of # infinitives. More crucially, the introduction of more than 100 new
a-type verbal stems has resulted in the formation of a new productive class of d verbs. That is,
the peripheral and non-productive class of @ verbs that existed in Wymysorys and was limited
to only four members — i.e. djkaman ‘deteriorate’, celan ‘walk slowly, spill, pour’, ferhdlan
‘forget’, and watran ‘talk, slander’ — has significantly been expanded and regularized, currently
constituting one of the best represented verbal classes in the language.

All verbs transferred from Polish are well integrated in the inflectional and derivational system
of Wymysorys.!” As far as inflections are concerned, the verbs borrowed from Polish can be
conjugated in all tenses and moods, as with any other native verb in Wymysorys. Out of the
three main inflectional patterns available (i.e. weak, strong, and preterite-present), Polish loans
make use of the weak pattern. This means that in the present, the verb pytan ‘ask’ (from P.
pytac) is inflected regularly, i.e. with no vowel mutation changes, which are typical of strong
and Preterite-Present verbs. The singular forms are: 15 pytd, 2" pytast, and 3" pytat. The plural
forms are: 1% pytan, 2™ pytat, and 3™ pytan. In the Preterite, the weak inflection is even more
evident. The verb is marked by the suffix -7 and the regular personal endings, yielding the forms

177 There is also a number of -jyn verbs that have close equivalents in Polish. Compare, for instance, the
Wymysorys verbs awanzjyn ‘advance, be promoted’, rekémendjyn ‘recommend’, and separjyn ‘separate’ with
awansowac, rekomendowac, and separowac in Polish. However, these verbs have their equivalents in Modern
High German and East German dialects, e.g. avancieren, rekommendieren, and separieren (note that the
Wymysorys -jyn derives from the Middle High German -ieren; see Paul 2007:12, 235). Therefore, they will be
regarded as native verbs — or, at least, Germanic if transferred from German — rather than borrowed from Polish.
178 Similarly, in Yiddish, verbs are fully “integrated into the German-like system of inflectional paradigms”
(Geller 1999:71).
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pytat, pytatst, and pytat in the singular and pytata, pytat, and pytata in the plural. In further
compliance with the weak paradigm, verbs adopted from Polish derive their past participles by
adding the suffix -z. However, in contrast to most inherited weak verbs — and nearly all
unprefixed Wymysorys verbs — the participles of Polish borrowings usually do not exhibit the
characteristic prefix gy-. Their form is thus pytar ‘asked’. Nevertheless, this rule is often
violated and borrowed verbs with the prefix gy- in the participle are also widely attested, e.g.
gypasjyt ‘pastured’. Since Polish loans derive the participle, they can be inflected in various
analytical tenses, e.g. the perfect (e.g. dii host wynokwjat ‘you have discovered’) and the
pluperfect (e.g. dii hotst wynokwjat ‘you had discovered’). As a result, an entirely new
conjugational weak paradigm has been formed: the infinitive pytan ‘ask’, the present tense
(yhy) pyta — (wjyr) pytan, the preterite (yhy) pytat — (wjyr) pytdata, and the (optionally)
unprefixed past participle pytat.

One of the most pervasive features of Polish verbs and the Polish verbal system is the category
of aspect, which can be perfective or imperfective. The encoding of aspect in Polish is highly
complex. In general terms, the perfective aspect is derived by means of prefixes (e.g. na-pisac
‘write [pf.]’) and/or the modification of stem vowels (e.g. skoczy¢ ‘jump [pf.]’ vs. skakal
[ipf.]). The imperfective aspect is usually associated with non-prefixed forms (e.g. pisac¢ ‘write
[ipf.]") or is expressed by means of suffixes such as -owa- or -ywa- and the modification of the
stem (e.g. podskakiwa¢ ‘jump (continuously) [ipf.]’). The different aspectual variants often
profile distinct semantic nuances or have entirely distinct meanings. Therefore, aspect in Polish
may be viewed as both an inflectional (grammatical) and derivational (lexical) category. In any
case, for each verb — and each meaning — two variants are usually found: a perfective (e.g.
napisa¢ ‘write [pf.]’) and an imperfective (pisaé¢ ‘write [ipf.]’). The treatment of Polish
aspectual distinctions and their formal expression in borrowed verbs is likewise an intricate
phenomenon. It concerns the formal origin of loans in Polish perfective or imperfective
variants; the presence (or absence) of prefixation, which is the most salient marker of
perfectivity and imperfectivity in Polish; the aspect of loan verbs once adopted into the
recipient system; and finally, the significance of a perfective-imperfective aspectual distinction
in the entire verbal system of Wymysorys (regarding this last issue, see section 7.2.2).

To begin with, the forms of borrowed verbs tend to correspond with imperfective stems in
Polish: blonkan zih ‘wander’ (cf. P. [ipf.] blgkal si¢ vs. [pf.] zablgka¢), krakan ‘croak, caw’
(ctf. P. [ipf.] krakaé vs. [pf.] zakrakac), rozgoséan ‘make oneself at home’ (cf. P. [ipf.]
rozgaszczac sig vs. [pf.] rozgosci¢ sig¢), umortwjan ‘be worried’ (cf. P. [ipf.] umartwiac sie vs.
[pf.] umartwié sie), and namowjan ‘persuade’ (cf. P. [ipf.] namawiac vs. [pf.] namowic). Only
a few Wymysorys verbs seem to have drawn their form directly from Polish perfective stems,
e.g. styran ‘destroy’ (P. styrac [pf.]), skidan ‘spill’ (P. skida¢ [pf.]), and oZyjan ‘come alive’
(P. ozy¢ [pf.]), as well as all na verbs, e.g. sednan ‘sit down’ (P. siedng¢ [pf.]), tyrknan ‘touch,
hurt’ (P. tyrkngc [pf.]), and possibly nabznan ‘swell’ (P. nabrzmie¢ [pf.]).

Verbal loans in Wymysorys may also draw on two types of Polish stems: stems that are
unprefixed and stems that are accompanied by prefixes. Examples of the transfer of unprefixed
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stems include: blonkan (zih) ‘wander’ (P. bigkad sie), diimjan ‘think’ (P. dumac), giizdran
‘dawdle’ (P. guzdra¢ sig), and [(j)ycan ‘cure’ (P. leczy¢). The donor verbs of the majority of
such loans are imperfective in Polish, with the exception of -7d- verbs which, as explained
above, correspond to perfective -ng- verbs in Polish. Examples of the transfer of stems
accompanied by prefixes — e.g. na-, o-, przy-, s-, roz, u-, and wy — include: nabznan ‘swell’ (P.
nabrzmiec), omamjan ‘beguile, delude’ (P. omamiac), psymilan ‘fawn, cajole’ (P. przymilaé
sig), rozgzysan ‘absolve’ (P. rozgrzeszac¢), skidan ‘spill’ (P. kidac¢), umortwjan ‘be worried’ (P.
umartwia¢ sig) and wydziwjan ‘fuss’ (P. wydziwiac¢). In most cases, the Polish prefix is
transferred to Wymysorys if it has a derivative function in Polish, triggering a change in lexical
meaning when compared to an unprefixed counterpart. See, for instance, roztoncan ‘disengage’
that draws on P. rozlgczaé (compare with the unprefixed P. form fgczy¢ ‘connect’) and
rozgzysan ‘absolve’ that draws on P. rozgrzeszac¢ (compare with the unprefixed P. form
grzeszy¢ ‘sin’). These types of Polish verbs underlying the loans are typically imperfective.
See, for instance, rozfoncan ‘disengage’ from P. rozigczac [ipf.] (compare with roztgczy¢ [pf.])
and rozgzysan ‘absolve’ from P. rozgrzeszac [ipf.] (compare with rozgrzeszy¢ [pf.]). In a few
cases, these types of prefixed verbs originate in perfective Polish forms, e.g. oZyjan ‘come
alive’ (cf. P. ozy¢ ‘come alive [pf.]’ vs. zy¢ ‘live [ipf.]” and oZywiaé (sig¢) ‘come alive [ipf.]’).
Examples are rarely found in which the use of a prefix does not have a derivative function and
thus does not trigger a change of meaning in the Polish donor form(s). Such verbs may
correspond to imperfective stems (e.g. strawjan ‘consume’ from P. strawia¢ [ipf.]; compare
with trawi¢ [ipf.]) or to perfective stems (e.g. skidan ‘spill’ from P. skida¢ [pf.]; compare with
kida¢ [ipf.]).

As explained above, verbs borrowed from Polish may preserve their original prefixes.
However, in most cases, Polish prefixes usually do not function as genuine perfectivizing
morphemes, but rather contribute to the lexical meaning of the verb. That is, in most cases,
Polish prefixes found in loan verbs specify the type of action conveyed by the verb and thus
have a derivative function when compared to the basic stem in Polish (see again roztoncan
‘disengage’, discussed above). In a few verbs, the original Polish prefix that has a derivative
function may optionally be omitted, most likely to avoid complex consonant clusters in the
onset position. For instance, the prefixed verb wsksysan ‘resuscitate’ from P. wszkrzeszac has
an unprefixed by-form ksysan. Much less commonly, the prefix of the borrowed verb maintains
its perfectivizing function. For example, the verb skidan ‘spill’ derived, as explained above,
from the perfective skidac ‘spill’, has a perfective force in Wymysorys and contrasts with a
lexically synonymous, imperfective counterpart kidan. In another case, the Polish nominal base
cud ‘wonder’ underlying the Wymysorys verb has been extended by what appears to be the
Polish prefix s- yielding the form sciidan ‘to wonder, wow’. This perfective form coexists with
a rarer imperfective variant ciidan.

Although the use of Polish prefixes is possible, the more common and, crucially, fully
productive prefixation strategy consists of using Germanic elements, as is typical of native
Wymysorys verbs (e.g. @j-maha, cii-maha, der-maha, fer-maha, otis-maha, and uf-maha, all of
which are prefixed variants of maha ‘do, make’). This means, in turn, that verbal stems
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borrowed from Polish are often combined with inherited prefixes such as dj-, by-, cii-, cy-,
ejwer-, fer-, otis-, or uf-, yielding mixed or hybridized forms. For instance, the loan verbs hapdn
‘catch, grab’ (P. chapa¢) and sekan ‘cut’ (P. sieka¢) may host the native prefixes uf- and cy-,
and deliver the forms ufhapan ‘catch, grab’ and cysekan, respectively. Similarly, kidan ‘spill’
(P. kida¢) may co-occur with the prefixes fer and cy to yield ferkidan and cykidan ‘spill’. Other
examples are djmiilan and fermiilan ‘cover up with mud’ (dj/fer + miilan < P. mulic¢), cytatran
‘spill food’ (cy + tatran < P. tatraé), ejwerwalan ‘fell down’ (ejwer + walan < P. wali¢), and
ajkivepéan ‘smoke up’ (aj + kivepéan < P. kopcic).'®

This use of native prefixes with all types of verbal bases, whether borrowed or native, has
generally been reanalyzed in Wymysorys as a relatively systematic and productive
perfectivization strategy. This strategy replicates the process of using prefixes to express the
perfective aspect in Polish and the entire formation of aspectual perfective-imperfective pairs
that typifies the Polish verbal system. As already mentioned, one of the principal functions of
verbal prefixes in Polish is to form perfective counterparts of imperfective basic stems, e.g.
robi¢ ‘do’ [ipf.] vs. zrobi¢ ‘do’ [pf.]. Wymysorys has copied this pattern and can employ its
native prefixes, previously used only for derivative purposes, to express aspectual distinctions.
Compare the overtly perfective otisata ‘work’ with unmarked ata ‘work’. This case of pattern
borrowing and, more generally, the impact of Polish on the aspectual system of Wymysorys
will be described in detail in section 7.2.2.

Another characteristic way of adapting Polish verbs to the Wymysorys system concerns
reflexivity. When a reflexive verb is transferred from Polish into Wymysorys, it may lose the
feature of reflexivity, under the condition that there is another native non-reflexive verb in
Wymysorys that expresses the same activity: e.g. giizdran ‘dawdle’ (cf. the Polish reflexive verb
guzdra¢ sig but the non-reflexive native verb zotima), jonkan ‘stammer’ (P. jgkac sig¢ vs. the
native droka), psymilan ‘fawn’ (P. przymila¢ sie vs. the native smdjhuin), and umortwjan ‘be
worried’ (P. umartwia¢ sie vs. the native ziigja and jamyn). However, there are many verbs that
preserve their reflexivity, including those that have their native non-reflexive equivalents. For
example, the reflexive pronoun is preserved in bfonkan zih ‘wander’ (P. bigka¢ sig¢), gnembjan
zih ‘be worried’ (P. gnebi¢ sig), mencan zih ‘get tired’ (P. meczy¢ sie), takiimjan zih ‘relish’ (P.
takomic sie), and walan zih ‘collapse’ (P. wali¢ sig). Additionally, a few verbs allow for two
synonymous variants: one reflexive in accordance with the underlying Polish form, and the other
non-reflexive matching the semantically equivalent verb in Wymysorys.!3® However, more
often, two such variants have distinct meanings that reflect the original usage found in Polish.
For instance, the Polish verb bawi¢ sie ‘play, amuse oneself’ surfaces as bawjdan zih, with
reflexivity being preserved. Its non-reflexive counterpart bawjan ‘look after (a child)’ derives
from the Polish transitive verb bawic (e.g. dziecko) ‘look after (a child)’ (cf. bacia bawi dziecko
‘the grandmother is looking after the child’; regarding the reflexive use of non-reflexive native
verbs due to Polish influence, see section 6.4).

17 Compare with a similar phenomenon in Yiddish, where the native prefixes may occur with verbs borrowed
from Slavonic (Shishigin 2016a; 2016b; Arkadiev 2017:5).
180 Compare with a similar explanation proposed for Yiddish by Weinreich (2008:532).
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Very few loan verbs exhibit a change in meaning when compared with their Polish sources. For
example, the verb mencan (zih) means not only ‘make tired / be tired” but also “worry / be worried’.
This latter emotive sense (‘worry’) is likely a meaning extension that has arisen from the more
concrete sensorial value (‘tire”). The emotive nuance is possible in Polish, although it constitutes a
pragmatically driven implicature limited to metaphorical uses. In contrast, in Wymysorys, the
emotive nuance has been fully stabilized and belongs to the semantic core of the verb.

5.3  Adjectives
5.3.1 Inventory of loanwords

Adjectives are another type of content lexicon that has been influenced by contact with Polish.
In contrast to the categories of nouns and verbs, which include a large number of borrowed
lexemes, the number of adjectives of Polish origin is rather limited. In total, there are only 36
Wymysorys adjectives that have been transferred from Polish. The list below contains all of
these foreign lexemes:

bronzowik (brgzowy) ‘brown’; éehys (czech) ‘Czech’; dozartik (dozarty) ‘malicious, mean’;
dziwny (dziwny) ‘strange’; energicnik (emergiczny) ‘energetic, active’; fantdastycnik
(fantastyczny) ‘super, excellent’; garbatik (garbaty) ‘humpbacked’; giverelis (gorali/goralski)
‘highland, mountainous’; gfidesnik (glosny) ‘loud’; gtiih/gtuh (gtuchy) ‘deaf’; grymasnik
(grymasny) ‘picky’; haklik (hakliwy) ‘greedy’; jatowik (jatowy) ‘arid’; kalnik (kalny) ‘muddy,
dirty’; kostotowitik (kosciotowity) ‘bony, big boned’; fakiimis (lakomy) ‘greedy’; niklinis
(nikty) ‘feeble’; paradnik (paradny) ‘proud’; partyjnik (partyjny) ‘party’; pljynik (plenny)
‘fertile’; psebrodnik (przebrodny) ‘choosy’; pseklasnik (przeklasny) ‘choosy, picky’; senkatik
(sgkaty) ‘chunky’; sprytnik (sprytny) ‘cunning, smart’; statecnik (stateczny) ‘wise, right’;
$¢iplik (szczuply) ‘slim’; smjesnik (Smieszny) ‘funny’; spetlawik (szpettawy) ‘bow-legged’;
stiicnik (sztuczny) ‘artificial’; upartik (uparty) ‘obstinate’; wjerutnik (wierutny) ‘real, true’;
woznik (wazny) ‘important’; wyrioednik (wyrodny) ‘disgraceful’; zapalcywik (zapalczywy)
‘impetuous’; zowitik (zawity) ‘convoluted’; and Zwawik (Zwawy) ‘lively’.

Additionally, the adjectives gystaft and ungystait have expanded their semantic potential and
currently signify not only ‘beautiful’ and ‘ugly’, respectively, but also ‘educated’ and
‘uneducated’, in analogy to the Polish lexemes wyksztatcony and niewyksztatcony (cf.
Wicherkiewicz 2003:268).

5.3.2 Semantic types of loanwords
Despite their limited number, adjectives borrowed from Polish are semantically diverse. As far
as the referent of an adjective is concerned — or, in other words, its potential “possessor” — the

vast majority of tokens refers to qualities pertinent to human beings, e.g. grymasnik ‘picky’ (P.
grymasny), upartik ‘obstinate’ (P. uparty), takiimis ‘greedy’ (P. fakomy), and sprytnik ‘cunning,
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smart’ (P. sprytny). Some adjectives may also refer to animals, especially if animals are portrayed
as rational beings, e.g. Zwawik ‘lively’ (P. Zwawy). Nevertheless, a few adjectives generally
characterize inanimate referents, as illustrated by jafowik ‘arid’ (P. jatowy) and its antonym
pliynik ‘fertile’ (P. plenny), used to refer to soil. Some lexemes may even be used to qualify
abstract ideas, e.g. wjerutnik ‘real, true’ (P. wierutny) and zowitik ‘convoluted’ (P. zawity).

With regard to the nature of a given characteristic expressed by an adjective (or the adjective’s
designation), a number of borrowed lexemes denote physical properties, e.g. kostotowitik
‘bony, big boned’ (P. kosciofowity), senkatik ‘chunky’ (P. sekaty), and sciiplik ‘slim’ (P.
szczuply). Several such adjectives indicate physical defects, e.g. garbatik ‘humpbacked’ (P.
garbaty) and gtiih/gtuh (gluchy) ‘deaf” (P. gfuchy). A larger class of lexemes denotes
psychological character traits, whether positive, e.g. statecnik ‘wise, right’ (P. stateczny), or
negative, e.g. zapaléywik ‘impetuous’ (P. zapalczywy) and psebrodnik ‘choosy’ (P.
przebrodny). Two adjectives indicate origin, namely cehys ‘Czech’ (P. czech) and giderelis
‘highland, mountainous’ (P. gorali/goralski).

5.3.3 Underlying Polish forms

As was the case with nouns and verbs, traces of the dialectal foundation of adjectival loans can
be detected. These mainly concern pochylone vowels and — to an extent — nasal vowels,
sibilants, and affricates.

The most evident dialectal component found in adjectives is the treatment of the pochylone
vowels in accordance with their pronunciation in the dialects of western Lesser Poland and
eastern Upper Silesia. For instance, the pochylone a is pronounced as [o], thus diverging from
Standard Polish where it is realized as [a], e.g. woznik ‘important’ (cf. P. wazny). In a similar
vein, the pochylone é is pronounced as y [9], whether after a hard or a soft consonant, contrary
to its pronunciation as e [¢] in Standard Polish, e.g. p/jynik ‘fertile’ (cf. P. plenny). Additionally,
the adjective giderelis ‘highland, mountainous’ suggests the dialectal pronunciation of the
pochylone o, i.e. as [0], contrary to the situation typical of Standard Polish where it is rendered
as [u] (cf. P. gorali). As previously explained, the Polish o (and ¢ if borrowed from dialects)
typically appears as (i)o(e) in Wymysorys, while the Polish # (and ¢ if borrowed from Standard
Polish where it is realized as [u]) is rendered as zi/u.

In two lexemes, the Polish nasal vowel ¢ /&/ and ¢ /3/ are resolved into an oral vowel and nasal
consonant, i.e. en [en] and [on], as is in common Western Lesser Polish dialects (see senkatik
‘chunky’ from P. sekaty and bronzowik ‘brown’ from P. brgzowy). As previously explained,
this pronunciation of nasals need not only have a dialectal foundation. It is equally common in
colloquial Polish and may also constitute one of the adaptive mechanisms governing the
incorporation of Polish loans into Wymysorys phonology. Less common is the pronunciation
with a non-syllabic nasal voicoid (e.g. [¢1] and [ou]) or a nasal approximant (e.g. [€j]/[¢'] and
[ow]/[o%]), which is typical of (more careful colloquial) Standard Polish.
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As is the case elsewhere, no cases of mazurzenie are attested in adjectives in the borrowed
content lexicon of Wymysorys. However, as was regular for nouns and verbs, hard postalveolar
sibilant fricatives and affricates are often pronounced as soft alveolo-palatals or palatals. For
instance, [s] is pronounced as [[] or [e], e.g. pSebrodnik ‘choosy’ (P. przybrodny) and
pseklastik ‘choosy, picky” (P. przeklasny); [ts] is pronounced as [t[] or [ts], e.g. statecrik ‘wise’
(P. stateczny) and zapaléywik ‘impetuous’ (P. zapalczywy); and [z] is pronounced as [3] or [z],
e.g. zwawik ‘lively’ (P. Zwawy). As usual, the hard postalveolar z [z] is the most resilient to
such changes. For example, the adjective woznik ‘important’ (cf. P. wazny) most often exhibits
the hard postalveolar [z], even though the soft pronunciation as [3] or [z] is also possible.

A dialectal foundation of borrowing is also visible in the fact that a number of adjectival loans
originate in dialectal adjectives, otherwise unknown (or rare) in Standard Polish, e.g. dozartik
‘malicious, mean’ (P. dial. dozarty), haklik ‘greedy’ (P. dial. hakliwy), kalnik ‘muddy, dirty’
(P. dial. kalny), kostotowitik ‘bony, big boned’ (P. dial. kosciotowity), psebrodnik ‘choosy’ (P.
dial. przybrodny), and pseklasnik ‘choosy, picky’ (P. dial. przeklasny).

5.3.4 Adaptation mechanisms

All adjectives that have been transferred from Polish are well assimilated into the Wymysorys
language system. This assimilation concerns the phonology of loans as well as, more
importantly, their morphology.

Phonological adaptive mechanisms that operate in adjectives are fully comparable with those
mechanisms described in the sections dedicated to nouns (section 5.1.4) and verbs (section
5.2.4). The vowel o (as well as the dialectal 0) found in source lexemes is rendered as (i)d(e),
e.g. kostotowitik ‘bony’ (P. kosciotowity), wyridednik ‘disgraceful’ (P. wyrodny), and giderelis
‘highland, mountainous’ (P. gorali). The vowel u (as well as the Standard Polish o) is rendered
as i, e.g. ghih ‘deaf’ (P. gluchy) and s¢iiplik ‘slim’ (P. szczuply). Nevertheless, exceptions to
these two adaptive strategies are attested. In such cases, the vowels o and u present in the source
lexemes are maintained unchanged in the transferred forms, as illustrated by jafowik ‘arid’ (P.
jatowy) and gluh ‘deaft” (P. gluchy). An additional adaptive mechanism can be seen in the usual
realization of the nasal vowels ¢ and ¢ as an oral vowel with a nasal consonant, as illustrated
by senkatik ‘chunky’ from P. sekaty and bronzowik ‘brown’ from P. brgzowy (apart from their
less common pronunciation with a nasal vocoid or approximant). However, this rendering of ¢
and g in Wymysorys may also reflect a dialectal and/or colloquial pronunciation of the source
lexemes in Polish (see section 5.3.2 above).

The more critical adaptation of adjectival borrowings takes place at the level of morphology.
In general terms, this adaptation consists of adjusting Polish lexemes to one of the many
morphological patterns available to native adjectives in Wymysorys. The principal strategy is
to accompany a transferred adjectival stem with a native adjectival suffix. Three such suffixes
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are found in adjectives borrowed from Polish: -ik, -7iik, and -i/ys.'3! These three are the most
common and productive adjectival suffixes used in Wymysorys (see their use in inherited
lexemes such as gyftik ‘poisonous’, hoiitnik ‘contemporary, today’s’, and foiitys ‘people’s’).
The other strategy is to mark an adjective with a “zero” morpheme. This type of marking is no
longer productive in Wymysorys, being limited to a few (albeit very frequent) native lexemes,
e.g. klin ‘small, little’, grus ‘big’, and ofd ‘old’. The vast majority of adjectives adopted from
Polish — 17 tokens, to be exact — make use of the suffix -nik, e.g. grymasnik ‘picky’ (P.
grymasny) and pljynik ‘fertile’ (P. plenny). 13 adjectives exhibit the suffix -ik, e.g. jafowik
‘arid’ (P. jatowy), sciiplik ‘slim’ (P. szczupty), and upartik ‘obstinate’ (P. uparty). Adjectives
ending in -ys/-is are less common, and there are four such tokens: cechys ‘Czech’ (P.
Czech/czeski), gioerelis ‘highland, mountainous’ (P. goral/gorali), takiimis ‘greedy’ (P.
takomy), and niklinis ‘feeble’ (P. nikty). Lastly, there is only one case of an adjective borrowed
from Polish that exhibits a suffix-less form in Wymysorys, i.e. gfiih/gtuh ‘deat” (P. gluchy), as
well as one instance of an adjective that is not morphologically adapted, i.e. dziwny ‘strange’
(P. dziwny).

The selection of one of the three adjectival suffixes (i.e. ik, -nik, and -i/ys) is motivated. All
adjectives ending in -nik derive from Polish adjectival stems ending in -n, e.g. sprytnik
‘cunning, smart’ (from P. spryt-n-y). The process of borrowing of these adjectives can be
interpreted in two ways. The adjectival suffix -#ik has replaced the Polish suffix -n and its
accompanying ending -y in the nominative masculine singular, i.e. spryt- + -nik > sprytnik.
Alternatively, the suffix -nik results from the suffixation of the native Wymysorys adjectival
morpheme -ik to the Polish stem ending in -n. This means that the Polish suffix -n has merged
with the native Wymysorys suffix -ik yielding a composite suffix -7ik, i.e. sprytn-(y) + -ik. This
resulting complex morpheme is homophonous with the native adjectival suffix -#ik found in
Wymysorys. This latter scenario is highly plausible given that Polish adjectival stems/suffixes
are generally preserved in Wymysorys (see below). However, it is equally likely that both
mechanisms have operated simultaneously. The remaining adjectives ending in -ik derive from
Polish adjectival -z, -4, and -w stems, e.g. upartik ‘obstinate’ (from P. wupar-t-y), zowitik
‘convoluted’ (from P. zawi-t-y), and jafowik ‘arid’ (from P. jafo-w-y). In these adjectives, the
Polish stem has merely been expanded with the native adjectival suffix -ik, i.e. upart-y + -ik,
zowil-y + -ik, and jafow-y + -ik.'3? The few adjectives enging in -i/ys derive from Polish
adjectival -m stems — see takiimis ‘greedy’ (from P. fako-m-y) — or draw on Polish nouns rather
than adjectives — see cechys ‘Czech’ (from P. czech ‘a Czech’) and giderelis highland,
mountainous’ (from P. gdral ‘a highland man’). It is not a coincidence that -i/ys appears in
cechys and gioerelis as this suffix is often found with native adjectives denoting origin or
nationality, e.g. saksys and saksis ‘Saxon’. The less common use of -i/ys in Polish loans may
be related to the fact that this suffix is generally less common in Wymysorys than -#ik (if Polish
loans are included) and especially -ik. Similar to the adjustment mechanism that yields -7ik and

131 Similar adaptive mechanisms have operated in other eastern dialects of German (Siatkowski 2015:245-249).
132 The form $ciiplik ‘slim’ exhibits -/ instead of the expected ¢ (cf. P. szczuply) probably by analogy to native
adjectives ending in -/ik, e.g. halik ‘holy’ and kranklik ‘sickly, sick’. In haklik ‘greedy’, the original suffix -w was
lost (cf. P. hakliwy).
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-ik adjectives, in the case of -i/ys loans, the native suffix is added to a respective Polish stem,
e.g. takiim-y + -is, ¢ech- + -ys, and giderel (cf. gioerol ‘highlander, mountaineer’) + -is.
However, the origin of the adjective niklinis ‘feeble’ seems to be more complex. The Polish
lexeme nikfy has apparently been extended by the suffix -7is. There are no other adjectives
ending in -7is in Wymysorys. It is possible that -7is is a composite of the native suffix -is and
the element 7. This 77 may itself have been introduced by analogy to the most common adaptive
morphological mechanism, i.e. the suffix -nik. Lastly, in one example, the so-called “zero
marking” is used. This occurs in the loanword that derives from a bare adjective in Polish, i.e.
an adjective that is only marked by a case/gender/number ending (in the masculine singular, -))
— see gtiih/gluh ‘deaf” that draws on the Polish form gluch-y. This means that the only change
that has occurred in this case is the elimination of the original case/gender/number ending.'8?

Overall, the use of the various adaptive mechanisms has led to the creation of blended forms
in which the adjectival base is imported from Polish, while the overt marking of the base as an
adjective is achieved by native material. Alternatively, the suffixes -nik, -tik, -wik, -tik, -mis,
and -/is found in these adjectival loans can be viewed as hybrids. The first consonant is donated
by Polish, the final consonant is donated by Wymysorys, while the middle element is donated
by the two languages simultaneously (see section 7.1.2). These blended adjectivizers are not
productive in Wymysorys as they never occur in the native lexicon.

Apart from being marked by native adjectival suffixes, adjectives borrowed from Polish are
adjusted to the Wymysorys language system in another manner. All such adjectives can be
inflected according to the rules of the adjectival system of Wymysorys, thus taking on the
specific case, gender, and number endings, both in the weak and strong declensional paradigms
(cf. Andrason 2013a). For instance, in dy giderelis-a Sysuin ‘the pots typical of highland’, the
adjective gioerelis is inflected in the nominative plural of the weak paradigm. Similarly, in d
zyter lakiimiser kiop ‘a greedy man’, the adjective fakiimis is inflected in the masculine
nominative singular of the strong paradigm.

As a concluding remark, it should be noted that the adjectival system of Wymysorys has not
been altered due to contact with Polish in a manner comparable to the situation found in the
nominal and verbal systems. That is, language contact has neither led to the introduction of
new semantic or functional categories nor has it significantly enhanced the relevance of
categories that were previously marginal (see, however, that native Wymysorys adjectives
ending in -nik are rather infrequent and the borrowed -rik adjectives have slightly increased
the visibility of these types of lexemes). Similarly, language contact has not modified the
means of adjectival encoding in Wymysorys. For example, novel suffixes have not been
developed — the use of 7is is rather anecdotal than systematic — and the distribution of the
suffixes already present has not been altered.

183 1t should be noted that although certain Polish adjectives allow for two variants in the masculine singular, i.e.
a longer form marked by the ending -y (e.g. zdrowy ‘healthy’) and a shorter form with no ending (zdrow), gluchy
is not one of them.
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54  Adverbs
5.4.1 Inventory of loanwords

Similar to the lexical classes of nouns, verbs, and adjectives discussed above, the category of
adverbs has been influenced by contact with Polish. There are 27 adverbs in total that have
been adopted from Polish to Wymysorys — the number of adverbial loanwords thus being
slightly lower than that of adjectives. Below, I present a comprehensive list of adverbs of Polish
origin that currently belong to the shared lexicon of Wymysorys speakers:

biijne (bujnie) ‘plentifully, very’; conemjora (co niemiara) ‘abundantly, a lot, very’; diisne
(dusznie) ‘stiflingly’; dzel(i)ne (dzielnie) ‘bravely’; grymasne (grymasnie) ‘pickily’; hiirmem
(hurmem) ‘altogether’; ({)opfice (obficie) ‘abundantly’; natyhmjast (natychmiast)
‘immediately’; nehwolancse ‘modestly, unassumingly, unpretentiously’ (P. nie chwalgcy sie);
nespodzane (niespodzianie) ‘unexpectedly’; ogrioemne (ogromnmie) ‘greatly’; okridepne
(okropnie) ‘terribly, very’; ostrioezne (ostroznie) ‘carefully’; paradne (paradnie) ‘proudly’;
parne (parnie) ‘muggily, sultrily’; pfobozne (poboznie) ‘piously’; raptem (raptem) ‘suddenly’;
raptowne (raptownie) ‘quickly, suddenly’; smiitne (smutnie) ‘sadly’; sprytne (sprytnie)
‘cunningly, smartly’; statecne (statecznie) ‘wisely’; strasne (straszmie) ‘horribly, very’;
smjesne (smiesznie) ‘funnily’; tejda (tedy) ‘then, before, earlier’; wjerutne (wierutnie) ‘really,
truly’; wozne (waznie) ‘importantly’; umysne/ymysne (umysinie) ‘deliberately, purposely’.

5.4.2 Semantic types of loanwords

Despite their limited number, adverbs borrowed from Polish into Wymysorys are semantically
diverse. The vast majority of adverbial loans are adverbs of manner, e.g. dzel(i)ne ‘bravely’ (P.
dzielnie), ptobozne ‘piously’ (P. poboznie), umysne ‘deliberately’ (P. (na)umysinie), and
nehwolancse ‘modestly, unassumingly, unpretentiously’ (P. nie chwalgc si¢). Four lexemes are
adverbs of time, i.e. natyhmjast ‘immediately’, raptem ‘suddenly’, and fejda ‘then, before,
earlier’ (P. tedy; see Wicherkiewicz 2003:285), which are canonical expressions of time, as
well as raptowne ‘suddenly’, which is an adverb of manner that can also be used to express
temporal relationships in Wymysorys. Four lexemes can be used as adverbs of degree, i.e.
conemjora ‘abundantly, a lot’ (P. co niemiara) and ogridemne ‘greatly’ (P. ogromnie), as well
as okridepne ‘very’ (P. okropnie) and biijne ‘very (P. bujnie) — two adverbs of manner that in
their literal sense mean ‘terribly’ and ‘plentifully’. In contrast, adverbs of place have not been
borrowed from Polish into Wymysorys.

Most adverbs of manner modify activities carried out by human referents. For instance, dzel(i)ne
‘bravely’ (P. dzielnie), grymasne ‘pickily’ (P. grymasnie), nehwolancyse ‘modestly,
unassumingly, unpretentiously’ (P. nie chwalgc sie), ptobozne ‘piously’ (P. poboznie), and
umysne/ymysne ‘deliberately, purposely’ (P. umysinie) can virtually only be used when referring
to humans. A few adverbs of manner may also apply to actions associated with animals and
natural phenomena, e.g. nespodzane ‘unexpectedly’ (P. niespodzianie), Smjesne ‘funnily’ (P.
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smiesznie), and parne ‘muggily, sultrily’ (P. parnie). Adverbs of time and degree may relate to
actions and activities in which referents of all types — whether human, animate, or inanimate —
are involved. Lastly, it should be noted that one adverb is explicitly related to the domain of
religion and church, i.e. plobozne ‘piously’ (P. poboznie).

5.4.3 Underlying Polish forms

As was the case with nouns, verbs, and adjectives, the properties of adverbial lexemes
borrowed from Polish often attest to their dialectal — rather than Standard — Polish origin. The
most evident dialectal features are the dialectal realization of pochylone vowels, the
labialization of o, the typical “soft” pronunciation of sibilants and affricates, and — to a certain
extent — the treatment of nasals and certain consonant clusters.

Three adverbs adopted from Polish attest to a dialectal realization of pochylone vowels. This
specifically concerns the pronunciation of the old a as o [0], in agreement with the situation found
in Western Lesser Polish and Eastern Upper Silesian, but in contrast to the Standard Polish
pronunciation as [a]. Compare coriemjora ‘abundantly, many’ with co niemiara in Standard Polish;
wozne ‘importantly’ with waznie; and nehwolancse ‘modestly, unassumingly, unpretentiously’
with nie chwalgc sie. No cases of dialectal pronunciations of the remaining types of the pochylone
vowels are attested in adverbial loans. Another evident dialectal trait is labialization. In adverbs,
this takes place in onsets in word-initial position (compare fopfice ‘abundantly’ with obficie in
Standard Polish), including after a consonant (compare plébozne ‘piously’ with P. poboznie).
However, adverbial loans that reflect non-labialized forms used in Standard Polish are also attested,
e.g. okridepne ‘terribly’ (P. okropnie), ogrioemne ‘greatly, very’ (P. ogromnie), and ostriéezne
‘carefully’ (P. ostroznie). Overall, such non-labialized forms are more common than those
exhibiting dialectal labialization. In fact, even the forms with labialization allow for non-labialized
variants, as illustrated by dpfice ‘abundantly’ — an alternative to opfice — from P. obficie. As
elsewhere in Wymysorys, hard postalveolars found in Standard Polish receive a soft pronunciation,
either as palatals or as alveolo-palatals, e.g. sz [s] > s [[]/[¢]: diisne ‘stiflingly’ (cf. P. dusznie) and
strasne ‘horribly, very’ (cf. P. strasznie); z [z] > Z [3]/[z]: ptobozne ‘piously’ (cf. P. poboznie) and
ostrioezne ‘carefully’ (cf. P. ostroznie); and cz [ts] > ¢ [ﬁ]/ [te]: statecrie ‘wisely’ (cf. P. statecznie).
In the adverb nehiwolancse ‘modestly, unassumingly, unpretentiously’, the nasal vowel [3] found
in the equivalent expression nie chwalgc sie in Standard Polish is resolved as an oral vowel and a
nasal consonant, i.e. [on], as is typical of local Polish dialects. Properly nasal pronunciations, e.g.
with the nasal vocoid [1i] or the nasal approximant [W]/[¥], are also possible. However, they are
much less common. Lastly, in umysne ‘deliberately, purposely’, the complex consonant cluster s/n
found in the Standard Polish form umysinie has been simplified to s7. As explained in the previous
sections, such treatments of nasal vowels and consonant clusters need not only stem from a dialectal
origin of Polish donor words. They too are common in colloquial Polish and may also stem from
adaptive phenomena operating during the transfer from Polish into Wymysorys (see next section).
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5.4.4 Adaptation mechanisms

The adjustment of adverbs into the Wymysorys language system concerns their phonological
and morphological aspects. As far as phonology is concerned, adverbs are subject to the same
adaptive mechanisms that typify nouns, verbs, and adjectives. The o vowel found in the Polish
sources quite regularly surfaces as (i)d(e) in the Wymysorys loanwords. See, for instance,
ogrioemne ‘greatly’ (cf. P. ogromnie), okriéepne ‘terribly, very’ (cf. P. okropnie), ostrivezne
‘carefully’ (cf. P. ostroznie), and ptobozne ‘piously’ (cf. P. poboznie). Similarly, the Polish
vowel u is often replaced by the Wymysorys ii, e.g. biijne ‘plentifully’ (cf. P. bujnie), diisne
‘stiflingly’ (cf. P. dusznie), and hiirmem ‘altogether’ (cf. P. hurmem). Nevertherless, exceptions
to these two adaptative tendencies are found. In such cases, the Polish vowels o and u are
preserved, e.g. raptowne ‘quickly, suddenly’ (cf. P. raptownie), wjerutne ‘really, truly’ (cf. P.
wierutnie), and umysne/ymysne ‘deliberately’ (cf. P. umysinie). The two other adaptive
mechanisms, i.e. the realization of nasal vowels as an oral vowel and a nasal consonant, which
is visible in nehwolancse ‘modestly, unassumingly, unpretentiously’ (cf. P. nie chwalgc sig),
and the simplification of consonant clusters, which is visible in umysne ‘deliberately’ (cf. P.
umyslinie), overlap with similar processes found in local Polish dialects and the colloquial
variety of Standard Polish (see section 5.4.3 above).

While the phonological adaptation of adverbs is similar to that operating in nouns, verbs, and
adjectives, their morphological adjustment is significantly less patent. Indeed, out of all the
types of content lexemes discussed thus far, adverbs are the least adapted to the rules of
Wymysorys morphology.

As far as their form is concerned, all adverbial loanwords profoundly resemble their Polish
sources and use morphological marking for Polish adverbs rather than the marking typical of
Wymysorys. The most common marker found in adverbs borrowed from Polish is -7e, which
is a direct reflex of the Polish adverbializer -nie — the most common and productive adverbial
suffix currently found in the Polish language. This can be illustrated by the following examples:
biijne ‘plentifully’ (P. bujnie), dzel(i)ne ‘bravely’ (P. dzielnie), nespodzane “unexpectedly’ (P.
niespodzianie), parne ‘muggily, sultrily’ (P. parnie), puébézne ‘piously’ (P. poboznie), diisne
‘stiflingly’ (P. dusznie), raptowne ‘suddenly’ (P. raptownie), smiitne ‘sadly’ (P. smutnie),
strasne ‘horribly, very’ (P. strasznie), okrioepne ‘terribly’ (P. okropnie), ogriGemne ‘greatly’
(P. ogromnie), ostricezne ‘carefully’ (P. ostrozmie), and umysne/ymysne ‘deliberately,
purposely’ (P. umysinie). The allomorph of -nie that is used in Polish with dental stems,
1.e. -cie, is attested in one case: (f)opfice ‘abundantly’ from P. obficie. Although the Polish -nie
suffix has been maintained, it is possible that the partial similarity with genuine Wymysorys
adverbs ending in -nik — e.g. fjetnik ‘timidly’ — may have created favorable grounds for the
borrowing of these types of Polish adverbs.

Another Polish adverbial suffix that is preserved in loanwords is -m. There are two loanwords

that draw on Polish adverbs ending in -m: hiirmem ‘altogether’ (P. hurmem) and raptem
‘suddenly’ (P. raptem). Contrary to -nie/-cie, the suffix -m is no longer productive in Polish.
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Historically, it is an instrumental case ending that has been grammaticalized as an
indissoluble part of an adverb. For example, hurmem ‘together’ descends from the
instrumental singular of the noun hurma ‘crowd, group of people’ (Borys 2005:196). It
should be noted that the consonant -m also appears as the final element of many native
Wymysorys adverbs, e.g. dyham ‘home, at home’, ynham ‘home’, egzum ‘right now,
immediately’, koiim ‘barely’, tongzum ‘slowly, late’, rym ‘everywhere’, and ymdtum/umdatum
‘completely’. As is the case for the element -m in Polish, the suffix -m does not constitute a
productive means to derive adverbs in Wymysorys. In further similarity with Polish, the
Wymysorys morpheme -m usually reflects an earlier case ending, specifically a dative ending
(compare with the Polish instrumental). This superficial coincidence between Polish and
Wymysorys and its folk etymological reanalyses as a true equivalence may have eased the
borrowing of Polish adverbs in -m and their direct incorporation into the Wymysorys
language system without the need for any other overt adverbializing element.

One borrowed adverb, natyhmjast ‘immediately’, ends in -z. This form directly reflects the
Polish source, natychmiast. In Polish, the adverb natychmiast derives from an analytical
expression na tych miastach in which the last segment has been reduced to miast, similar to the
development of the prepositions miast and zamiast ‘instead of, in place of”. Overall, in Polish,
the final - found in natymiast as well as in other adverbs and particles derived from adverbs is
not a productive adverbializer. From a diachronic perspective, this - has a heterogenous origin
generally unrelated to any adverbial suffix sentu stricto (cf. Rejzek 2001:48, Borys$ 2005:354,
685). The situation in Wymysorys is, again, similar. A number of adverbs — some of which are
highly common — exhibit -7 as their final component, e.g. bystymt ‘for sure’, andyst ‘otherwise’,
diot ‘there’, fylajht ‘probably’, kartect ‘finally, lastly’, néht ‘later, then, next’, and oft ‘often’.
As in Polish, this -z has a heterogenous origin and, importantly, no longer functions as a
productive adverbializer. In an analogous manner to -m, the (entirely accidental) phonetic
similarity between the Polish and Wymysorys adverbs ending in -# may have allowed for the
direct incorporation of natyhmjast into Wymysorys.

Lastly, two adverbs adopted from Polish exhibit vocalic endings, i.e. coriemjora ‘abundantly,
many’ and nehwolancse ‘modestly, unassumingly, unpretentiously’. These adverbs derive
from more complex expressions used in Polish. The adverb coriemjora ‘abundantly, many’
draws on the small phrase co niemiara (lit. ‘what/which [is] not measure), while nehwolancse
draws on the negative reflexive gerund construction nie chwalgc sie ‘without boasting” (lit.
‘not boasting oneself’). In comparison to their Polish donors, the Wymysorys adverbial
loanwords exhibit a higher degree of grammaticalization. Instead of being truly analytical
expressions, the adverbs conemjora and nehwolancse are perceived by native speakers as
synthetic structures, i.e. as fully-fledged words. For instance, cornemjora ‘abundantly, many’ is
not analyzed as being formed of three words, i.e. co ‘which, what’, nie ‘not, don’t’, and miara
‘measure’. Indeed, Wymysorys does not include such lexemes in its content and functional
vocabulary (however, see the prefix 7e- that is discussed in section 7.1.1).
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Overall, the borrowed adverbs — those ending in -ne/-ce, -m, -t, or a vowel — are never
accompanied by genuine and productive Wymysorys adverbial suffixes, i.e. -(n)ik and i/ys.
This means that forms such as **diisnenik or **diisnenis ‘stiflingly’ are unattested. Therefore,
from a morphological perspective, no true adjustment to the adverbial system of Wymysorys
has taken place. This apparent lack of morphological adjustment by the adverbial loanwords
may, as explained above, be related to the formal (accidental) similarity between some Polish
adverbs and the adverbial morphology of Wymysorys. On the one hand, the suffix -7e is
phonologically and functionally similar to -nik; on the other hand, in both languages, adverbs
may end in -m and -z, both of which are heterogenous and unproductive adverbial markers.
From a broader, systemic perspective, due to the relative amount of 7e adverbs, a new class of
adverbs has been created in Wymysorys — the 7ne class. The presence of this class in the
language system of Wymysorys constitutes a favorable ground for the transfer of other adverbs.
Indeed, a spontaneous idiolectal use of Polish adverbs ending in -nie is a fairly common
phenomenon is Wymysorys discourses. How many of these “intruders” will become fully-
fledged components of Wymysorys vocabulary is a matter of entrenchment and stabilization.

5.5  Ideophones
5.5.1 Inventory of loanwords

The last category of content words is the lexical class of ideophones, of which onomatopoeias
are a part. The category of ideophones contains lexemes that constitute depictions, i.e.
expressive images or representations of sensory imagery emerging from the perception of
external and internal reality through bodily experience (Dingemanse 2011:25; 2012:655-656,
658). They are “vivid representation[s] of an idea in sound” (Doke 1935:118) that “bring events
to life” (Dingemanse 2012:666). They enable us to experience the event that is represented
(Dingemanse 2012:655) by simulating it through linguistic means (Voeltz & Killan-Hatz
2001:2). The characteristic property of ideophones is their iconicity and thus the close
relationship between the form of a word and its meaning (Diffloth 1980:50; Dingemanse
2012:657). There are 24 ideophones that have been adopted from Polish into Wymysorys — a
number comparable with those for adjectives and adverbs discussed above. The list below
contains all stabilized ideophonic loanwords:

bee (bee) ‘sound made by a ram’; benc (bec) ‘depiction of falling’, buj (buj) ‘depiction of
rocking’; bum (bum) and bums (bums) ‘depiction of an explosion, strong impact, or something

violent/forceful’; !4

¢ah (ciach) ‘depiction of a rapid motion’; ¢tdp (cztap) ‘depiction of heavy
walking’; dryn-dryn (dryn-dryn) ‘sound imitating a ringing bell or telephone’; dup (dup)
‘depiction of sudden impact’; dzyn-dzyn (dzyn-dzyn) ‘sound imitating a ringing bell or
telephone’; ha-ha ((c)ha-(c)ha) ‘sound imitating laughter’; hi-hi ((c)hi-(c)hi) ‘sound imitating
laughter’; hop (hop), hopa (hopa), hops (hops), and hopsa (hopsa) ‘depiction of jumping’; Auisti
(hust(u)) ‘depiction of swinging, wiggling’; kic (kic) ‘depiction of a rabbit’s hop’; kuku (kuku)

184 As previously, I count such variants as a single case of borrowing.
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‘sound made by a cuckoo’; kukuryku (kukuryku) ‘sound made by a cockerel’; mjal (miau)
‘sound made by a cat’; muu (muu) ‘sound made by a cow’; patdtdj (patataj) ‘depiction of a
horse’s gallop’; psik ((a)psik) ‘sound made while sneezing’; stuk-puk (stuk(u)-puk(u)) ‘sound
of knocking on a door’; Sast-prast (szast-prast) ‘depiction of a rapid motion’; siip (siup) and
Sti/sti-sii (siu(-siu)) ‘depiction of jumping, swinging’.

5.5.2  Semantic types of loanwords

Two semantic types of ideophones have been borrowed from Polish to Wymysorys:
onomatopoeias or ideophones that exploit a direct type of sound symbolism whereby a sound
is depicted with its linguistic imitations, and ideophones that depict motion.

Ideophones of the former class mimic sounds found in the world. A large part of these lexemes
imitates sounds pertaining to nature, being produced by animals, e.g. by a cow — muu (P. muu);
a cat — mjat (P. miau); a cuckoo — kuku (P. kuku); a ram — bee (P. bee); and a cockerel —
kukuryku (P. kukuryku). A few onomatopoeic ideophones imitate sounds produced by people,
e.g. laughter — hi-hi (P. (c)hi-(c)i) and hd-ha (P. (c)ha-(c)ha);'®> and sneezing — psik (P.
(a)psik). The remaining two lexemes imitate sounds produced by machines, instruments, and
tools e.g. a phone — dzyn-dzyn (P. dzyn-dzyn) and a bell — dryn-dryn (P. dryn-dryn).

The other class of ideophones adopted from Polish includes lexemes depicting motion. The
idea of motion may refer to animals, human beings, or unspecified entities. The following
ideophones depict motion types associated with animals: horse’s gallop — patatdj (P. patataj);
a rabbit’s hop — kic (P. kic). The following ideophones depict both animal and human motion:
heavy walking — ¢tap (P. czlap); jumping — siip/sii/sii-sii (P. siup); jumping — hop(s)/hopa (P.
hop); falling — benc (P. bec). The motion depicted by other ideophones may relate to any type
of referent, including inanimate ones, e.g. swinging, wiggling — hiisii (P. hust); rocking — buj
(P. buj). Some ideophones explicitly depict the rapidity of a motion rather than its origin,
whether human, animate, or inanimate, e.g. ¢ah ‘depiction of a rapid motion’ (P. ciach) and
sast-prast ‘depiction of a rapid motion’ (P. szast-prast).

The semantic interpretation of three lexemes is complex as it involves both an onomatopoeic
and motion-related component. The lexeme stuk-puk, from P. stuk(u)-puk(u), imitates
knocking on a door or wooden surface as well as the action of knocking itself. The ideophones
bum(s) and dup (from P. bum and dup, respectively) depict a sudden and strong impact, as well
as an explosion.

185 These words could also be classifed as ‘laughter interjections’ (Levisen 2019).
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5.5.3 Underlying Polish forms

Ideophonic loanwords in Wymysorys do not exhibit any features that would suggest a clear
dialectal origin. There is no evidence for a dialectal realization of pochylone vowels in Polish
sources, labialization, mazurzenie, reduction of consonant clusters, or any other phenomenon
typical of Western Lesser Polish and/or Eastern Upper Silesian. As usual, postalveolar sibilant
fricatives and affricates are often pronounced as soft alveolo-palatals or palatalo-alveolars. In the
only example where the Standard Polish equivalent has a postalveolar, especially [ts], e.g. czlap,
the loanword exhibits an alveolo-palatal or palatalo-alveolar sound, i.e. [te] or [ﬂ] — see Clap
‘depiction of heavy walking’. In benc ‘depiction of falling’, the nasal vowel ¢ [€] (cf. P. bec) s, as
usual, resolved into an oral vowel and a nasal consonant, which is typical not only of dialects but
also of colloquial Polish and is furthermore congruent with Wymysorys phonology. However,
pronunciations with the nasal vocoid [0] or the nasal approximant [W]/[¥], typical of Standard
Polish and careful colloquial Polish, are also possible. As far as the ideophonic lexicon is
concerned, all the loanwords derive from ideophones that are common in Standard Polish. In other
words, not one of them can be related to an ideophone, the presence of which is limited to Polish
dialects.

5.5.4 Adaptation mechanisms

The forms of the vast majority of ideophonic loanwords are identical to their donor lexemes
used in Polish. In such cases, the typical replacement of the Polish vowels o and u by (7)d(e)
and i is absent and the two Polish vowels are preserved in the loanwords. See, for example,
the maintenance of o in hop ‘depiction of jumping’ (cf. P. hop) and hopa/hops ‘depiction of
jumping’ (P. hopsa), as well as the maintenance of u in buj ‘depiction of rocking’ (cf. P. buj),
bum(s) ‘depiction of an explosion, strong impact’ (cf. P. bum), kuku ‘sound made by a cuckoo’
(cf. P. kuku), kukuryku ‘sound made by a cockerel’ (cf. P. kukuryku), and stuk-puk ‘sound of
knocking on a door’. (cf. P. stuk(u)-puk(u)). Nevertheless, in two instances, the Polish vowel u
is rendered in the loanword as i in accordance with the phonological adaptive mechanisms,
e.g. hisii ‘depiction of swinging, wiggling’ (cf. P. hust) and siip/sii/sii-sii “depictions of
jumping, swinging’ (cf. P. siup). Postalveolars are regularly realized as alveolo-palatals or
palatalo-alveolars, and nasals tend to be resolved as an oral vowel and a nasal consonant. As
explained in the previous section, although this pronunciation of the original postalveolars and
nasal vowels may be analyzed in terms of adaptation to the rules of Wymysorys phonology, it
may also reflect the realization found in Polish dialects and colloquial Standard Polish. In a
single case, the final or internal consonant cluster (see P. hust and P. hustu, respectively) is
simplified, i.e. hust(u) > hiisii ‘depiction of swinging, wiggling’.

Onomatopoeic ideophones are often syntactically adjusted to the clausal grammar of Wymysorys
by means of a verbum dicendi, e.g. riifa ‘call’ or zan ‘say’. In such cases, the ideophone is
introduced by a verb that carries the inflections, as illustrated by riift ‘it calls’ (1.a). Similarly,
ideophones that depict motion can be introduced by a verbum facendi, e.g. tiin ‘do, make’ (see
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tot ‘he did’ in 1.b). However, with equal frequency, ideophones may appear on their own, i.e.
with no introductory verbs (see hopa and hiisii in 1.c-d).

(1) a. Der kuku fum pus riift kuku
‘The cuckoo from the forest calls cuckoo’

b. A tot hop §ii §ii, hop §ii Sii
‘He did hop jump-jump, hop jump-jump’

c. Hopa, hopa, rajta
‘Hop, hop, riding’

d. Hiisii, hiisii, bala
‘Swing, swing, rocking’
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CHAPTER SIX

6. Functional lexicon

Function words constitute the other, less numerous yet utterly crucial, part of lexicon. Canonical
lexemes of this class are unable to allocate or receive thematic roles mainly because they do not
possess referents that are conceptually separable from the morphology and syntax of a language
—1.e. they fail to denote physical objects or abstract concepts that have material or psychological
reality (Field 2002:60-62; Myers-Scotton 2006:268). Rather, function words serve a range of
broadly understood grammatical purposes: they “flesh out the meaning” (Myers-Scotton
2006:268) of content morphemes, “cement” content morphemes into phrases, and constitute links
between phrases, allowing speakers to yield larger constituents and discourses (Myers-Scotton
2006:268-269). Functional lexicon thus comprises pronouns and determiners, modal and
pragmatic particles, as well as prepositions and connectors. Additionally, for the reasons that will
be explained further below, this category will include interjections.

The present chapter examines the impact of Polish on the functional vocabulary of Wymysorys.
First, I will focus on those lexical classes in which Polish influence is considerable, namely
connectors (6.1), particles (6.2), and interjections (6.3). Subsequently, I will study the
categories of pronouns (6.4) and prepositions (6.5) which have been affected by contact with
Polish but only to a limited extent.

6.1 Connectors

Contact with Polish has considerably affected the system of Wymysorys connectors. The
largest impact concerns causal conjunctions, three of which have been adopted from Polish:
two backward causal conjunctions (bo and nobo ‘because’) and one forward causal
conjunction (noto ‘so, thus, therefore’). The only non-causal connector borrowed from Polish
is a negative coordinating conjunction (ani ‘neither’). Additionally, the usage of two genuine
Wymysorys connectors — a complementizer (do ‘that’) and a comparative-temporal
conjunction (wi ‘as, when’) — has been modified under the influence of the semantic potential
of equivalent words found in Polish.!8¢

186 Compare with the very limited influence of Slavonic languages on the Yiddish system of connectors. In
Yiddish, only a few connectors — see, €.g., xoc¢ and xocbe ‘although, even though’ which draw on Polish cfo¢ and
chocby, respectively — are Slavonic in origin (Weinreich 2008:527; Kahn 2015:698; Gajek 2016:103; Krasowksa
2019:161).
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6.1.1 Causal conjunctions

The inventory of Wymysorys causal connectors has been expanded by three lexemes imported
from Polish: two backward causal conjunctions (i.e. bo ‘because’ and nobo ‘because’) and one
forward causal conjunction (noto ‘so, thus, therefore’).!¥” The connector bo ‘because’ is
probably the most common backwards causal conjunction currently used in Wymysorys. It
draws on a homophonous function word found in Polish, i.e. bo. It is not only the phonology
of this loanword that directly reflects the Polish donor lexeme; the same holds true for its
semantic potential. That is, in analogy with the Polish source, the Wymysorys bo can connect
clauses that are related to a content domain, whether volitional or non-volitional. In such cases,
bo either joins two clauses that introduce objective situations in the external world, or heads an

objective causal clause, which constitutes the foundation of a volitional event:!38

(2) a. Diot hisa zy Flakowjec bo diot ferbrant a pus (Krdl n.d. (a))
‘They call it Flakowiec because a forest burnt down there’

b. Di6t wide a zyter hejwut. Dan hisa zy Ciglhejwut bo fu dam mahta zy cigln
(Krél n.d. (a))
‘There was such a hill. They call it “Brickhill” because they made bricks from it’

c. Yhy ho dos bihta bo koiift yh ejs
‘I have the book because I bought it’

d. Dos tid ej $ejn bo ejs hot a melodyj
“This song is beautiful because it has a melody’

In a further analogy to its Polish source, the Wymysorys bo can introduce a clause that constitutes
the foundation of an epistemic view or a speech act (cf. Sweetser 1990, Lang 2000:235-237):

3) a. Ga der 6baht, bo dy wyst dih bybrin! (Krél n.d. (a))
‘Pay attention (be careful) because you will burn yourself!’

b. Dos ej wiir, bo andys$t kon ma ny ziden
‘That is true, because one cannot say otherwise’

Another backwards causal conjunction adopted from Polish is nobo ‘because’. This lexeme
draws on a more analytical construction used in colloquial Polish, i.e. no bo, which in
Wymysorys has been fully morphologized and functions as a single lexeme. That is, the elements

137 The Polish connectors and/or particles bo ‘because’ and no fo ‘so, thus, therefore’ have also been borrowed in
Aljzneri$ (Dolatowski 2017:194, 196-198).

138 In the former case, the content domain does not contain a subject of consciousness. In the latter case, the
content domain contains a subject of consciousness that is distinct from the speaker’s current reality (Sanders &
Spooren 2015). Regarding content on volitional and epistemic domains, consult Sweetser (1990), Lang (2000),
Sanders, Sanders, and Sweetser (2009; 2012), and Sander and Spooren (2015).
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no and bo are never separated by a pause or intonational contour; they do not convey a
compositional meaning, but rather a constructional one (note that the usage of nobo differs
slightly from bo); and lastly, they are conceptualized by native speakers as a holistic unit on par
with bo. As far as its semantic potential is concerned, nobo has a more restricted range than bo
described in the previous paragraph. That is, similar to bo, nobo is compatible with the volitional
content domain, the epistemic domain, and the speech-act domain. However, its usage within a
non-volitional content domain to introduce objective causal clauses seems ungrammatical.

4) a. Yhy wa dos koiif, nobo yhy wyt dos
‘I will buy it because I want it’

b. Har ejwerbot zy, nobo wos andyst kund 4 maha?
‘He apologized to them because what else could he do?’

c. Di ejwerbot zy $Sun, nobo wos kon dy miiter fjy s’kynd?
‘She already apologized to her because how can the mother be guilty for [the
wrongdoing of] the child?’

d. Der nokwer ej ny dyham, nobo tjyr ej cligymaht
“The neighbor is not at home because the door is locked’

Polish is also the source of one forward causal conjunction used extensively in Wymysorys,
namely noto ‘so, thus, therefore’. This lexeme draws on an analytical construction found in
colloquial Polish, i.e. no fo (cf. Dunaj 1996:1136). Similar to nobo, this sequence has been
fully morphologized in Wymysorys and currently functions as a word. As its donor lexeme in
Polish, noto introduces the consequence, result, and outcome of the situation expressed in the
previous clause or sentence:'®

(5) Zy hon yns olys gystola, noto ndhta gin zy yn gywyntikja, gynyta ktadyn
‘They stole everything; therefore, she later went in ordinary sewed clothes’

Interestingly, the three conjunctions have maintained their original Polish form. That is, bo
‘because, as, since’, nobo ‘because’, and noto ‘so, also, therefore’ do not exhibit any type of
phonological adaptive mechanisms that tend to operate in Wymysorys, especially the
replacement of the Polish o with (7)d(e). Lastly, the causal conjunctions analyzed in this section
may have both dialectal and Standard Polish origins, since their equivalents in Polish, i.e. bo,
no bo, and no to, are typical of dialects as well as the colloquial standard language.

139 Regarding the use of nobo and noto as pragmatic particles, consult section 6.2.1 below. Apparently, the element
fo in noto can sometimes be voiced to do, yielding the variant nodo (compare with a similar phenomenon in
wydryh ‘(pass/skeleton) key’, a variant of wy#ryh — both borrowed from P. wytrych). Indeed, noto and nodo are
fully synonymous, e.g. Wyisty kuma, nodo kuze myt! ‘If you want to come, then come!’. Less likely, nodo could
be a composition of the borrowed element no and the native do ‘that’.
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6.1.2 Coordinating conjunctions

The other class of connectors of which the inventory has been expanded due to contact with
Polish consists of coordination conjunctions. Only one such lexeme has been adopted from
Polish, namely ani. The form and usage of this loanword is fully analogous to its Polish source
ani, which is found in both the standard language and local dialects. That is, ani functions as a
negative conjunctive coordinator expressing the idea of joint denial or a simultaneous non-
compliance with two propositions (i.e. ~p A ~q). It corresponds with the logical operator | and
approximates the meaning of neither and neither...nor in English. In most instances, ani connects
two conjuncts. In such cases, two constructions are grammatical: the use of a single ani between
the conjuncts (6.a) and the use of two dni lexemes before each conjunct (6.b-d). The latter type
is significantly more common. The conjuncts themselves can be phrases (e.g. prepositional
phrases (6.¢)), infinitives (6.d), and clauses (6.¢). Additionally, dni may be used to link three (or
even more) conjuncts. In such instances, each conjunct must be headed by a separate ani (6.1).!°

(6) a. Zy ny roiima uf ani ymys ny ata
‘They are neither sweeping nor making lunch’

b. A kynd wu ny hét kan briider ani ka $waster
‘A child that has neither a brother nor a sister’

c. Ani myt §pyrkja ani myt puter
‘Neither with fat nor with butter’

d. Zy ny $ama zih ani cy ata ani cy bata
‘They are neither ashamed to work nor to pray’

€. Har ani ny at ani ny jyt zih
‘He neither works nor studies’

f. Ani yhy, ani dii, ani har
‘Neither I, you, nor him’

6.1.3 The complementizer do and connector wi
Apart from the transfer of the four Polish connectors discussed above — and thus the borrowing

of morpho-phonetic matter — the Polish language has also influenced the usage of native
Wymysorys connectors. Two examples of such pattern borrowing in the lexical class of

190 ‘While Wymysorys has borrowed the negative conjunction dni/ani, Yiddish has adopted the positive
coordinator i...i... ‘both...and...” which draws on the Polish i...i... (Weinreich 2008:527). The coordinator i is
also found in Aljzneri§. However, in this language, its use is idiolectal. That is, i seems to be limited to isolated
episodes of code-switching rather than belonging to the language system as such (Dolatowski 2017:256, 269).
Regarding the use of dni as a modal particle, see section 6.2.1 below.
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connectors are do ‘that’ and wi ‘as, when’. In both cases, the semantic potential of native
lexemes has been expanded by functions exhibited by their equivalents in Polish.

When compared to its Middle High German predecessor daz (Paul 2007:428-432) and the
Modern High German cognate daf3, the Wymysorys do has a significantly wider range of use.
Apart from being employed as a complementizer ‘that’ (7.a) — fully parallel to the German daf3
— do is also used as a conjunction: a purposive conjunction expressing goal (7.b) and a
backward causal conjunction similar to ‘since, due to the fact that’ (7.c). It is probable that
these conjunctive uses have been developed by analogy to the semantic potential of the Polish
connector Ze, which can function not only as a complementizer (cf. 7.a), but also as a purposive
conjunction and backward causal conjunction, especially when used in compounds (see zeby
in 7.b and jako zZe in 7.c, respectively). In other words, given that do and Ze both function as
prototypical complementizers in Wymysorys and Polish, the semantic potential of the former
lexeme has been extended with new functions to match the usage of its Polish equivalent (see
virtually the same observation in Wicherkiewicz 2003:420).

(7) a. A zidet do 4 wyt kuma
‘He says that he will come’ (cf. Polish Mowi zZe przyjdzie)

b. Yh ho gybata dy tohter do zy mjyr zo oiizwos$a
‘I have asked my daughter to help me’ (cf. Polish Poprositem corke zZeby mi
pomogta)

C. Do di toiit dut zajn!
‘Because the people are stupid!’ (cf. Polish Jako zZe ludzie sq gtupi)

Similarly, the semantic potential of the Wymysorys lexeme wi is broader than that of its
cognate wie found in Middle High German and Modern Standard German. To begin with, wi
can be used in Wymysorys with all the functions that are typical of wie in Middle High German
and Modern Standard German. For instance, it can be employed as a conjunction in
comparisons of the first degree, conveying the idea of equality or similarity (8.a), as well as an
interrogative (8.b) and exclamatory adverb (8.c) equivalent to ‘how’ in English.

8 a Wijs wi kioelk
‘White as chalk’ (cf. German Frankfurt ist so grof3 wie Miinchen ‘Frankfurt is
bigger than Munich’)

b. Wi kon der men¢ an menca merdyn?
‘How can a man murder a man?’ (cf. German Wie machst du das? ‘How do you
do it?’)

c. Wi hejwyst!
‘How strange!’ (cf. German Wie schon! ‘How beautiful!”)
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Apart from these inherited functions, wi attests to further uses in Wymysorys. First, contrary
to Modern Standard German, the Wymysorys wi is used with adjectives and adverbs not only
when expressing equality (cf. wie ‘as’ in German) but also in the comparatives degree (cf. als
‘than’ in German) (9.a-c). Second, wi is extensively used in subordinated clauses that express
not only time (9.d), but also cause (9.e) and, albeit (more) infrequently, condition (9.f). In
Modern Standard German, causal clauses and conditional protases are introduced by als and
wenn, respectively, rather than by wie. Furthermore, although wie can express anteriority in
temporal clauses in Modern Standard German, the use of als in this function is far more
common. In Wymysorys, the temporal use of wie is frequent and regular.

9) a Har ej klaner wi zaj briider
‘He is smaller than his brother’

b. A fogut gryser wi 4 hiin
‘A bird bigger than a hen’

c. Zy freta mejer wi yhy wost
‘They asked more than I knew’

d. Wi yh ym oiita wide, zoh yh 4 menca
‘While I was in the car, I saw a man’

e. Wi zy byta, wa’h dos maha
‘Since they ask, I’ll do this’

f. Wi wyt kuma der nokwer, to wa’h dos maha
‘If the neighbor comes, I'll do it’

While extraneous to, or at least rarely attested for, cognate lexemes in Middle High German and
Modern High German, the uses described in the previous paragraph are typical of the Polish
lexeme jak ‘as, when, if, than, how’, which is also compatible with the inherited set of meanings
of the German forms wie and thus Wymysorys wi. That is, apart from expressing the idea of
equality or similarity and functioning as an interrogative and exclamatory adverb, jak may be
used in comparative constructions of the second degree. It appears after comparative adverbs and
adjectives, instead of niz ‘than’, especially in negative contexts (e.g. nie nic przyjemniejszego jak
zimna kgpiel ‘nothing nicer than a cold bath’ or nie wiecej jak 1000 Zotnierzy ‘not more than
1000 soldiers’; Dunaj 1996:335). In colloquial Polish, this use of jak is also possible in
affirmative contexts (e.g. kgt byl wiekszy jak 48,6 stopnia ‘the angle was larger than 48,6 degrees’
or Mroz wiekszy jak wezoraj ‘cold greater than yesterday’; Stowinska 2013:37), despite being
viewed as a stylistic error in prescriptive grammars. Crucially, such uses were grammatical and
fairly common in the standard language in the 19" and early 20" centuries, as demonstrated by
the multiple examples found in works written by Ignacy Krasicki (1830), Walerjan Serwatowski
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(1844), and Natan Zylbersztajn (1887).!°! Furthermore, in Standard and colloquial Polish, jak is
the most common connector introducing temporal clauses (e.g. Jak wroce, wszystko ci opowiem
‘When I return, I will tell you everything’; Dunaj 1996:335) and real conditional protases (Jak
nie sprobujesz, to si¢ nie dowiesz ‘If you don’t try, you won’t know it’; ibid.; see also Swan 2002;
Sadowska 2012). Moreover, jak can express cause and reason, functioning as a backward causal
connector (jak przyszedt, to niech zostanie ‘since he has come, let him stay’). Given the semantic
overlap between the Polish jak and the inherited meanings of wi (see senses illustrated in
examples 8.a-c), it is probable that the Wymysorys lexeme expanded its semantic potential by
adopting other meanings typical of the Polish word (see senses illustrated in examples 9.a-c and
9.e-f). With regard to its use as a temporal conjunction, this function was likely stabilized under
the Polish influence. As a result of all these changes, the current semantic potential of the
Wymysorys wi fully matches the semantic potential of its Polish equivalent jak (see a similar

explanation proposed by Wicherkiewicz 2003:240).1%2

6.2 Particles

Polish is the source of several types of Wymysorys particles or words that indicate the speaker’s
argumentative relationship to the proposition or communication (cf. Ameka 1992:107, 111;
Fischer 2007:47; Degand, Cornillie & Pietrandrea 2013:3). The largest impact is observed
among modal and pragmatic particles, with 12 such lexemes being adopted from Polish.
Additionally, a question particle, a caesura particle, and an “empty” particle have their origin
in Polish, as is also the case with a negative particle used in a few idiomatic expressions.

6.2.1 Modal particles

The category of modal particles has been influenced by contact with Polish to the largest extent
among all types of particles. There are nine highly frequent modal particles that have been
borrowed from Polish: akurat/akurot ‘exactly, really’ (P. akurat), ani ‘even (not)’ (P. ani),
hyba ‘maybe, probably’ (P. chyba), napewno ‘certainly’ (P. na pewno), nawet ‘even, still, yet,
self” (P. nawet), nibyciis ‘apparently’ (P. niby cos), poprostu ‘simply’ (P. po prostu), skiimos(¢)
‘allegedly”’ (P. rzekomo), and widenok “certainly’ (P. widocznie).'*?

As is typical of modal particles across languages, the modal particles borrowed from Polish
express the speaker’s “perspectives towards a proposition” (Ameka 1992:107; see also Fisher
2007; Degand, Cornillie & Pietrandrea 2013:3, 7). They thus modify the meaning of an
utterance in modal terms. Such modifications typically concern the probability of an event (see

91 A similar Slavonic influence in comparative constructions is found in Yiddish That is, Yiddish uses the
preposition fun ‘from’ in expressions such as er iz greser fun mir ‘he is bigger than I (lit. from me)’, imitating a
pattern typical of Slavonic languages illustrated by the Polish example on jest wigkszy ode mnie, where od(e)
‘from’ introduces the comparative noun phrase (see Weinreich 2008:532).

192 Similarly, in Aljzneri$, the semantic potential of the cognate lexeme vi(%) has been remodeled to reflect the
functions exhibited by jak in Polish (Dolatowski 2017:190, 197, 267-268).

193 In my previous research (Andrason 2014a; 2015a), the list of particles borrowed from Polish additionally included
the lexeme inok, which draws on the Polish words ino and jeno. Despite formal similarity with these two Polish lexemes,
I concur with Mojmir and derive inok from ienoch found in Middle High German (cf. Mojmir 1930-1936:212).
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hyba ‘probably’ in 10.a),'* evidentiality (see skiimos¢ ‘apparently’ in 10.b), certainty (see
napewno ‘certainly’ in 10.c), or other modal nuances (see poprostu ‘simply’ in 10.d):

(10) a. S’kon hyba zajn
‘It can probably be (so)’

b. Mideha zajn skiimos$é zjyr frajndlik
‘Many are apparently very friendly’

c. Napewno s’kon zajn
‘Certainly, it can be (so)’

d. Poprostu yh was ny
‘I simply don’t know’

Two lexemes, namely nawet (P. nawet) and ani (P. ani), can be classified more specifically as
focal particles equivalent to ‘even’ in English. These two loanwords are used in complementary
distribution: nawet appears in affirmative contexts (11.a-b), while ani is found in negative
contexts (11.c-d).

(11) a Nawet di wymysiderys$ wyt kuza
‘He even wants to speak Wymysorys’

b. Nawet har was dos
‘Even he knows that’

c. Ma djef ani ny mynklin
‘One may not even whisper’

d. Fu Btan kymt ani ka giiter wynd ny (Kr6l n.d. (a))
‘Not even a good wind comes from Bielany’

Additionally, the focal particle dni has been grammaticalized as a component of the adverb ani-
amot ‘never’ (lit. ‘not even once’), fully synonymous with the native lexemes kdmaot and nymer
(see section 6.1.2 for conjunctive uses of ani).

(12) Ejs ny jysSter ani-amot hot zih gymaht
‘It has never happened before’

194 Compare with the transfer of (a)xibe ‘maybe’ from Polish chyba attested in Yiddish (Weinreich 2008; Gajek
2016:103). Yiddish has also adopted other modal particles and “mood words” (Weinreich 2008:527) from
Slavonic, e.g. optative particles bodaj and xaj, and modalizers aZ ‘as much as, so much’, take ‘indeed’, same
‘very’, and jakos ‘somehow’ (Weinreich 2008:527; Kahn 2015:698; Gajek 2016:103; Krasowksa 2019:161).
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The majority of the modal particles borrowed from Polish exhibit the same morpho-
phonological form as their Polish sources. This can be illustrated by akurat/akurot ‘exactly,
really’ (cf. P. akurat), ani ‘even (not)’ (cf. P. ani), hyba ‘maybe, probably’ (cf. P. chyba),
napewno ‘certainly’ (cf. P. na pewno), nawet ‘even, still, yet, self” (P. nawet), and poprostu
‘simply’ (P. po prostu). Accordingly, none of these lexemes has made use of adaptive
mechanisms typical of the transfer from Polish to Wymysorys, neither phonological (e.g. the
replacement of o with (i)d(e) and u with i) nor morphological ones.!”> The only change that
can be observed during borrowing is the morphologization of original prepositional phrases
into fully synthetic, word-like structures, e.g. napewno ‘certainly’ versus P. na pewno and
poprostu ‘simply’ versus P. po prostu (the same holds true for nibyciis ‘apparently’ from Polish
niby cos lit. ‘as if something’, discussed further below). The morphologization of two such
constructions (i.e. na pewno and po prostu) is also highly advanced in colloquial Polish.!%¢
Except for akurot, which attests to the o pronunciation of the pochylone vowel d typical of
western Lesser Poland and eastern Upper Silesia, the formal aspects of these types of modal
particles do not reveal any obvious link with Polish dialects.

There are three exceptions to this direct incorporation of Polish lexemes in the language system
of Wymysorys: skiimos(¢) ‘apparently’, nibyciis ‘apparently’, and widenok ‘certainly’. With
regard to phonology, in skiimos(¢) and nibyciis, the vowel u found in the Polish input forms has
been replaced with #i. As explained in chapter 5, this is one of the most pervasive adaptive
mechanisms operating during the transfer of Polish lexemes to Wymysorys. With regard to
morphology, apart from drawing on Polish matter, skiimos(¢) and widenok ‘certainly’ also make
use of inherited elements, namely -§ and -nok. To be precise, skiimos(¢) contains a borrowed
element, i.e. skumo- from Polish skomo < szkomo < rz(e)komo (cf. Kleczkowski 1920:171; see
below),!”” and a Wymysorys element, i.e. the suffix -§ probably introduced by analogy to adverbs
in -i/ys (see folis ‘falsely’). The optional ending -¢ is the remnant of the morpheme -Ze — a reflex
of the Polish particle Ze as in skioekumce from skivekumt-Ze.!*® Similarly, the particle widenok
‘certainly’ is built around two types of components: the borrowed element wide- from the Polish
adverb widecznie (see below) and the native element -nok, originally the focus particle nok ‘only,
even, yet, just’. This analytical expression, i.e. widecznie nok, has subsequently been
morphologized and reanalyzed as a synthetic structure — a word. During this process, the native
element nok has replaced (or merged with a part of) the Polish adverbial suffix -nie and the
affricate cz has been eliminated.

Contrary to the other modal particles borrowed from Polish, skiimos(¢) ‘apparently’, nibyciis
‘apparently’, and widenok ‘certainly’ have their origin in Polish dialects rather than in the
standard language. First, skiimos(¢) may attest to the phenomenon of mazurzenie, widely

195 The formal coincidence of nawet and akurat/akurot with native adverbs and particles that end in -f may have
motivated a direct incorporation of these lexemes. The particle akurat originates from the Latin accuratus which
was then borrowed into Slavonic via the German akkurat (Rejzek 2001:48). The Wymysorys akurat is most likely
a Polish loan given the presence of « (as in Polish) instead of the etymological .

196 This is suggested by highly common orthographic errors where these two expressions are written as one.

197 The particle rz(e)komo was originally a passive present participle (Bory$ 2005:532).

198 For the analysis of the loan morpheme -Ze, see chapter 7.
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spread across Lesser Poland. To be exact, skiimos(¢) could draw on the Polish form skomo in
which the postalveolar hard sibilant fricative [s] found in Standard Polish (see rzekomo with rz
[z] pronounced as [s] due to the devoicing process after the loss of e, i.e. rzekomo > rzkomo >
szkomo) is realized as the alveolar [s]. However, one should note that the original sound
rendered by the Polish digraph »z was not [z] but rather [r] (i.e., a voiced alveolar laminal trill),
frequently attested in Lesser Polish dialects. In such a case, [z] would not have been devoiced
into [s], which is a prerequisite for mazurzenie to occur. Second, nibyciis draws on a dialectal
pronunciation of the pronoun cos ‘something, anything’ as cus. Third, widenok is formed
around the particle widecznie — which is attested in dialects and existed in the standard language
in the 18™ and 19™ centuries — instead of the current Standard Polish form widocznie. Overall,
the presence of adaptive mechanisms is correlated with a more evident dialectal origin, which
may in turn suggest an earlier date of the transfer of these three lexemes.

6.2.2 Pragmatic particles

The class of pragmatic particles — also referred to as “discourse markers” — has been affected
by contact with Polish to a lesser extent than that of modal particles discussed above. There are
only three pragmatic particles that draw their origin from Polish lexemes: no, nobo, and noto.'*®
Although the semantic potential of no, nobo, and noto is not identical, when employed as
pragmatic particles, they all tend to logically structure discourse or conversation by indicating
the relationship between one discourse segment and another, especially by delimiting the
respective segments’ initial and final edges (cf. Ameka 1992:107, 114; Fraser 1999:950; Fisher

2007:9; Diewald 2013:22-25).

The particle no derives from the homophonous Polish lexeme no. Like its Polish donor (cf.
Dunaj 1996:622), no appears in a broad range of contexts in Wymysorys. One of the most
pervasive clusters of uses emerges in cases where no is a segmentation signal or a punctor
employed to mark the left edge of an information segment or a discourse unit (cf. Dunaj
1996:622). In such instances, no can constitute an opening marker that introduces the first
utterance in a conversation (13.a). When used within a conversational segment, no tends to
mark the beginning of a new unit (13.b), especially a question (13.c-d) or a command (14.e-f).
With similar frequency, no may head affirmative (13.g-h) or negative responses (13.1). It is
also often used before dislocated elements in left-dislocation constructions and in front of
vocatives (see 13.c and 13.1).

(13) a. No skidekumt, wi $pjysty dih?
‘Welcome, how did you sleep?’

b. No derzank wiée’h jung an...
“Then I was young and...’

199 The connective functions of nobo and noto have been discussed in section 6.1 above.
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C. No makja, konsty wymysidery$ kuza?
‘Girl, can you speak Wymysroys?’

d. No wos wylsty?
‘What do you want?’
e. No gejze $un!
‘Go now!’
f. No men¢, kum naj!

‘Man, come here!”

g. No frahik
‘Of course’
h. No giit!
‘OK then!’
1. No ny
‘NO’

Sometimes, no functions as a response word. In those cases, it may express confirmation and
agreement (14), communicate the maintenance of the communicative channel between the
interlocutors, or be used as a hesitation marker. When employed in such manners, no can
alternatively be classified as a phatic interjection.?*

(14) No, yh hot dos gymaht
‘Yes, I’ve done this’

A similar range of uses is provided by noto, a compound of two Polish particles, i.e. no and to
(see section 6.1.1). Specifically, noto may mark the beginning of a conversation or introduce a
new discourse segments within a larger conversational chunk, usually relating it to the previous
discourse unit(s). In such cases, noto functions similarly to the pragmatic particle ‘now’ in
English (15.a-b). The lexeme noto may also head response words — whether affirmative (15.c)
or negative (15.d) — approximating the English particle ‘well’.

(15) a Noto gyhjyn cy dar ynzer gyman 5 djyfyn (Kroél unpublished)
‘Now, five villages belong to our municipality’

200 From a semantic and pragmatic perspective, phatic interjections are the least canonical within the category of
interjections. Therefore, they are often included in the class of pragmatic particles rather than that of interjections.
Regarding borrowed phatic interjections in Wymysorys, see section 6.3 below.
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b. Noto s’6wyts maj mama zidet...
‘Now, my mom said in the evening...’

c. Noto fratik, noto fralik
‘Well of course, well of course’

d. Noto ny
‘Well, no’

The last lexeme, i.e. nobo, can also function as a pragmatic particle introducing a new
utterance, exactly like its Polish counterpart (cf. Dunaj 1996:66). In such instances, nobo fails
to connect two clauses (compare with the connecting use of nobo analyzed in 6.1.1.). Instead,
it introduces a clause that stands on its own and concludes or summarizes the previous
discourse, conveying the meaning similar to ‘so then, well, well then’.

(16) Nobo was kon yhy maha?
‘Well then, what can I do?’

The pragmatic particles no, nobo, and noto are formally identical to their Polish sources with no
obvious features that would suggest their dialectal or standard-language foundation (see section
6.1.1 where these issues have been discussed specifically for noto and nobo). This means that the
three lexemes make no use of adaptive mechanisms, such as the replacement of the Polish o with
(7)o(e). As explained in section 6.1.1, the only change is the profound morphologization of noto
and nobo — their original components (i.e. no, bo, and t0) are never pronounced as two individual
words with a pause or contouring but are rather produced as a single prosodic unit.

6.2.3  Other types of particles

Apart from modal and pragmatic particles, four other Wymysorys particles have been adopted
from Polish: the question particle ¢y/cy, the caesura particle fo, the “empty” filler 4, as well as
— albeit to a very limited extent — the negative particle 7e.

The particle ¢y/cy that draws on the Polish lexeme czy is a highly common element of Wymysorys
functional vocabulary. As its Polish source, ¢y/cy introduces yes/no questions, appearing at the
beginning of a clause. Frequently, such questions involve subject-verb inversion in agreement with
one of the rules governing Wymysorys syntax (17.a-b below), although this is not compulsory.2°!
The variant cy suggests a dialectal origin of the transfer as it attests to the phenomenon of
mazurzenie. Accordingly, the postalveolar hard sibilant affricate [E], found in Standard Polish czy,

seems to have been pronounced as the alveolar [ts] ¢y, as is common in Lesser Polish dialects.202

201 Regarding the syntax of Wymysorys, see chapter 9.

202 This use of czy may be found in texts written at the beginning of the 20" century, e.g. by Mtynek (1907): Czy
host dy no hojts Mugjaassa ny gygassa ‘Have you had breakfast today?’ (Mtynek 1907:25). The particle czy has
also been adopted in Yiddish (Weinreich 2008:527; Kahn 2015:698; Gajek 2016:103).
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(17) . Cy host dii frajerka?
‘Do you have a girlfriend?’

b. Cy ¢j’s zahs?
‘Is it six?’

The lexeme to is another particle that originates in Polish. While its Polish homophone is used
in an extremely wide range of functions, only one of these functions seems to be common in

203 That is, the Wymysorys fo is typically used as a caesura particle. First, fo

Wymysorys.
demarcates the topic of a proposition from the comment or the rheme. This function is
responsible for the common use of to to separate the dislocate from the core clause in left-
dislocation constructions (18.a). Second, o extensively features in conditional and temporal
periods, especially those that are built around the conjunctions wen ‘when’, op ‘if’, and wi ‘as’.
In such cases, it separates protases from apodoses. That is, it overtly divides the sentences into

two separate logical units: cause/condition and result/consequence (18.b-c).

(18) a. Dos makja, to ejs wont diot
‘That girl, she lives there’

b. Wen wyt kuma der ndkwer, to wa’h’um ziden dy byst ny
‘When the neighbor comes, I will tell him that you are not here’

C. Wen dy mer hetst gyhutfa cyjiir, to wje’h oti der hytfa
‘If you had helped me last year, I would help you too’

The last Wymysorys particle that has been borrowed from Polish is d¢. The Wymysorys d draws
on the homophonous lexeme a which is used in Polish to communicate a wide scope of
coordinating, contrastive, and adversative meanings, appearing either alone or in combination
with a large number of other conjunctions, particles, discourse markers, and adverbials (see
Andrason 2020a). In Wymysorys, d is only employed in constructions with other connectors
and particles, especially no, noto (19.a), nobo, bo, to, and ¢y (19.b), generally functioning as a
sentence- or clause-initial “empty” marker.2?* That is, its use fails to modify the sentence or
clause in semantic, pragmatic, or syntactic aspects.

(19) a. A noto fratik
‘Of course’

203 The semantic potential of fo in Polish is much broader. In addition to the functions shared with the Wymysorys
to, the Polish fo can be used as a demonstrative pronoun, an “identificational demonstrative” (i.e. a resumptive
pronoun identifying a topic; Rutkowski 2006), and a predicate head (Tajsner 2015:58; see also Bondaruk 2013).
For a detailed analysis of to, consult Dunaj (1996:1136), Rutkowski (2006), Citko (2008), Bondaruk (2013), and
Tajsner (2015).

204 A similar usage is also attested in Mtynek’s (1907:25) 4 czy host du ka Etdyn ana ka Familii? ‘Don’t you have
any parents and any family?’.
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b. A éy host dii cajt?
‘Do you have time?’

In addition to the three particles described in this section, which are fully fledged components
of the Wymysorys language system and can be used productively with all types of lexemes and
structures, there is another particle that draws its form from Polish. This particle is 7e, derived
from the homophonous Polish negator nie. Contrary to ¢y/cy, to, and a, the use of 7 is restricted
to a few idiomatic expressions: no ne (P. no nie) expressing surprise (see next section) and 7e
spostip ‘no way’ (P. nie sposob) equivalent to the native expression s ’ej ka mytut and s ’ej ny
mejglik. Otherwise, the particle e fails to feature in Wymysorys — crucially, it cannot be used
productively to negate phrases, clauses, or utterances.

6.3  Interjections

The Polish language has deeply influenced the lexical class of Wymysorys interjections, i.e.
words and constructions that encode the mental state of a speaker, his or her emotions, attitudes,
desires, reactions, as well as communicative intentions (Ameka 1992:107; 2006:743; Velupillai
2012:49-150).2% There are 37 interjections in total that (may) have been transferred from
Polish:?% aaa (aaa), ah (a(c)h), aha (a(c)ha), aj (aj), brr (brr), BloZe/Biceze (Boze), ¢ipéip (cip
cip), eh (eh), ej (e)), ejze (ejze), fe (fe), fuj (fuj), Got gejlga’s (Daj Bog (10)),>" jejku (jejku),
Jezii (Jezu), Jezii(s)maria (Jezus Maria), kici-kici (kici kici), kioeler (cholera), Maryjo/Maryja
SwiyntalSwjynty (Maryjo/Maryja Swieta), Matko (Matko), mm (mm), no (no), no re (no nie),
oj (0)), ojej (ojej), ojejku (ojejku), oju (oju), ojze (ojze), (pa)pa (pa(pa)), pric¢ (precz), prr (prr),
pst (pst), psjokrew (psiakrew), sa (sza), rany (rany), rety (rety), and wjo-wista (wista wio). For
some of these lexemes, the similarity between the Wymysorys form and its potential Polish
source may stem both from language-external (areal) and language-internal (universal) reasons.
As determined sounds and forms tend to be associated with certain types of interjections in the
languages of the world, similar interjective lexemes may be used in languages with no genetic
relation and no traces of contact (see, e.g., aaa, ah(a), dj, brr, and 0y).

All main semantic types of interjections are attested among the interjective loanwords, namely
emotive, cognitive, conative, and phatic (cf. Ameka 1992; 2006; Velupillai 2012; Stange &
Niibling 2014; Stange 2016). Nevertheless, the contributions of these four types of borrowings
to the interjective category in Wymysorys are uneven.

A large number of interjections borrowed from Polish are emotive interjections that express
feelings and sensorial experiences (Ameka 1992:113). The canonical interjections conveying
emotions are: ah (P. ach) — expression of annoyance, irritation, dissatisfaction, and
disappointment, as well as tiredness and exhaustion, similar to ‘oh, phew’ (see 20.a); dj (P. aj) —

205 In contrast, the transfer of interjections in Yiddish was marginal (Weinreich 2008; Krasowksa 2019:161).

206 For the sake of simplicity, the abbreviation “P.” (i.e. Polish) is omitted from the Polish equivalents in
parentheses. Given the extensive polysemy of many interjections, I do not provide their English translations. The
meanings of the interjections borrowed from Polish will be discussed in detail further below in this section.

207 Cf. Wicherkiewicz (2003:303).
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expression of pain, surprise, irritation, tiredness, similar to ‘ouch’; ok (P. och) — expression of
excitement, praise, and admiration, as well as (with distinct intonation) dissatisfaction,
disappointment, and sadness, similar to ‘oh, ooh’ (see 20.b); o (P. 0j), as well as a number of its
composites such as ojej (P. ojej), ojejku (P. ojejku), jejku (P. jejku), and oju (P. oju) — expressions
of surprise, disappointment, fear, sadness, irritation, anxiety, and pain, similar to ‘aw, wow, oops,
oh no’ (see 20.c-d); fe (P. fe) and fiyj (P. fuj) — expressions of disgust and repugnance, similar to
‘poo, pooh, phooey’ (20.e). Other clear examples of interjections imported from Polish that
convey feelings are: rety (P. rety from German rette/retter ‘save’; cf. P. ratuj) and rany (P. rany
lit. “‘wounds’) — expressions of negative surprise and disappointment, similar to ‘oh dear’; and
Jezii (P. Jezu), Bioeze (P. Boze), Jezii(s)maria (P. Jezus Maria), and Maryjo/Maryja
swiyntalswjynty (P. Maryjo/Maryja Swieta) (20.f) — expressions of fear, similar to ‘Jesus!’,
‘God!’, and ‘Jesus Christ!’. A few emotive interjections express sensations. For instance, aj (P.
aj) and eh (P. eh) may connote the experience of tiredness, while brr connotes the experience of
being cold. Additionally, the interjection do dih ‘oh man!’ (lit. ‘that you [acc.]”) communicating
disappointment, anger, irritation, and surprise is a calque of the Polish expression (a)zZeby cie.

As mentioned at the beginning of this section, although some emotive interjections match
exactly the form and function of the Polish lexemes, this similarity may also stem from
language-internal and universal tendencies. That is, the form-meaning pairing of certain
emotive interjections is typologically common and is attested in German and its varieties (see,
for instance, ach, ah, aa, o, oh, brr; Burkhardt 1998:53-61; Helbig & Buscha 2001:441-442).
These lexemes exploit iconic manners of the encoding of feelings and sensations. It is thus not
surprising that their forms tend to converge across languages.

(20) a. Ah Jasii, maj Jasii, wos host gymaht? (Krol n.d. (b))
‘Oh Johnny, my Johnny, what have you done?’

b. BH, oh bl maj zumerwajs (Kro6l n.d. (b))
‘Flourish, oh flourish, my flower’

c. Ojej, hoiit Smjyt mih dy hand (Kro6l unpublished)
‘Oops, my hand is itching today’

d. S’biwta ging ufs ajs, ojej!
S’fiit bocam hotc yn tajh, oju!
S’widd nohta krank an $tiorw, ojej!
Et 1ajgt’s ym tifa grop, oju! (Krdl n.d. (b))
‘A boy was walking on ice, oh no!’
He fell up to his neck in the pond, oh no!
He became sick and died, oh no!
Now, he lies in the pond grave, oh no!’
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e. Fuj, dos stynkt!
‘Poo, this stinks!’

f. Maryjo $wjynta, yh fjet mih
‘Holy Mary, I am scared’

An important sub-class of emotive interjections transferred from Polish to Wymysorys are
expletives, i.e. swearwords, taboo words, and pejorative expressions.?”® Two Wymysorys
swearwords have their origin in Polish, namely psjokrew ‘dammit! damn! hell!” (from Polish
psiakrew lit. ‘dog’s blood’) and kideler ‘damn! holy cow!’ (from Polish cholera lit. ‘cholera
[the sickness]’). Additionally, there are many swearwords that attest to pattern borrowing
whereby the form and meaning of some Polish expletives have been calqued in Wymysorys by
making use of the native material. For example, hiir ‘whore’ resembles the most common
swearword used in Polish, kurwa ‘whore’. To insult a man, the form Aiirkala ‘male whore, a
man who often has sex with prostitutes’ may be employed, matching its semantic equivalent
in Polish, kurwiarz/skurwiel. Similarly, dii hund ‘you dog!” corresponds with ¢y psie in Polish;
dii 6ks ‘you idiot!” with ty (glupi) wole ‘you (stupid) ox’ (both used when addressing a man);
and dii Hip ‘you bitch’ with #y suko (used to insult women). Some of these expressions
constitute swearing strategies that are cross-linguistically common, and are also well-known in
Germanic.

Another class of interjections heavily affected by contact with Polish are conative interjections.
The lexemes of this class encode “the desire or wish of the speaker that someone performs a
certain action” (Nordgren 2015:17) and are generally used to get the attention of the interlocutor
or a third person/being, demand a response, or “provoke a reaction” (Ameka 1992:113). Three
types of commands and exhortations expressed by conative interjections of Polish origin can be
distinguished: interjections requesting silence, e.g. pst (P. pst) and sa (P. sza), similar to ‘hush,
shhh, shush’; interjections ordering motion away, e.g. pri¢ ‘away!’ (P. precz) and won ‘get lost!’
(P. won); and interjections addressed to animals: kici-kic¢i ‘here kitty kitty [to entice a cat]” (P.
kici kici), prr ‘“whoa [to slow down a horse]’ (P. prr), wjo-wista ‘gee-up, giddy-up [to speed up a
horse]’ (P. wista wio), and ¢ipcip ‘[to attract a chicken]’ (P. cip cip). Additionally, the interjection
¢j ‘hey! look out!” (P. ¢j) is used to draw attention to an interlocutor.?%’

While the transfer of emotive and conative interjections is relatively abundant, the two
remaining types of interjections, i.e. cognitive and phatic, are affected by contact with Polish
to a much lesser extent. There are no unambiguous cases of the borrowing of cognitive
interjections, i.e. lexemes that encode “the state of knowledge and thoughts of the speaker”
(Ameka 2006:744) or express “cognitive processes in terms of comprehension” (Stange &
Niibling 2014:1983) such as understanding, knowing, remembering, not knowing, and doubt.

208 Concerning the status of swearwords as secondary interjections, consult Ameka (1992:106-107, 111) and
Stange (2016:14-15).

209 The use of ¢j as a conative interjection is common cross-linguistically. Therefore, its presence in Wymysorys
may stem from both language-external and language-internal factors. That is, ¢f may have developed due to
contact with Polish and by exploiting universal tendencies.
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Even though Wymysorys and Polish interjections of this type coincide formally and
semantically — see in particular, aaa and a(c)ha that express knowing or remembering, and mm
that expresses doubt — this correspondence may be due to a universal tendency in form-meaning
pairing of these types of interjections rather than resulting exclusively from contact
phenomena. Similarly, apart from pa(pa) ‘bye-bye’ (from P. (pa)pa) and no ‘yes’, there are no
unambiguous examples of the transfer of phatic interjections —i.e. expressions that encode “the
speaker’s mental state [original italics] towards the on-going discourse” (Nordgren 2015:21),
that are used to establish, maintain, or terminate communication between the speakers and to
fulfill determined social routines such as greetings, thanking, and apologizing (Ameka
1992:114). For instance, the interjection dha ‘yes’ (cf. P. acha) — used to maintain
communication and express agreement — need not only stem from borrowing. Indeed, a similar
interjection exists in German (see aka in Burkhardt 1998:53-61) and many other languages.

As far as the morpho-syntactic types of interjections are concerned, interjective loanwords may
be both primary and secondary interjections. Examples of primary interjections — or elements
that are not used in other functions than that of interjections (Ameka 1992:105; 2006; Stange
& Niibling 2014:1982) — that have been introduced from Polish are: oj ‘aw! wow!” (P. 0j), jejku
(P. jejku), ojej (P. ojej), oju (P. oju), and ojejku (P. ojejku), all with the same meaning ‘oops,
oh no’; and ¢ ‘hey! look out!” (P. ¢j). Examples of the borrowing of secondary interjections —
i.e. interjective elements that draw on other lexical classes (Ameka 1992; 2006; Stange &
Niibling 2014) — are psjokrew ‘dammit! damn! hell!” (cf. P. psiakrew from psia krew lit. ‘dog’s
blood’), kiveler ‘damn! holy cow!’ (cf. P. cholera lit. ‘cholera [the sickness]’), and Got gej
/ga’s ‘please God’ (cf. P. Daj Bog (to) lit. “‘God, give (it/this)!”).

Overall, the majority of interjective loanwords are identical to their Polish sources. This means
that the typical phonological adaptations (i.e. the replacement of the Polish o and u with (i)d(e)
and i) are absent. See fuj (P. fuj), jejku (P. jejku), psokrew (P. psiakrew), and Btoze (P. Boze).
Nevertheless, the above-mentioned adaptations did indeed take place in a few lexemes. In Jezii
and Jezii(s)maria, the original vowel u has been substituted by i (cf. the Polish forms Jezu and
Jezus Maria). In kioeler and Bideze, the vowel o (cf. the Polish forms cholera and Boze) has
been substituted by ide.

The dialectal foundation of interjections borrowed from Polish is often evident and transpires
in a number of phenomena. Several loanwords attest to the dialectal pronunciation of the
pochylone vowels d and é. Compare the Wymysorys psjokrew with the Standard Polish
psiakrew, Maryjo Swjynta with Maryjo Swieta, and pri¢ with precz (note the vowel i instead
of the expected y in pri¢). The variant Bloze (cf. P. Boze) attests to the labialization of o, while
kiceler (cf. P. cholera) attests to the plosive realization of [x]. As in the dialects, the
postalveolar fricative [z] in Bideze/Bloze (cf. P. Boze) and affricate [ts] in pric (cf. P. precz) are
pronounced as the corresponding alveolo-palatal sounds, i.e. [z] and [te], respectively, or the
more adapted palatalo-alveolar sounds [3] and [ﬁ]‘ Additionally, the realization of nasal vowels
in Maryjo Swjynta (cf. P. Maryjo Swieta) also concurs with a pronunciation that is typical of
Western Lesser Polish and Eastern Upper Silesian, yet is similarly common in colloquial
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Standard Polish. Nevertheless, interjective loanwords that are fully identical to the forms found
in Standard Polish are also attested, e.g. rany (P. rany) and rety (P. rety).

6.4 Pronouns

The lexical class of pronouns has been affected by contact with Polish to a much lesser extent
than connectors, particles, and interjections. The only cases of the borrowing of pronouns
concern pattern borrowing whereby the use of some pronouns — in particular, the relative wu
and the reflexive zejh/zih — has been altered due to Polish influence. Inversely, no instances of
borrowing of pronominal matter are attested and thus no Wymysorys pronoun draws its
morpho-phonetic form from Polish lexemes. All pronouns — whether personal, possessive,

demonstrative, indefinite, relative, or reflexive — rather exploit native morphology.>!°

The lexeme wu is used in Wymysorys as the main interrogative adverb of place, similar to
‘where” in English (21.a).2!! It is also employed as a relative adverb to introduce subordinate
clauses, again corresponding to the English ‘where’ (21.b). Additionally, wu acts as the most
common relative pronoun in Wymysorys, translated as ‘that, which, who’, and may refer both
to inanimate (21.c) and animate referents, including humans (21.d). This pronoun is
indeclinable and thus appears as wu in all genders, numbers, and cases. It is probable that the
pronominal function of wu has arisen due to its analogy with the relative pronoun co, the most
common relative pronoun found in colloquial Polish (cf. Wicherkiewicz 2003:420). As with
the Wymysorys wu, the Polish co fails to be inflected in gender, number, and case, and may be
co-indexed with all types of referents, whether inanimate, animate, or human (cf. Swan 2002;
Sadowska 2012). However, the use of wu as a relative pronoun may also be a language-internal
phenomenon. The development of demonstrative and/or relative adverbs, with the meaning of
‘there’ and ‘where’, into relative pronouns is typologically well documented being attested in
West Germanic languages.?!? Likely, the two processes — i.e. language-external and language-
internal — have co-occurred, jointly encouraging the stabilization of the adverb wu in its role as
a relative pronoun — indeed, the most common relative pronoun currently used in

Wymysorys.?!3

(21) a. Wu ¢j har?
‘Where is he?’

219 This complies with the situation found in Yiddish, where the transfer of pronominal matter from Slavonic,
including Polish, is unattested (Weinreich 2008:527).

21 There is also an alternative variant wun.

212 Compare with Dutch relative constructions waar...mee, waar...van, waar...over, waar...aan as well as with
whereof in The man whereof I speak in English. The use of adverbs as relative pronouns, similar to the English
where, is also common in Semitic languages (e.g. Hebrew and Akkadian; Kienast 2001).

213 The same phenomenon has occurred in Aljzneri$ where, under the influence of Polish, the most typical relative
pronoun is vo — a cognate of the Wymysorys wu (Dolatowski 2017:178-179, 267-268). A similar influence of the
Slavonic uninflected all-purpose relative pronoun (e.g. Polish co) has been postulated in Yiddish. Yiddish,
however, reanalyzes its interrogative pronoun vos, the usage of which was originally limited to non-human
referents, as a general relative pronoun compatible with non-human and human referents (Fleischer 2014). It
should be noted that such relative clauses introduced by vos often require the presence of a resumptive pronoun.
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b. Wysty wu zy wonn?
‘Do you know where they live?’

C. Gat s’brut y dam wu hyngjyt!
‘Give the bread to [that one] who is hungry!’

d. Was ej dy jak wu do 1ajt?
‘Whose jacket lies there?’ (lit. “Whose is the jacket that lies there?”)

Polish may also have influenced the use of Wymysorys reflexive pronouns. In Polish, a single
reflexive pronoun, namely sig, is used with all persons (i.e. 1%, 2", and 3") and numbers (i.e.
singular and plural). See, for instance, (ja) myje sie ‘1 wash myself” or (my) myjemy si¢ ‘We
wash ourselves’. In Modern Standard German and German dialects — as is also typical of other
West Germanic languages — reflexive pronouns tend to be inflected depending on the person
and number of the antecedent. Compare ich wasche mich ‘1 wash myself” and wir waschen uns
‘we wash ourselves’. Following the usage of Polish, but contravening the rule found in closely
related Germanic languages, Wymysorys has generalized the reflexive pronoun zejh/zih
‘himself, herself, itself, themselves’— originally restricted to the 3™-person singular and plural
— to denote all singular and plural persons. Thus, zejh/zih may be employed with 1%- and 2™-
persons singular and plural instead of mejh/mih ‘myself’, dejh/dih ‘yourself’, yns ‘ourselves’,
and ouih ‘yourselves’ (22.a). The pronoun zejh/zih is also used with verbs inflected in the
imperative (22.b), which is a verbal form typically addressed to the 2"-person singular and
plural. Nevertheless, the historically correct reflexive forms mejh/mih, dejh/dih, yns, and oiih
have not been lost but may still be used.?!*

(22) a Wijyr frajyn zih
‘We rejoice’

b. Ljy zih!
‘Study!” (lit. ‘learn yourself’)

Additionally, under the influence of Polish, the pronoun zejh/zih, which originally referred to
anaphoric accusative objects and had a genuine reflexive (and medio-passive) force, has been
extended to dative uses. Accordingly, zejh/zih used with the verb boiin ‘build’ not only has a
reflexive (or medio-passive) meaning (‘build oneself, be built’) but may also indicate a broadly
understood beneficiary co-indexed with the subject of the verb, i.e. ‘build for oneself’ (see
example 23 below; cf. Wicherkiewicz 2003:388). This change in the semantic potential of
zejh/zih 1s a possible replica of the dialectal Polish pronoun se. Standard Polish has two main
types of anaphoric pronouns: si¢ and sobie. The pronoun si¢ appears in reflexive (accusative)
constructions as well as in reciprocal (accusative) constructions. The usual pronunciation of
sie is [ee] with the true nasal realization of the vowel being viewed as overly pedantic. In

214 The grammaticalization of a single reflexive pronoun for all persons and numbers is also attested in Yiddish.
As in Wymysorys, this change is attributed to Slavonic influence (Geller 1999:84; Weinreich 2008).
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dialects with mazurzenie, sie is pronounced [se]. The pronoun sobie appears in dative
constructions indicating a broadly understood beneficiary. The typical realization of this
pronoun in the colloquial language and dialects is se [s€]. As a result, the same form se may be
used in reflexive, reciprocal, and beneficiary constructions. This convergence of the anaphoric
sie and sobie in Polish dialects may have served as a model for the use of zejh/zih in beneficiary
(dative) functions apart from the original reflexive and reciprocal (accusative) functions.?!'

(23) Har wyt zih a hyt boiin
‘He wants to build a house for himself’

Lastly, certain Wymysorys verbs that were originally non-reflexive may currently exhibit
reflexive pronouns and thus be used reflexively. This occurs in cases where the semantically
equivalent verb in Polish is reflexive, with reflexivity being marked by the pronoun sig. Often,
the original non-reflexive usage is also grammatical. For instance, the meaning ‘study, learn’
can be encoded by both the non-reflexive verb 4yn (as in German lernen) and the equally
common reflexive verb #jyn zih that replicates the pattern found in uczy¢ sie in Polish (24.a).
Similarly, to express the meaning of experiencing dread or being afraid, one may use the non-
reflexive verb fjeta or its reflexive counterpart fjeta zih that matches the usage of the Polish
construction bac si¢ (24.b). However, in this case, the reflexive variant is typical, while the
original non-reflexive variant is rare. This contrasts with the situation attested at the beginning
of the 20" century, where fjeta was the regular form (see Mojmir 1930-1936:121). Overall,
although such “reflexivization”, or the introduction of the reflexive pronoun to originally non-
reflexive verbs, is neither consistent nor especially common — indeed, many non-reflexive
verbs have not become reflexive despite the reflexive use of their equivalent in Polish — the
phenomenon is relatively well attested in Wymysorys.?!¢

(24) a. Yh wyl mih {jyn Wymysidery$
‘I want to learn Wymysorys’

b. Zy fjeta zih gide ny
‘They do not fear at all’

215 However, influence from Modern Standard German (cf. Er baut sich ein Haus ‘He is building a house”) cannot
be ruled out. Overall, such examples are rare in Wymysorys and expressions with personal pronouns (e.g. Har
wyt'um a hyt boiin ‘He wants to build a house for himself’; Krol p.c.) are preferred.

216 A similar phenomenon has occurred in Yiddish. Under the influence of Slavonic languages, including Polish,
the use of the reflexive pronouns and thus reflexive verbs have become more common. That is, a number of verbs
that were originally non-reflexive regularly exhibit the reflexive pronoun zix due to the analogy with reflexive
verbs found in Slavonic languages. See, for instance, zix Spiln ‘play’ that has “reflexivized” to match the Polish
equivalent bawic sie, and zix Srekn ‘fear’ that replicates bac sie (Geller 1999:84; Weinreich 2008:532; Gajek
2016; cf. fjeta zih ‘fear’ in Wymysorys analyzed above).
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6.5  Prepositions

As was the case with pronouns, the borrowing of Polish prepositions is an exceptional
phenomenon in Wymysorys. There is only one preposition that has been transferred from
Polish and can productively combine with Wymysorys lexicon to form prepositional phrases.
This lexeme is the comparative preposition niby ‘as, like, as if” — also attested as nibyto (cf.
Wicherkiewicz 2003:304) — which draws on the homophonous Polish forms niby and niby to,
respectively (see example 25.a-b below). Otherwise, all genuine and productive prepositions
are native, e.g. by ‘at’, cwysa ‘between’, ¢y ‘to’, fu ‘from, of’, fjy ‘before, in front of’, fjyr ‘for’,
dioh ‘through’, hynder ‘behind, at the back of”, myt ‘with, by means of’, nawa ‘near, close to’,
no ‘after’, o ‘from’, over ‘above’, troc ‘despite’, uf ‘on, onto, to’, un ‘without’, under ‘under,

between’, wegja ‘because of’, and y(n) ‘in, inside, into, to’.2!”

(25) a Har wide niby a frynd
‘He was like a friend’

b. Zy zajn niby wymysidejer makja
‘They are like Wymysorys girls’

While productive Wymysorys prepositions rarely originate in Polish, a number of Polish
prepositions are currently present in the Wymysorys language system. However, their presence
is restricted to idiomatic expressions, with all of them constituting calques of original Polish
idioms (see sections 5.2.1 and 8.4). This means that the use of these prepositional loanwords
is not productive — specifically, they cannot govern native Wymysorys noun phrases. Two
groups of such idiomatic expressions can be distinguished. The first group includes
constructions that are built around a verb and prepositional phrase. The verb is a native
equivalent of the Polish source, while the prepositional phrase, including the preposition, has
been transferred intact from Polish. Three most common examples concern the proposition po
‘after; by’: po kidelendze/kolyndze gejn ‘pay Christmas calls; make a round of house calls’
from chodzic¢ po koledzie in Polish (26.a); po smjyrgiisce gejn ‘celebrate Smiergust’ (i.e. douse
young unmarried girls with water) from the Polish chodzi¢ po smierguscie (26.b); and po rodze
kena ‘know by (lit. after) kin/family’ from (rozpo)znac po rodzie in Polish.

(26) a. Sejn gingter po kolyndze; wifut hoter ajgyktoiit?
“You have visited houses after Christmas; how much have you collected?’

b. Ym Ustermontag gejn zy ferklat po $mjyrgiisée rym
‘On Easter Monday, they walk dressed up celebrating $§miergust’

217 This rarity of the transfer of Polish prepositions to Wymysorys complies with the situation attested in Yiddish.
In Yiddish, the borrowing of prepositions is exceptional, with only a few cases attested, e.g. jakbe ‘as it were’
(also used as a conjunction) from Polish jakby (similar to niby in Wymysorys) and vedlik ‘according to’ from
Polish wedfug (Weinreich 2008:527; Gajek 2016:103; Krasowksa 2019:161).
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The other group of idioms that are responsible for the presence of Polish prepositions in
Wymysorys includes prepositional phrases, whether simple or forming parts of larger clauses, in
which the Polish preposition is headed by an equivalent native prepositional lexeme. Two
examples of this type are especially common: ufum na oku hon ‘be interested in someone’ from
mie¢ na oku lit. “have someone on eye’ in Polish (27.a) and ufum na zdjencu hon ‘have in the
picture’ from miec¢ na zdjeciu (27.b). In both examples, the prepositional phrase that is built
around the preposition na ‘on’ and replicated intact from Polish is introduced by the close native
synonym uf ‘on’. The preposition ufitself is accompanied by the definite article inflected in the
dative case. In the instances analyzed here, the inflected article exhibits the singular neuter form
-um in agreement with the neuter gender of the Wymysorys and Polish nouns oiig — oko ‘eye’
and foto — zdjecie ‘picture’. Similarly, in ufer na wycecce zdjn, the prepositional phrase na
wycecéce ‘on the trip/excursion’ adopted from Polish, is headed by a native and productive
equivalent, i.e. the preposition uf. Again, this preposition uf is accompanied by the dative form
of the definite article. Given the feminine gender of the nominal complement wycieczka in Polish,
the dative form of the article is feminine, i.e. -er (27.c; regarding the transfer of nominal case
inflections in these types of borrowings, consult section 7.2.1; see also 8.4).

(27) a. Hosty @ makja ufum na oku?
‘Are you interested in a(ny) girl?’ (lit. “‘do you have any girl on eye?’)

b. Yhy ho zy ufum na zdjencu
‘I have them in the picture’

c. Wjyr wiin ufer na wyceczce
‘We were on a trip’

Such iterative uses of prepositions, first in Wymysorys and then in Polish, can be viewed as
perhaps less canonical examples of hybrids, similar to kapeliishiit ‘hat’ and gazytcdjtung
‘newspaper’. Accordingly, a preposition in Wymysorys is echoed by a semantically equivalent
preposition in Polish, forming a type of complex bilingual preposition; e.g. uf{um/er) na ‘on’
(lit. ‘on’ [Wymysorys] + ‘on’ [Polish]). The less canonical status of such hybrids stems from
the fact that the resulting proposition is not a single word but rather a syntactic combination.?!®

213 Such hybrids have certainly emerged from code-switching where this strategy is highly common. That is, in
various cases, the Wymysorys and Polish codes jointly contribute to a prepositional idea. Polish donates the entire
prepositional phrase (with the preposition and its nominal complement) while Wymysorys heads this insertion
with its own native preposition. This can be illustrated by: ufum na polu ‘on/in the field’ (the native uf + Polish
na polu), grenn fu z rozpaczy ‘cry because of distress’ (the native fir + Polish z rozpaczy), and diét y w Mogile
‘there in Mogita’ (the native y and the Polish w Mogile). Compare with a similar phenomenon in dialectal varieties
of Yiddish where ater ‘hither’ and atin ‘thither’ are possibly blends drawing on Slavonic (of) and native (a(h)er
and a(hin)) elements (Weinreich 1955:604). Similarly, (ni)xaj(bi) volt and its more fused (grammaticalized)
variant (ni)xaj-It are combinations of two modal lexemes: Slavonic (i.e. (ni)xaj(bi)) and native (volt/-I¢; ibid.).
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CHAPTER SEVEN

7. Morphology

Morphology, i.e. the internal subdivision of words into more elementary meaning-bearing
units, is regarded as the language module that tends to be relatively resilient to borrowing.
Indeed, bound morphemes — derivational and inflectional, whether context-autonomous or
context-dependent — are one of the least propitious linguistic elements to be transferred or to
experience contact-induced changes (Moravscik 1975; 1978; Field 2002; Matras 2007; 2009;
Gardani, Arkadiev & Amiridze 2015).

The present chapter examines the extent to which Polish has influenced the morphological
structure of Wymysorys. I will first analyze borrowings in the derivational system of
Wymysorys (7.1), subsequently turning my attention to contact-included changes experienced

by the inflectional system (7.2).2"°

7.1 Derivational morphology

The influence of Polish on the derivational morphology of Wymysorys is visible in all content
lexemes that are susceptible to derivations — i.e. nouns (7.1.1), adjectives (7.1.2), adverbs
(7.1.3), and verbs (7.1.4) — and in interjections.??® However, as will be demonstrated below,
the Polish impact on Wymysorys morphology is uneven in these five types of lexemes: while
nouns have been considerably affected, the modifications experienced by the remaining lexical

classes (i.e. adjectives, adverbs, verbs, and interjections) are less prominent.??!

7.1.1 Nominal derivations

As has been explained in section 5.1, the lexical class of nouns contains the largest number of
Polish loanwords among all lexical classes that constitute the Wymysorys language system.
Nouns also exhibit a considerable number of derivational bound morphemes — nearly all of
them suffixes — that originate from Polish. Some of these morphemes have preserved the
functions associated with their Polish inputs and remained relatively productive, although the

219 Regarding the distinction between inflections and derivations — which is not always straightforward and
uncontroversial — consult Dressler (1989), Plank (1994), and Haspelmath (2013).

220 Neither in Wymysorys nor Polish do ideophones — the remaining category of content lexicon — take derivational
morphemes, if they are to be used as genuine ideophones.

221 The Polish impact on the morphology of Wymysorys interjections is minimal given that interjections in general
exploit morphology only residually. Therefore, I will not dedicate a separate section to morphological borrowings
in interjections. Instead, the two instances where interjective morphology has been affected by contact with Polish
(i.e. the suffixes -ku and -Ze) will be discussed in sections dedicated to nominal and verbal derivations.

177



extent of this productivity varies substantially. Others, in contrast, have become interpreted as
more or less inalienable parts of the root/stem and/or are no longer productive. The (at least
minimally) productive derivational loan morphemes are -0k, -ka, -na, -¢ki, and -ek, as well as
a set of diminutives, namely -(2i)s(ii), -(2i)z(ii), -(ii)¢(ii), -$(a), -Z(a), and -é(a). The non-
productive morphemes adopted from Polish are the negative prefix 7e- and the suffixes -oz, -of,

-ek, -nec, -stwo, and -sko.?**

The masculine suffix -ok

The suffix -ok is one of the semi-productive morphemes which Wymysorys has adopted from
Polish. This suffix reflects the dialectal form of the Standard Polish -ak with the realization of
the pochylone a typical of western Lesser Poland and eastern Upper Silesia (see section 5.1.3).

The suffix -ok appears in a large number of nominal loanwords that cover a broad range of
semantic domains, of which three are prevalent. The first and the most numerous group of nouns
ending in -ok comprises lexemes that refer to persons, often depicting them in a pejorative light:
bjydok ‘poor man’ (P. biedak), ciidok ‘weirdo, odd man’ (P. cudak), dziwok ‘freak, weirdo’ (P.
dziwak), karlok ‘weakling’ (P. che/arlak), tajdok ‘villain, rascal’ (P. fajdak), pijok ‘drinker,
drunkard’ (P. pijak), prioestok ‘boor, simpleton’ (P. prostak), priiznok ‘idler’ (P. prozniak),
thimok ‘bundle’ (P. tumok), and zarfok ‘glutton’ (P. zarfok).*** The second group includes
lexemes that indicate broadly understood origin, i.e. a relationship to a place or ethnicity, e.g.
krakowjok ‘a dance from the Krakow region’ (P. krakowiak) and Kidezok ‘Cossack’ (P.
Kozak).?** The third group contains lexemes that refer to plants, especially mushrooms, e.g.
maslok ‘Suillus, slippery jack’ (P. maslak) and kicezok ‘birch bolete’ (P. kozak).>*

Although in most cases of its use, the suffix -ok has been transferred as part of the borrowed
lexeme — and thus it is exhibited in the Polish source lexeme — Wymysorys has also productively
employed this suffix. Two types of this productive usage of -ok are attested, where both comply
with the semantic potential of -ok described in the previous paragraph. First, -ok may be added
to bases borrowed from Polish and other Slavonic languages. For example, the word Bejmok
‘Czech (man)’ — also used as a personal nickname (see below) — is derived from the name of a
country, Bejm ‘Czechia, Bohemia’. Similarly, the word desperok ‘desperate person’ draws on
the synonymous Polish lexeme desperat in which the ending -a¢ has been replaced by -ok which,

222 This considerable number of derivational bound morphemes of Polish origin coincides with a similar phenomenon
attested in Yiddish (see Stankiewicz 1985; Wexler 1987:171-176; Geller 1994:95-103, 111-117; Eggers 1998:306-308;
Weinreich 2008:527, 531; Kahn 2015:698). Slavonic and/or Polish affixes have also been widely transferred to other
eastern varieties of German, e.g. in Pomerania, Prussia, Bohemia, Slovakia, and Silesia (see Siatkowski 1998; 1999;
2015:59-238; 280-282). Regarding the morphological influence of Slavonic languages on German and its dialects see
Siatkowski (2015:271-279).

223 See also cepok ‘a stupid, uneducated person’, gizdok ‘a horrible person’, grazbok ‘blunderer, an awkward
person’, and gwazdok ‘bungler, muff, annoying chatterer’.

224 See also rodok ‘compatriot’.

225 The transfer of the Slavonic/Polish suffix -ak is attested in other eastern varieties of German (Siatkowski 1994a;
2015:59-108; Nyenhuis 2013), including Silesian, where it typically surfaces as -ok (Siatkowski 2015:124-125;
Nyenhuis 2013:153-154). It can also be assimilated to -ke (Nyenhuis 2013:156-158). It is also common in Yiddish
(Wexler 1987:172-174; Weinreich 2008:531; see also Geller 1994).

178



as mentioned above, often has a pejorative effect in Wymysorys. An analogous process has led
to the formation of the word s/jypok ‘eye’. The Wymysorys lexeme slip ‘eye’ — itself a loanword
from Polish s/epia ‘eyes’ — has been expanded by the morpheme -ok, yielding the pejorative form
$liypok.?*¢ Second — and more importantly — the suffix -ok may be employed with genuine
Germanic bases. For example, the addition of -ok to the native noun Prdjz ‘Prussian’ (cf.
preuflisch in Modern Standard German) yields the pejorative variant Prdjzok.

This productive use of -ok seems to be exploited to the greatest degree in personal nicknames
of Polish or Germanic origin. Apart from Bejmok mentioned above, -ok appears in several
nicknames typically found in Wilamowice, e.g. Bjerunok ‘nickname of the Grygierczyk
family’, Biéeznok ‘nickname of the Zejma family’, Biitlok ‘nickname of the Kuczmierczyk
family’, as well as Hytok and Marincok, both used as nicknames of the Fox family. In a few
instances, the derivational mechanism 1is still evident. For example, the nickname
Piitrok/Piitrioek draws on the native noun puter ‘butter’ (cf. Zieniukowa & Wicherkiewicz
1997:312).

The feminine suffix -ka

Another bound morpheme that has been adopted from Polish into Wymysorys is -ka. This
suffix is primarily attested in a large number of feminine loan nouns which cover relatively

diverse semantic domains.??’

To be exact, borrowed lexemes that end in -ka may refer to:
persons, often indicating their nicknames, e.g. wniicka ‘granddaughter’ (P. wnuczka), bapka
(P. babka) ‘grandmother’, koserka ‘midwife’ (P. akuszerka), Zioeska ‘a nickname of Zofia’ (P.
Zoska); food, e.g. babiiwka and bapka ‘a type of cake’ (P. babka), sardynka ‘sardine’ (P.
sardynka); clothing, e.g. bdjka (P. bajka), jiipka (P. jupka), kacabdjka (P. kacabajka) — all
referring to specific parts of a traditional Wilamowian garment; and objects, e.g. brycka
‘britzka’ (P. bryczka), klamka ‘door-handle’ (P. klamka), koriinka ‘rosary lace’ (P. koronka),

Satka ‘net’ (P. siatka).**®

The borrowing of feminine nouns with -ka contravenes the adaptive tendencies operating in
Wymysorys. As explained in section 5.1.4, feminine loanwords usually lose the final vowel -a
during their adaptation to the Wymysorys language system. This loss stems from the fact that
feminine nouns in Wymysorys do not end in a vowel but rather in a consonant, with the vowel
a typically marking their plural forms. As a result of the borrowing of these types of nouns and
the intact preservation of the suffix -ka, a new (inflectional) class of feminine nouns has been
created, i.e. nouns ending with -a.

226 The lexeme $ljypok may also designate a type of flower, i.e. buttercup.

227 The suffix -ka was originally a diminutive morpheme. However, in most Polish lexemes, this diminutive status
has been obscured and words such as klamka ‘door-handle’ or siatka ‘bag’ have no evident diminutive value.

228 The Polish/Slavonic suffix -ka, sometimes surfacing as -ke, is widely attested in German dialects, including
other Silesian varieties (Nyenhuis 2013:150-153). For instance, it is commonly found in Yiddish, where it
regularly surfaces as -ke (Weinreich 2008:531; Kahn 2015:698; see also Geller 1994).
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Even though in the majority of cases, the suffix -ka is found in direct loans from Polish — i.e.
words for which the Polish source forms ended in -ka — the morpheme has also been used
productively. As was the case for -ok discussed above, this productivity is visible with both Polish
loanwords and native lexemes. For instance, apart from mjynta ‘mint’ — a direct loanword that
draws on a dialectal realization of the Standard Polish lexeme migta — Wymysorys has developed
the form mjymka, in which the element -fa has been replaced with -ka. Similarly, from the native
proper noun Peppa — a nickname for the name Josephine — a more affectionate form Pepka has
been derived by means of the suffix -ka. Indeed, the derivation of nicknames or more affectionate
variants of nicknames is the most productive among all the productive uses of the morpheme -£a.
This function can be further illustrated by Liifika ‘a nickname of the Fox family’ (from Luft; cf.
German Luft ‘air’) and Frostka ‘a nickname of the Fox family’ (from Frost; cf. frést ‘frost’; see
Zieniukowa & Wicherkiewicz 1997:312).

The feminine suffix -na

The bound morpheme -7a is another feminine suffix of which the incorporation into
Wymysorys has transgressed one of the rules operating in the native lexicon. As was the case
for -ka, the transfer of -7.a has weakened or eliminated the original incompatibility of feminine
nouns with the singular ending -a. Overall, -#1a is less common than -ka, being primarily found
in loanwords referring to places, e.g. lodowna ‘cold store, freezer’ (P. lodownia) or papjyrna
‘paper factory’ (P. papiernia). Outside the borrowed lexicon, the presence of -sa is highly
limited. Nevertheless, the suffix can be used productively, enabling speakers to derive locative
neologisms. This can be illustrated by the noun kaparna ‘morgue, mortuary’, formed from the

native lexeme kerper ‘body, corpse’.??’

The diminutive suffixes -()$(i), -(4)z(i), -(W)¢(0), -$(a), -z(a), and -¢(a)

Wymysorys has borrowed a series of diminutive suffixes, i.e. -(2)s(if), -(2)Z(#i), and -(¢)¢(i),
which are gender neutral, as well as their explicitly feminine variants -s(a), -Z(a), and -¢(a)
(cf.  Wicherkiewicz  2003:421). These morphemes correspond respectively
with -us/siu, -uz/ziu, -ué/ciu, -sia, -zia, and -cia in Polish. Apart from the forms with
(i.e. -(a)s(@i), -(i)Z(5i), and -(2i)¢(ii)), which exhibit the typical adjustment rule whereby the
Polish vowel u is replaced by the Wymysorys i, there are also unadjusted variants in which
the original -u is preserved intact, i.e. -(u)s(u), -(u)z(u), and -(u)¢(u). It should be noted that
while all masculine and neuter diminutives, as well as feminine diminutives in -s(a), -z(a),
and -¢(a), draw on nominative or nominative-vocative Polish forms, the feminine diminutives
ending in -(z)si, -(2i)zii, and -(¢)cii (i.e. with the final ) draw on the original vocative case
(see Zosii from P. Zosiu ‘Sophia [voc.]’). In the Wymysorys recipient system, they may be
used in all cases (see section 7.2.1).

229 Note that kapartia is also used as a proper name referring to the cemetery chapel in Wtodowice.
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The use of the above-mentioned diminutive suffixes is particularly common in Polish loanwords
that derive from diminutive Polish input forms. The vast majority of such borrowed lexemes
denotes human beings: male, e.g. Kubus (P. Kubus), Tobys (P. Tobiasz), Jasii (P. Jasiu), Stasii (P.
Stasiu), and Wincii (P. Wicus); and female: Niisa (P. Anusia), Zostii (P. Zosiu), and Zioesa (P. Zosia).
A few may also refer to animals, e.g. kacusu ‘kitty’ from P. kacus — a diminutive of kot ‘cat’. In all
those loanwords, the suffixes -(i1)s(ii), -(11)z(ii), -(ii)¢(@i), -s(a), -Z(a), and -¢(a) function as canonical
diminutives and profile the nuance of intimacy and/or affection.

However, the diminutive suffixes borrowed from Polish are not limited to Polish loanwords.
They may also be used productively. This productive use of diminutives constitutes one of the
most characteristic features of the Wymysorys language, distinguishing it from many other
varieties of Silesian German (cf. the dialect of Szynwald; Gusinde 1911). For example, the
word miizii has been formed from the ideophonic root mii ‘moo!’ to refer to a cow in an
affectionate manner. Similarly, from the loanword Jezii (P. Jezu), a new diminutive NeZii ‘baby
Jesus’ has been formed by replacing -zii with -Zii. The diminutive suffixes adopted from Polish
may be added to native lexemes, yielding their more affectionate variants. The most exemplary
cases are kyndiisii (see 28.a) and Gotiis (28.b) — diminutives of kynd ‘child’ and Got ‘God’,
respectively. A subgroup of this usage includes proper names of Germanic origin. That is,
Polish-sourced diminutive suffixes may be added to native roots/stems to derive first names

and nicknames, e.g. Linkiis ‘a nickname of the Mika family’.?3°

(28) a. Kyndusu ejs!
‘My child, eat!’

b. Liwer Gotu$ hyl mer!
‘Dear God, help me!’

The nominal suffix -¢ki

The suffix -cki/cki is another bound morpheme that draws on a Polish diminutive, specifically
-czki. The variant -cki reflects a dialectal pronunciation of the standard -czki by attesting to the
phenomenon of mazurzenie. In Wymysorys, the suffix -¢ki/cki is not used as a diminutive
morpheme stricto sensu. Rather, it is used to derive various proper names and nicknames of
both Polish and native origin: Holecki ‘a nickname of the Nikiel family’, Jasicki ‘a nickname

230 A similarly large number of diminutive morphemes borrowed from Polish is attested in Yiddish (Stankiewicz
1985; Geller 1994; Weinreich 2008:531; Gajek 2016:93; Krasowksa 2019:161). In fact, even “the two stages of
diminutive” that characterizes Yiddish — e.g. #is ‘table’ > #is/ ‘little table’ > tisele ‘tiny table’ — has most likely
also developed as a result of Slavonic influence (Weinreich 2008:532). The Polish diminutive suffixes are also
found with Wymysorys interjections borrowed from Polish. See, for instance, ojejku and jejku that are derived
from ojej and jej, respectively, by means of the diminutive -ku. Regarding the common borrowing of the
diminutive suffix -us in other German varieties consult Siatkowski (2015:196-203; see especially pages 198-202
where its use in Silesian German is discussed).
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of the Krista-Jasi¢ki family’, Zycki ‘a nickname of the Danek family’, Pecki/Pycki ‘a nickname

of the Nowak family’, and Ficki ‘a nickname of the Fox family’.?’!

The nominal suffix -ek

Wymysorys has borrowed the suffix -ek from the homophonous Polish form -ek. This suffix
pertains to different and heterogenous semantic domains as illustrated by postriinek ‘halter,
rope’ (P. postronek), psednowek ‘hungry gap’ (P. przednowek), putkosiilek ‘t-shirt’ (P.
potkoszulek), pozondek ‘order’ (P. porzgdek), and upodek “fall’ (P. upadek). The suffix -ek is
generally unproductive in Wymysorys, with the exception of its occasional use in nicknames
such as Liitfek and Frostek (also appearing as Lutfek and Frostek; Zieniukowa &
Wicherkiewicz 1997:312), derived from the nicknames of the Fox family, namely Liift (cf.
German Luft ‘air’) and Frost (cf. frost “frost’).?*?

Much more commonly, the Polish suffix -ek appears in Wymysorys as part of the hybrid plural

suffix -kja and the “secondary” singular suffix -7,

and -/j (see section 7.2.1; see also 5.1.4).

respectively surfacing as the element -k

The negative prefix he-

The transfer of several nouns (e.g. nepsyjacel ‘enemy’, nepsyjas(n) ‘animosity’, nezgioeda
‘animosity’, and rewoln ‘captivity’) is responsible for the introduction of the prefix 7e- ‘non-,
un-, -less’ to the inventory of nominal bound morphemes in Wymysorys. Although the prefix
ne- is perceived by native speakers as the carrier of the negative information encoded in all
such loanwords, it is never used productively — neither with borrowed nor with native lexemes.
It is significant that Wymysorys does not contain positive equivalents of the above-mentioned
nouns, despite the fact that such forms are found in Polish. That is, the words **psyjacel
‘friend’ (cf. P. przyjaciel), **psyjas(n) ‘friendship’ (cf. P. przyjazn), and **zgiceda
‘agreement’ (cf. P. zgoda) do not exist in the Wymysorys lexicon. This means, in turn, that the
lexemes that exhibit the prefix 7e- do not enter into a polarity contrast with their “bare”
counterparts, i.e. nouns that do not contain this prefix. Therefore, the systemic relevance of 7e-
in the nominal module of Wymysorys is much more limited than is the case in Polish, where
the opposition between rie- nouns and “bare” nouns is common and essential.>** The only
examples of a productive use of the prefix 7e- — usually limited to borrowed lexemes — appear

21 The suffix -cki as well as the related suffixes -(ow/ew/in)ski have been adopted in other German dialects
(Siatkowski 2015:221-228). In Yiddish, the suffix -sk- and its variants are mostly used as adjectivizers both with
Slavonic and native bases (Weinreich 1955:609).

232 The transfer of the Slavonic/Polish suffix -ek (again sometimes under the form -ke) is attested in German dialects
(Nyenhuis 2013:152-153) and Yiddish (Wexler 1987:174; Weinreich 2008; Geller 1994).

233 1t is secondary because it is derived through backformation from the plural form -kja (see 5.1.4 and 7.2.1).

234 The negative bound morpheme #ie- is also found in two adverbs: riehwolancse ‘modestly, unassumingly,
unpretentiously’ and conemjora ‘abundantly, many’ (see section 5.4). Given the scarcity of such loanwords and
the lack of examples demonstrating the productive use of 7e- as an adverbial prefix, even in code-switching, the
relevance of 7e- to the system of Wymysorys adverbs is practically ignorable. Therefore, I will exclude it from
my discussion on the borrowing of adverbial morphology in section 7.1.3 below.
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in code-switching. Overall, the transfer of Polish nominal prefixes, as well as other prefixes
used in other lexical classes (e.g. verbs, adjectives, and adverbs), is rare.?*>

Other nominal morphemes preserved as parts of roots/stems

In addition to the derivative morphemes described above, Wymysorys exhibits a number of
other nominal suffixes that have been transferred via the borrowing of a large number of Polish
loanwords. For example, the suffix -oz (from P. -arz) is found in nouns denoting professions:
cegloz ‘brickmaker’ (P. ceglarz), gancoz ‘potter’ (P. garncarz), griiboz ‘gravedigger’ (P.
grabarz), miskoz ‘castrator’ (P. miskarz), and kuminoz ‘chimney sweep’ (P. kominiarz). The
suffix -nik (from P. -nik) appears in lexemes referring to persons and plants: bezboznik ‘godless
person, atheist’ (P. bezboznik), wendrownik ‘wanderer’ (P. wedrownik), and bobownik
‘brooklime, European speedwell’ (P. bobownik).?3¢ The suffix -of (from P. -af) accompanies
masculine nouns with various meanings: kardynot ‘cardinal’ (P. kardynat), sowizot ‘rascal’ (P.
sowizdrzaf), and kryminot ‘jug; problem’ (P. kryminat). Another common suffix is -rec
(P. -niec) found in lexemes such as ruzanec ‘rosary, prayer beads’ (P. rozaniec), babinec ‘old
woman (also meeting of women)’ (P. babiniec), or psinec ‘dog excrement’ (P. psiniec). Many
abstract and collective nouns exhibit the suffix -stwo or -sko, e.g. postiisenstwo ‘obedience’ (P.
postuszenstwo), diihowjynstwo ‘clergy’ (P. duchowienstwo), and posmjewisko ‘object of
ridicule, laughing stock’ (P. posmiewisko).

Even though commonly present in the lexicon imported from Polish, these suffixes are not
productive. Crucially, they cannot be added to native Wymysorys bases in order to derive
new lexemes.

7.1.2  Adjectival derivations

The impact of Polish on the derivational morphology of Wymysorys adjectives is visible in two
types of phenomena: the transfer of the Polish suffixes -iisik and -ii¢ik and the merger of Polish
adjective endings (as well as suffixes in certain cases) with native Wymysorys adjectivizers.

The adjectival suffixes -iisik and -ii¢ik

Wymysorys contains two productive suffixes that draw on Polish adjectival morphemes. These
suffixes are -zisik and -iicik.

235 Compare with a similar phenomenon in Yiddish (Weinreich 2008:A586).

236 The pervasiveness of the suffix -7k and its role in the nominal system of Wymysorys is much less than what typifies
Yiddish. In Yiddish, -nik and its feminine variant -nica are used widely and productively (Wexler 1987:174-176;
Weinreich 2008:531; Kahn 2015:698). The suffixes -ik, -nik, -lik (and their feminine variants, e.g. -ica and -nica) as
well as -ac have widely been adopted in other eastern varieties of German, e.g. in Pomerania, Prussia, Bohemia, and
Silesia (consult Siatkowski 2015:129-149 and Nyenhuis 2013:158-160 for -ik, -nik, -lik; Siatkowski 2015:149-175 for
-ica and -nica; and ibid. 59-108 for -ac; see also Siatkowski 1992c¢).
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The suffix -isik descends from the diminutive suffixes -usi and/or -uski, both widely used in
Polish as illustrated by adjectives malusi/maluski ‘very small’ and drobniusi/drobniuski ‘very
fragile, very small, very thin’ (cf. Kleczkowski 1920:177). The replacement of the original # with
ii constitutes one of the regular adjustment tendencies operating in Wymysorys. As is true of its
Polish source, the morpheme -iisik exhibits an intensifying value in Wymysorys, similar to ‘very,
extremely’. To be exact, its usage profiles the limited extent of a quality, be it size, measure,
wealth, noise, intelligence, or distance, e.g. smotiisik ‘very slim’. It is also found with adjectives
referring to colors, yielding their reading in terms of totality, e.g. wdjs ‘white’ > wdjsiisik ‘entirely
white’. The suffix -isik is relatively common with native adjectival bases. Apart from smotisik
‘very slim’ (from smof ‘slim”) and wdjsiisik ‘entirely white’ (from wdjs ‘white’), this can be
illustrated by the following examples: nénd ‘close’ > nondiisik ‘very close’; styt ‘silent, quiet’ >
styliisik “very quiet’; and oem ‘poor’ > demiisik | bemusik ‘very poor’.

In a similar vein, the suffix -ii¢ik draws on the diminutive morpheme -uczki used in Polish
adjectives such as maluczki ‘very small’ (cf. Kleczkowski 1920:177). Again, the Polish vowel u
surfaces in Wymysorys as i in agreement with one of the major phonological adaptive
tendencies. Furthermore, albeit much less productive than -iicik, -iisik can be suffixed to genuine
Wymysorys adjectives, as illustrated by Aliniicik ‘very small’, a diminutive of k/in ‘small’.

It is probable that the adjectival diminutive suffixes described above, i.e. -iisik and -iicik,
constitute examples of hybrids, in which two morphemes — one from the donor language and
one from the recipient language — have been combined into a new fused morpheme. In the case
of -iisik, two scenarios are possible: first, the Polish suffix -usi has been accompanied by the
native and productive adjectival suffix -ik, i.e. -usi + -ik > -iisik; second, under the influence of
the typical Wymysorys adjectivizer -ik, the Polish suffix -uski has undergone metathesis and
has been ultimately reformulated as -zisik. The former scenario seems more plausible given the
typical adaptive strategy of Polish adjectives: that is, Polish suffixes (e.g. -ny, -ty, -my) are
preserved in loanwords, although the loanwords themselves are extended by a native
adjectivizer, specifically -ik (see section 5.3.4; see also the next section). In the case of -iicik,
the metathesis scenario seems more plausible since the Polish source is most likely -czki rather
than the very rare -ci. Overall, in the resultant hybrid, the Polish component provides a
diminutive meaning, while the Wymysorys component is responsible for the marking of the
entire word as an adjective.

A less probable explanation, the suffixes -zisik and -iicik are direct loans from Polish forms such as
malusik, drobiusik, and malucik. Even though such adjectives can be heard in non-standard Polish
varieties, they are extremely unusual, constituting much rarer variants of malusi or maluczki.
Crucially, according to my research, these forms in -sik and -cik (as well as the form in -ci
mentioned in the previous paragraph) are unattested in the Polish variety spoken in Wilamowice.
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Other adjectival suffixes

As explained in section 5.3, Wymysorys has borrowed a number of adjectives that, in Polish, end
in -n-y, -t-y, -t-y, -w-y, and -m-y in their nominative masculine singular. The transfer of these
diverse Polish suffixes is illustrated by the following examples, where the adjectives end in: -n:
P. sprytny > sprytnik ‘cunning, smart’, -t: P. garbaty > garbatik ‘hump-backed’, -#: P. zawity >
zowitik ‘convoluted’, -w: P. jatowy > jatowik ‘arid’, and -m: P. takomy > takiimis ‘greedy’.

Although original Polish suffixes persist in all the adjectival loans, they are invariably
accompanied by the typical native Wymysorys adjectivizers, specifically -ik or -is/-ys (and less
likely -nik; see again the example presented above), yielding the hybridized
morphemes -nik, -tik, -wik, -tik, and -mis. The initial element is donated by Polish, the final
consonant is donated by Wymysorys, and, as will be proposed below, the middle element is
donated by the two languages simultaneously. 237

The first group of such blended suffixes are -tik, -wik, and -#ik. They result from the merger of
the Polish morphemes -#y, -wy, and -y — themselves, as mentioned above, composed of an
adjectival suffix (-¢, -w, -f) and an inflectional ending (the nominative masculine singular -y) —
and the native morpheme -ik, during which the Polish -y has, most likely, coalesced with the
native -i. This merger was probably encouraged by the acoustic proximity of the y [9] and i
[1]/[1], as well as the fact that the Polish vowel y often appears in Wymysorys as i. See, for
example, rozinki ‘raisin’ (P. rodzynek), ciiprin ‘head of hair’ (P. czupryna), strasidifo
‘scarecrow, fright’ (P. straszydto), and wyzZinek ‘harvest, harvest festival’ (P. wyzynki), in which
the Standard Polish y [9] surfaces as i [i]/[1]. Furthermore, even though -y is only found in the
nominative masculine singular of the Polish adjectives in question, the nominative masculine
singular has a particular position in the adjectival paradigm. It functions as the unmarked
citation or encyclopedic form of adjectives in Polish and Wymysorys. Such unmarked
inflectional forms are typically used in situations of language contact, e.g. when inserting
Polish adjectives into the foreign matrix or recipient codes, for instance, Wymysorys.
Nevertheless, a direct substitution of the Polish masculine singular ending -y with the
Wymysorys suffix -ik is also possible.

Similar phenomena have operated during the formation of the suffixes -mis — another
hybridized form composed of the Polish elements -my and the native adverbializer -is. In an
analogous manner to the process described above, the Polish nominative adjectival ending -y
[9] might have merged with the ending -is [ic/1e] given the acoustic proximity of the two
vowels, and the common adaptation of the Polish y to 7 [i]/[1] in Wymysorys. One should note
that in Wymysorys, the adjectival suffix -is is often interchangeable with ys, e.g. saksis — saksys
‘Saxon’ and hamis — hajmys ‘home, domestic’. Therefore, the Polish adjective takomy could

237 In other words, Polish adjectivizers cannot be used on their own — they require the presence of a native
adjectivizer. The borrowing of Slavonic adjectival morphemes is also attested in Yiddish. Three such elements
are usually identified: -af-, -sk-, and -evat- (Weinreich 2008:531). The element -t- in -fik in Wymysorys
corresponds with -(a)z- in Yiddish, found in words such as piskate from Polish pyskaty ‘foul-mouthed, mouthy,
sassy’ (Weinreich 2008:531; Gajek 2016:108).
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first have been incorporated into Wymysorys as fakiimys (with the merger of -y and -ys), which
has subsequently stabilized as fakiimis due to the similarity of pairs such as saksys — saksis. As
was the case with the other adjectival morphemes, a direct substitution of the Polish masculine
singular ending -y for the Wymysorys suffix -is is also possible.

The most evident example of hybridization is the adjectival suffix -7ik found in the loanwords
derived from Polish adjectives ending in -n. It is probable that the ending -nik in these
adjectives has been formed by combining the Polish element -ny, composed of the adjective
suffix -n and the nominative masculine singular ending -y, with the Wymysorys
adjectivizer -ik. As in the other adjectives that draw on Polish nominative masculine singular
forms, the Polish element -y has coalesced with the native Wymysorys -i. This merger of -ny
and -ik into -nik may have been stimulated by the existence of the homophonous native
adjectival suffix -nik found in words such as grdjnynik ‘prompt to cry’. It should be noted that
the frequency of the adjectival morpheme -7ik only becomes noticeable in Wymysorys if Polish
imports are taken into consideration. Native Wymysorys adjectives in -xik are relatively
infrequent. Therefore, the use of -7ik in adjectival loans has most likely resulted from the
extension of the Polish morpheme by the most regular adjectival morpheme -ik (which is used
with all the other adjectival loans except gfih/gtuh ‘deaf’), rather than from the replacement of
the Polish suffix and ending with the rare native suffix -nik. Again, a direct replacement of the
Polish masculine singular ending -y with the Wymysorys suffix -ik is also possible.?*®

To conclude, it should be noted that the above-mentioned hybridized suffixes — with the
exception of -nik, which coincides with a homophonous native morpheme — are unproductive
in Wymysorys and cannot be used with native Wymysorys bases to derive adjectives.

7.1.3 Adverbial derivations

The Polish influence on the morphology of Wymysorys adverbs is, at least in quantitative
terms, more limited than was the case with adjectives. Only one true adverbial suffix has been
borrowed, but is virtually never employed productively. Its transfer has, however, had some
important qualitative bearings on the adverbial system.

Adverbial suffix -nhe/Ce

As explained in section 5.4, Wymysorys has borrowed several types of Polish adverbs. The most
relevant group of such imports involves adverbs marked by the suffix -re (P. -nie) and its
allomorph -¢e (P. -cie), which is the most productive adverbial suffix in Polish. See, for instance,
parne ‘muggy, sultrily’ (from P. parnie), (f)opfice ‘abundantly’ (from P. obficie), dzel(i)ne
‘bravely’ (from P. dzielnie), diisne ‘stiflingly’ (from P. dusznie), and okridepne ‘terribly, very’
(from P. okropnie; for more examples, see section 5.4.1).

238 Adjectival/adverbial hybrids are also attested in Yiddish as illustrated by pamalex from P. pomatu ‘slow’
blended with the original native *gemelex (Weinreich 1955:604; Wexler 1987:186).
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Even though a new class of adverbs has been created in Wymysorys due to the relative frequency
of such loanwords (i.e. the -re/-ce class), which is easily recognizable by native speakers as an
adverbial category (see section 5.4.4), the suffix -ne/-ce itself has not been reanalyzed as a
productive morphological device. That is, in opposition to the situation found in Polish, the
element -7e/-¢e does not function in Wymysorys as an adverbializing morpheme stricto sensu. It
is never used to derive new adverbs from genuine Germanic adjectives or native bases.
Nevertheless, at least in the case of borrowed lexemes, a few adverbs, of which all end in -re,
contrast with adjectives derived from the same root/stem, e.g. grymas-ne ‘pickily’ (P. grymasnie)
versus grymas-nik ‘picky’ (P. grymasny), and spryt-nie ‘cunningly, smartly’ (P. sprytnie) versus
spryt-nik ‘cunning, smart’ (P. sprytny). Accordingly, in these adverbial loanwords, the
segmentability of the root/stem and the adverbializer -7ie is possible. This means that, at least in
some borrowed lexemes, -7ie functions as a genuine morpheme rather than an inalienable part of
a root which is holistically employed as an adverb. Even more importantly, as explained in
section 5.4.4, the transfer of -re/-¢e borrowed together with adverbial loans themselves has had
a more systemic effect on the lexical class of adverbs, namely the formation of a new adverbial
class —adverbs ending in -rie/-ce. These adverbs comprise the only adverbial class in Wymysorys
that is formally distinguished from adjectives; for all the remaining adverbs, e.g. -nik, -ik,
and -is/-ys, the respective adverbializers are identical to adjectival suffixes.

Other adverbial morphemes preserved as parts of the root/stem

The other adverbial suffix present in Polish loanwords, i.e. -m, which is found in Aiirmem ‘all
together’ (from P. hurmem) and raptem ‘suddenly’ (from P. raptem), has not been incorporated
into the Wymysorys language system as a new adverbializer. Contrary to adverbs ending in -7e,
these borrowed adverbs ending in -m cannot be segmented into more fundamental morphemes.
In Wymysorys, they rather function holistically as indivisible adverbial lexemes. The same
holds true for the adverb natyhmjast ‘immediately’.

7.1.4 Verbal derivations

The impact of Polish on the derivational morphology of Wymysorys verbs is apparent in two
phenomena: first, the adoption of the verbalizers -d-, -'a-/-ja-, and -owd-, and second, the use
of the morpheme -Ze.

The suffixes -a-, -'a-/-ja-, and -owa-

As explained in section 5.2, Wymysorys has borrowed a large number of Polish verbs. Nearly
all such loanwords exhibit an d-type stem in Wymysorys: either a simple stem -d- (non-palatal
-a- or palatalized -'d-/-ja-) or an d-stem extended by the element -ow- (i.e. the stem -owa-).
These d elements — whether simple or extended — may be congruent with the underlying Polish
forms or, on the contrary, they may be introduced analogically, thus replacing other elements,
such as -i/y-, -e-, and -g- found in the source verbs.
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As a result of these transfer processes, the morphemes -(/j)d-/-owd- can presently be viewed
as fully fledged parts of the morphological system of Wymysorys. They jointly constitute one
of the two most common and productive manners of verbalization used in the language — the
other being the morpheme -jy- (see, for instance, drestjyn ‘arrest’, rejestrjyn ‘register’, or
awanzjyn ‘promote / be promoted’). This productivity and a relatively central morphological
status may be demonstrated by the following phenomena: first, -('/j)a-/-owd- allows the
speakers to adapt novel Polish verbs to the verbal system of Wymysorys. Indeed, in
spontaneous code-switching episodes, or when asked to incorporate a Polish verb into their
Wymysorys variety, Wilamowians invariably make use of the -(’j)d- or -owd- suffixes.
Second, -('/j)d-/-owd- may be used to derive verbs from nominal Polish bases, as illustrated by
mankola-n ‘loom, talk deliriously’ from mankolijo ‘melancholy’, and scudd-n ‘wonder’ from
cud ‘wonder’. Third, -(/j)a-/-owa- are not only found with Polish bases (verbal or nominal)
but may also be employed with native roots and stems. For example, the verb krankowadn ‘be
sick, weak’ is derived from the native adjective krank ‘sick, weak’.?¥

The suffix -ze

The element -Ze is a heterogenous component in the Wymysorys language system. It may be
employed as a suffix or a clitic. Given that suffix-like uses are far more common, I have
included the analysis of -Ze in the chapter dedicated to morphology. Furthermore, when
functioning as a suffix, -Ze may be agglutinated to (or merged with) verbs and interjections.
Again, among the two possibilities, its usage with verbs is the most common, hence the
inclusion of -Ze in the section dedicated to verbs.?4°

The Wymysorys element -Ze — whether a suffix or clitic and whether used with verbs, interjections,
or other lexical classes — draws on the Polish lexeme ze (Mojmir 1930-1936:x; Wicherkiewicz
2003:283). In accordance with the treatment of sibilants in Wymysorys, the Standard Polish hard
postalveolar [z] is realized as a soft palatalo-alveolar [3] or an alveolo-palatal [z]. In Polish, Ze
functions as a particle, specifically a modal emphatic particle that expresses urgency and
impatience in imperatives, surprise and annoyance in questions, and insistence in exclamations and
declaratives (Dunaj 1996:1387; Swan 2002:187; Borys$ 2005:54; Sadowska 2012:302). As will be
illustrated below, even though these original values are preserved in Wymysorys, certain
modifications in the semantic potential of the morpheme -Ze can also be identified.

239 Compare with the common and productive use of the Slavonic suffix -ev- with verbs in Yiddish (Weinreich
2008:531; Kahn 2015:698; Hansen & Birzer 2012:430). Although introduced to Yiddish via Slavonic loanwords,
this suffix may be added to German and Hebrew roots as is exactly the case in Wymysorys (Weinreich 2008:531).
240 Alternatively, the analysis of the Wymysorys -Ze could be presented not in the chapter dedicated to morphology
but rather in the chapter dedicated to morpho-syntax since the uses of -Ze have their origin in Polish analytical
constructions still partially visible in Wymysorys (see the use of -Ze as a clitic). It should also be noted that when
used as a bound suffix hosted by verbs, -Ze is not a canonical derivative device as it does not produce new lexemes,
but rather marks the verb pragmatically in terms of intensity or politeness. The derivative function of -Ze is,
however, relatively patent in the use of -Ze with interjections. That is, forms such as /0jZe and ejZe can be regarded
as alternative lexemes similar to ojejku and jejku — two lexemes derived from ojej and jej, respectively, by means
of the diminutive -ku. The clearest example of the derivative function of -Ze is skidekumce, which is treated as a
separate lexical entry in lexicons and dictionaries (Krél n.d. (a)). Native speakers also view this word as different
from the basic lexeme skioekumt in which the suffix -Ze is not used.
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The element -Ze is used most commonly as a suffix agglutinated to verbs inflected in the imperative,
either singular (see gejze ‘go!’, fideze ‘go!’, and fercytze ‘tell!” in 29.a-c) or plural (see kumtze
‘come!’ in 29.d). In such cases, -Ze is never pronounced with a pause or contouring that would
separate it or distinguish it prosodically from the verb. It rather acts as a modal suffix that either
strengthens the command (see fioeze ‘go!” or ‘just move!” in 29.d that profiles impatience and
irritation) or softens it, thus rendering the imperative more polite and/or “accidental” (see kumtze
ndj ‘please come in!’). Sometimes, the morpheme -Ze may be reduplicated. This usually has an
intensifying effect on the imperative (see hjyZe-Ze...uf ‘stop’ in 29.e).

(29) a. No gejze Sun!
‘Well, go now!’

b. Fioeze myt dam kynd $neter!
‘Go faster with that child!”’

C. Biiwy, fercylZe yhta!
‘Eh boy, tell [me] something!’

d. KumtZe naj!
‘Please come in!’

e. Hjyze-ze $un uf!
‘Stop now!”

Although the use of the suffix -Ze with imperatives is prevalent, -Ze may also be suffixed to
other lexical classes, particularly interjections. The most common type of interjections that can
host the morpheme -Ze are conative interjections, which serve similar pragmatic purposes as
the imperative. That is, conative interjections express wishes or orders directed at other
participants — humans and animals — urging them to perform determined actions. For example,
in (30.a), -Ze is suffixed to the interjection Aoj, typically used to call cows and make them move
forward. The resulting form is 4ojZe ‘come on’, a more emphatic variant of 4oj. Similarly, -Ze
may be agglutinated to the interjection ej ‘hey! look out!” that is used to draw attention to an
interlocutor, yielding the form ejZe (30.b). Both hojZe and ejZe are viewed as new lexemes by
native speakers and lexicographers (e.g. Krdl n.d. (a)), i.e. separated from, yet related to, the
bare forms /oj and ej, respectively (see footnote 240 above).

(30) a. Hojze ho!
‘Come on!’

b. Ejze, Tioma!
‘Hey, Tymek!’
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The morpheme -Ze may rarely be suffixed to phatic interjections. One of the most characteristic
examples is the interjection skioekumce ‘welcome!’ used in greetings directed at a group of
persons. This lexeme derives from skidekumt ‘welcome’ extended by the element -Ze, with the
interjection skiéekumt itself being a lexicalized form of the analytical expression s gide(r) kumt
‘there you (just/at all) come’ (Mojmir 1930-1936:358; Wicherkiewicz 2003:283). In
skioekumce, the suffixation of -Ze is more profound than in other examples discussed thus far,
attesting to a fusional stage rather than mere agglutination; see the merger of the 2"-person
plural verbal ending ¢ with the onset consonant Z of the element -Ze into -¢, i.e. - + -2 > -t§ > -¢.
This merged form -ée has been reanalyzed folk-etymologically as equivalent to the
homophonous plural imperative ending -cie in Polish, as in witajcie ‘welcome’ or zrobcie ‘do!’
(see footnote 240 above).

As explained above, the use of -Ze as a suffix is ubiquitous. Nevertheless, there are also
examples where the degree of morphologization of -Ze — or its conversion into a bound
morpheme — is less advanced. In such instances, -Ze rather approximates the category of clitics.
This usage is especially visible in cases in which -Ze follows a personal pronoun, e.g. dih-ze
(31.a-b) and mih-Ze (31.c). As in the other uses, this type of -Ze never bears stress nor can it be
separated from the hosting lexeme (i.e. a pronoun) by a pause or contouring. However, contrary
to the suffix -Ze, its clitic variant has no semantic or pragmatic bearing on the hosting
pronominal element. For example, -Ze does not intensify the pronoun in terms focality or
emphasis. Instead, it modifies the meaning of the verb with which it fails to form a contiguous
sequence by strengthening or softening the command conveyed by it.

(31) a No men¢, gyzan dih-Ze!
‘Come on, make the sign of the cross!’

b. No ny sii dih-Ze oiis!
‘No, don’t take your shoes off!’

c. Ret mih-ze!
‘Rescue me!’

d. Has zy-ze bycota!
‘Let them pay!’

Overall, the Wymysorys -Ze exhibits a more advanced grammaticalization profile than its
Polish source. It is more morphologized, attesting not only to agglutination but also fusion.
Furthermore, contrary to the Polish donor lexeme, -Ze does not only strengthen a command
profiling nuances of impatience, insistence, and annoyance, but also — and equally often —
renders it more polite.2*!

241 The usage of -Ze in Wymysorys is similar to Yiddish, where Ze is often suffixed to imperative verbs, e.g. gib
ze ‘give!’, or cliticized to pronouns, e.g. vos Ze vilstu ‘what do you want?!” (Uriel Weinreich 1958:22; Max
Weinreich 2008:A.542, 589; see also Wicherkiewicz 2003:283).
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7.2 Inflectional morphology

The transfer of Polish inflections to Wymysorys is much more limited than was the case with
derivations. Relatively evident cases of inflectional borrowings — both of a matter and pattern
type — are only found in the nominal system (7.2.1). However, in the verbal system, language
contact has impacted the category of aspect, which is a semi-inflectional and semi-derivational
category in both Polish and Wymysorys. Moreover, this influence has mainly pertained to
pattern borrowing rather than the borrowing of matter (7.2.2). The inflectional systems of
adjectives and pronouns have remained generally unaffected.

7.2.1 Nominal inflections

The majority of nouns adopted from Polish preserve their nominative-singular case marking
in Wymysorys. As explained above, in Polish, the nominative singular is viewed as the
simplest, default, and/or unmarked inflectional form of a noun. It often appears in pidginized
varieties of Polish, output from incomplete second language acquisition, and foreigner talk.
In the hosting system of Wymysorys, such nominative-singular endings are generally
reanalyzed as parts of the root/stem (e.g. tanister ‘schoolbag’ from P. tornister; frajerka
‘girlfriend’ from P. frajerka) or, much less commonly, as inflectional endings, if they match
Wymysorys inflections (e.g. driizba ‘best man’ from P. druzba).*** Since these original
nominative morphemes appear in all the cases of the singular — not only in nominative but
also in dative and accusative — and, furthermore, can never be used as inflectional markers
of nominative with native bases, I will not consider these types of loanwords as examples of
Polish-to-Wymysorys morphological transfer.?#?

The genuine borrowing of Polish inflections into Wymysorys surfaces in four phenomena: the
creation of the morphologically marked category of vocative; the use of original vocatives as
generalized singular forms; the preservation of Polish plural morphemes as parts of the
complex Wymysorys plurals (and their possible reinterpretation as parts of roots/stems in the
singular); and the maintenance of other morphological cases, especially the locative, in
prepositional phrases in idioms.

Vocative-case category
Wymysorys has a special grammatical category in its nominal system, namely the vocative case.

This case is marked morphologically by the ending -y. In the singular, this ending distinguishes
certain nouns from the other forms of their inflectional paradigm. For instance, the word miim

242 In cases of conflict with native inflectional patterns, nominative endings are usually lost. See the feminine
loanwords such as brom ‘gate’ in which the original nominative ending -a is lost (P. brama), since inherited
feminine nouns do not end in -a in the singular (see section 5.1.4).

243 The transfer of nominative forms such as indeclinable singulars, however, has important bearing on the nominal
system of Wymysorys and its inflectional paradigms. The exemplary case is the formation of the class of a
feminine nouns that were previously disallowed in the language (see sections 5.1.4 and 7.1.1).
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‘aunt, madam’ — used in the nominative, dative, and accusative — appears as miimy ‘aunt,
madam!’ in the vocative. There are only six words that are overtly marked for the vocative case.
Apart from miim ‘aunt, madam’ mentioned above, this group includes: biiw — biiwy! ‘boy!’, bow
— bowy! ‘wife, woman!’, pot — poty! ‘godfather, godmother!’, toiit — toiity! ‘people!’, and kndht
— knahty! ‘1ad!’. As is evident from this list, all lexemes compatible with vocative marking are
kinship terms or other commonly used nouns referring to human beings. They principally draw
on the original Germanic vocabulary (e.g. foiit ‘people’ and kndht ‘lad’) and, to a lesser extent,
on old Polish loanwords (see bow ‘woman’ from P. baba). For all the remaining nouns, the
nominative case is used to convey the vocative function. Inversely, the derivation of forms with
-y from other nominal stems is ungrammatical — the nominative must be used instead. For
example, when used to address someone, the proper name Tiima ‘Tom’ and the common noun
siter ‘teacher’ exhibit forms that are identical to the nominative, with the only difference
pertaining to intonation. This means that, overall, the vocative case is not a productive category
in Wymysorys.2#

(32) a Biiwy, fercylZe yhta!
‘Boy, tell (me) something!’

b. Loiity, kumt hytfa!
‘People, come and help me!’

In contrast to Wymysorys, the morphological category of vocative is absent in modern
Germanic languages, particularly the members of the West Germanic branch. Even though
Proto-Germanic originally had a dedicated vocative case — inherited from Proto-Indo-European
— this was lost in nearly all daughter languages (McFadden 2020:284-285). For example, in
Proto-Germanic, the word *wulfaz ‘wolf” was most likely inflected for the vocative and
exhibited the form *wulf. Similarly, *gasti was a vocative form of the word *gastiz ‘guest’.
This morphological marking of vocative was subsequently eliminated, with the exception of
Gothic — the earliest attested language of the Germanic family (4" century AD; Streitberg
1900:224-227; Lehmann 1994:25-26; McFadden 2020:285). In Old High German (9" century),
the vocative case was already lost. In Middle High German and Standard High German, the
vocative is regularly identical to the nominative, which is also the rule in nearly all modern
West Germanic languages (Behaghel 1923:72-73; Hermann 1969:307; von Kienle 1969:127-
130: van der Wal & Quak 1994:102).24 The exception is Yiddish, “where vocative is added to
the nominal declension according to the Polish model” (Hansen & Birzer 2012:430). See, for
instance, mamenju ‘mummy’ in which the native mame ‘mum’ is marked by the Polish
vocative ending -niu, also present in the Polish word mamuniu itself (Geller 1994:102; Hansen
& Birzer 2012:430).

244 However, this fact does not differentiate the vocative from the other cases, since the current use of the genitive,
dative, and accusative case endings is, in general, limited and unproductive. The only productive case ending is
dative plural. Virtually all plural nouns that do not end in -z or -a may be overtly inflected in the dative by taking
on the ending -n or -a, depending on the properties of the stem.

24 Irregularly, in a church register under the influence of Latin, the form ending in -e (e.g. Christe! ‘Christ!”) can
be used when addressing God.

192



While the vocative case marking is generally absent in Germanic languages, it is common and
productive in Polish. In Polish, most nouns have a special vocative form in the singular, marked
by the ending -e (chtopiec — chiopcze! ‘boy!’), -u (Tomek — Tomku! ‘“Tom!’ and dziadek —
dziadku! ‘grandpa!’), or -o (kobieta — kobieto! ‘woman!’; Orzechowska 1999; Swan 2002:46,
371-372; Wiese 2011).24¢ However, given the phonology of the vocative ending exhibited in
Wymysorys, the type of nouns allowing for the use of the vocative case, and the typical
treatment of Polish vocatives in Wymysorys, the transfer of the Polish form — and thus matter
borrowing — is unlikely. First, from a phonological perspective, the vocative form in -y,
characteristic of Wymysorys, could only reflect the Polish -e, since y in Wymysorys may be a
successor of an earlier e, but not of # and o (see further below). Accordingly, Polish vocatives
in -u and -0, which are probably more common than those in -e, could not constitute the basis
for the Wymysorys marker. If the vocative ending was of Polish influence, it would be
inexplicable as to why the borrowed -e (which, in this scenario, has later evolved into -y) was
generalized for Wymysorys, rather than -u and -o. Second, nouns that can be marked for the
vocative case in Wymysorys are not in their vast majority Polish loanwords that could motivate
the transfer of this ending from the donor to the recipient language. As explained above, nearly
all nouns that are marked for the vocative belong to the native lexicon. The only exception is
bow ‘woman’, which is an old Polish loanword, currently highly dissimilar from its source (cf.
P. baba). Third, even though the Polish vocative ending -u has sometimes been preserved in
loanwords (e.g. kacusu ‘little cat, kitty’ from the Polish vocative kacusiu!), it has been
reanalyzed as part of the root/stem, thus being employed in nominative, accusative, and dative,
rather than vocative proper (see further below).

Rather than reflecting the Polish vocative ending(s), the form of the Wymysorys vocative —i.e.
the ending -y — has Germanic and thus native origin. That is, the vocative -y has most likely
been derived from a common hypocoristic suffix -i and/or -e widely attested in West Germanic
languages, including Modern Standard German and other German dialects. Indeed, in Modern
Standard German, the endings -i and -e are often used with proper names, nicknames, and
kinship terms to indicate intimacy, e.g. Mami ‘mom’, Opi ‘grandpa’, Omi ‘granny’, and Berni
(proper name). Often, such nouns in -i and -e are used to address people, e.g. Paul — Paule!
and Karl — Kalle! Even though in German and its varieties, such forms are not vocatives stricto
sensu, but rather diminutives or hypocoristics used in a vocative function (Korecky-Kroll &
Dressler 2007:207), it is probable that Wymysorys has reanalyzed the native hypocoristic
forms as vocatives. From a phonological perspective, this scenario is plausible since the
Wymysorys vowel -y may be a reflex of the Middle High German i (Kleczkowski 1920:37, 41-
43) as well as the unaccented ending -e (compare the weak form of the Middle High German
adjective blind ‘blind’ in the nom.sg.ms/fm. and nom-acc.sg.nt. blinde with its equivalent
btyndy in Wymysorys). Therefore, Wymysorys y tends to correspond with both 7 and e found
in Modern Standard German, which are the two vowels used in hypocoristic suffixes in the
latter language. The Germanic foundation of the vocative ending -y also concords with the

246 Tn the plural, however, the vocative is homonymous with the nominative and commonly displays the ending -y
(chtopy ‘men!’, dziady ‘old men!’, kobiety “‘women!’, baby ‘women!”), -i (dzieci ‘children!”), or -e (ludzie ‘people!’).

193



abovementioned fact that nearly all vocative nouns belong to the native lexicon. They are those
types of lexemes that, in Germanic languages, are propitious to exhibit a hypocoristic ending,
i.e. nouns referring to persons and family members.

Although the morphological material used in Wymysorys to form the vocative ending is most
likely native, the reinterpretation of the hypocoristic morpheme as a vocative case ending
seems to have been induced by contact with Polish, thus constituting an example of pattern
borrowing. That is, since the category of vocative is highly productive and frequent in the
Polish case system, but is absent in the West Germanic family, its emergence and subsequent
maintenance — even in a limited scope — must have taken place by analogy to Polish. In other
words, the need to preserve a distinction that has been crucial in Polish has motivated
Wymysorys speakers to reinterpret words used with a hypocoristic suffix in a vocative context
as genuine vocatives, and to reanalyze their hypocoristic morpheme as a genuine inflectional
ending (compare with a similar opinion in Zak 2013:6; 2016:135).

Transfer of the vocative-case form

As explained above, the Polish vocative is not the morphological donor of the vocative
ending found in Wymysorys. Nevertheless, in some lexemes borrowed from Polish into
Wymysorys, the Polish vocative form has been preserved. In such instances, the vocative has
been reanalyzed in the singular as part of the root/stem and is used in all the cases, i.e.
vocative, nominative, accusative, and dative. The class of lexemes that attests to this
phenomenon includes nouns ending in -su/-sii — originally, vocative forms of diminutives in
Polish. Words of this type may be proper names of persons, such as Zosii (P. Zosiu! — the
vocative of Zosia; cf. Zak 2013:6; 2016:135) or common nouns, such as kacusu ‘little cat,
kitty’ (P. kacusiu! —the vocative of kacus). This vocative ending may also be used with native
bases, e.g. kyndusu ‘child’ (see section 7.1.1).24

Nominative-plural form

While most nouns preserved their singular case endings — usually nominative and, less
commonly, vocative — some have maintained the markings found in the plural of their source
Polish lexemes. However, being extra-systematic from the perspective of the recipient
language, such plural endings have been additionally accompanied by productive Wymysorys
pluralizers. As a result, the original inflectional morphemes have been reanalyzed as parts of
more complex plural markers and/or as components of the root/stem.

247 1t should be noted that not all loanwords in -su/-$ii — and not all diminutives (see 7.1.1) — draw on forms that
are overtly vocative in Polish. Instead, many reflect lexemes that function as both vocative and nominative in
Polish. In those instances, the source word is not marked by a special vocative ending, but rather by a syncretic
nominative-vocative ending: Jasii (P. Jasiu — nominative and vocative) and Stasu (P. Stasiu — nominative and
vocative). Slavonic vocatives and hypocoristic forms of proper names and kinship terms are also common in
Yiddish (see the previous section see also Stankiewicz 1985).
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The most relevant class of Wymysorys nouns that have preserved the plural marking of their
Polish sources are loanwords of which the plural form ends in -kja. Two main subclasses of
such nouns can be distinguished: those that have corresponding singulars and pluralia tanta,
i.e. lexemes that do not have corresponding singulars (see section 5.1.4).

The most numerous class of loanwords in which Polish plural morphemes have been
maintained are masculine nouns such as blowatkja ‘cornflowers’, fjotkja ‘violets’, niderkja
‘divers, plungers’, ogiirkja ‘cucumbers’, and many others. In these lexemes, the plural marker
-ja is a hybrid derived from the original Polish plural ending -i and the native pluralizer -a. In
Polish, the singular of these nouns ends in -ek (see blawatek, fiotek, nurek, and ogorek,
respectively). The plural is formed by adding the ending -i (one of the typical nominative plural
morphemes in Polish) and eliminating the so-called ruchome (‘movable’) e found in the
penultimate syllable, yielding forms such as blawatki, fiotki, nurki, and ogorki. When adopted
into the recipient language system, these Polish endings were ill-fit to mark plurality, since -i
is never used to derive plurals in Wymysorys. Therefore, to mitigate this mal-adaptation, the
borrowed plural forms in -i were accompanied by the productive ending -a. This yielded forms
such as blawatkja, fjotkja, niéerkja, and ogiirkja, with the epenthetic vowel i being converted
into the semivowel j in a pre-vocalic position (cf. Kleczkowski 1920:176). In this manner, the
idea of plurality is marked overtly, and the loanwords are fully adjusted to the inflectional
system of Wymysorys. A similar process occurred in loanwords which are feminine in Polish,
such as syskja ‘(pine)cones’ (compare with the Polish plural szyszki of the feminine singular
szyszka ‘a (pine)cone’). That is, the plural morpheme -ja found in these lexemes is a
combination of the plural -, transferred from Polish, and the native pluralizer -a, productive in
Wymysorys. Other examples are wengjerkja ‘a damson-like type of plums’ (P. wegierki [pl.] +
-a), kafkja ‘jackdaws’ (P. kawki [pl.] + -a), and dahiifkja ‘roof tiles’ (P. dachowki [pl.] + -a).
What distinguishes these loanwords from nouns such as bfowatkja ‘cornflowers’, discussed
above, is that they have altered their gender from feminine to masculine to fit the form-gender
pairing typical in Wymysorys. As explained in section 5.1.4, all such nouns have developed
their novel singular forms through backformation from their plurals. In these singular forms,
the vowel 7, initially transferred in the plural form, has been reanalyzed as part of the stem.
That is, the ending 7 is not only found in the plural (see -j in blawatkja) where it directly reflects
the Polish plural ending, but it also appears, by analogy, in the nominative, accusative, and
dative singular (see -i in bfawatki ‘a cornflower’ and syski ‘a (pine)cone’).

The other class of loanwords ending in -kja demonstrates the hybrid nature of the plural marker
-ja even more clearly. A few nouns with the plural ending -kja have been borrowed from
lexemes that in Polish only exhibit plural forms functioning as pluralia tanta. For example,
bokserkja ‘boxers’ and gatkja ‘pants’ draw on the Polish lexemes bokserki ‘boxers’ and gatki
‘pants’ that do not have singular variants, e.g. **bokserek or **gatek. As was the case with the
other types discussed above, all such lexemes have suffixed the productive plural ending a to
the original Polish plural -i, yielding the composite morpheme -ja. As in the noun of the type
btawatkja, the plural form is also indicated by the stem in which the movable e is absent, i.e.
bokserk-i + -a > bokserkja and gatk-i + -a > gatkja. This process seems to be productive. In
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code-switching, all Polish pluralia tanta ending in -ki, e.g. nozZyczki ‘scissors’ and grabki
‘rake’, are invariably rendered as nozZyckja and grapkja, respectively.

The plural form cudzoZjymca ‘foreigners’ exhibits another example of a hybrid plural
morpheme, deriving both from Polish and Wymysorys plural markers. The singular of
cudzozjymca is cudzozjymjec ‘foreigner’, from Polish cudzoziemiec. If the Wymysorys plural
was derived by the rules of the recipient language only, the plural form would be
cudzozjymjeca. However, in the actual plural attested in Wymysorys, the penultimate e is
absent, in agreement with the Polish plural stem cudzoziemcy in which the movable e is also
absent. As a result, the plural morpheme found in cudzozZjymca can be regarded as a
combination of two morphological markers of plurality: one typical of Wymysorys (i.e. the
ending -a) and the other exhibited in a class of nouns ending in -eC in Polish (i.e. the deletion
of the movable e before vocalic endings).?*®

Other case inflections

Apart from nominative and vocative singular endings as well as nominative plural endings,
nouns borrowed from Polish may preserve other original Polish case markers. This, however,
occurs only in prepositional phrases that form parts of larger idioms and fixed expressions (see
section 5.2.1 and 6.5). For example, in the locution po kidelendzZje gejn ‘visit houses after
Christmas (of a priest)’, which replicates the Polish idiom chodzi¢ po koledzie, the word
kioelenda — itself a loanword fully adjusted to the Wymysorys nominal system — is inflected in
accordance with the rules of Polish grammar. It appears as kioelendzje, exhibiting the locative
(or prepositional) case ending -e with the simultaneous palatalization of the preceding
consonant d (compare the nominative koleda versus the locative koledzie in Polish). Another
example is the locative marking of the noun smjyrgiist ‘a local feast’ in the locution po
smjyrgiisce gejn ‘celebrate Smiergust’, i.e. ‘douse young unmarried girls with water’ (compare
with the synonymous Polish expression chodzi¢ po smierguscie). Further examples of the
locative case ending — all of which have been introduced in section 6.5 — include: po rodze
kena ‘know by (lit. after) kin/family’ (cf. P. zna¢ po rodzie); ufum na oku hon ‘be interested in
someone’ (lit. ‘have someone on eye’; cf. P. mie¢ na oku); and ufum na zdjencu ho ‘have in the
picture’ (cf. P. mie¢ na zdjeciu). As illustrated by these examples, the most common case
ending preserved in idiomatic prepositional phrases borrowed from Polish is the locative that,
in both the donor and recipient languages, usually surfaces as -e (see the Wymysorys forms
smjyrgiisce and rodze) or -u (see oku and zdjencu).

It should be noted that the locative case endings -e and -u, and any other endings preserved in
idioms, are not productive in Wymysorys. That is, the use of such endings cannot be
extrapolated to other nouns, especially not to those that belong to the native lexicon. In fact,
even Polish loanwords do not exhibit Polish case endings outside the strictly determined
contexts of prepositional phrases in a relatively close and small set of idioms, such as those

248 Compare with Slavic markers of plural and (“pseudo”) dual in Yiddish (Wexler 2002:430-488)
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discussed above. In other words, the few hundred nouns borrowed from Polish listed in section
5.1.1 cannot be freely and creatively inflected in the locative or other Polish cases when used
in Wymysorys (regarding other properties of such Polish-sourced phrasal idioms, in particular
the transfer of prepositions, consult section 6.5; see also section 8.4).

7.2.2 Verbal inflections

The genuine inflectional morphology of Wymysorys verbs has not been influenced by contact
with Polish. In other words, bound inflectional morphemes expressing person, number, and
gender, as well as tense and mood have neither been transferred from Polish, nor have they been
modified by analogy to Polish. The only exception is aspect. However, as has been explained in
section 5.2.4, the encoding of aspect in both Wymysorys and Polish does not constitute a
canonical inflectional strategy but rather a mixed, semi-inflectional and semi-derivational one
(Laskowski 1999a:84). The main type of borrowing involving the category of aspect is pattern
borrowing whereby the Polish system of marking has been replicated in Wymysorys by means
of the native material. In contrast, matter borrowing of aspectual marking is extremely rare, being
confined to (a few) non-native lexemes and (erratic) code-switching episodes.

One of the central features of the Polish verbal system is aspect organized around the opposition
imperfective versus perfective (see section 5.2.4). Virtually all verbs in Polish exhibit two aspectual
variants: one imperfective and the other perfective.?*” Although the encoding of aspect is complex
and involves both affixes and root/stem modifications, the most visible and productive exponents
of perfectivity are prefixes. That is, imperfective bases are usually expanded by prefixes to derive
perfective counterparts, as illustrated by the imperfective verb pisa¢ ‘write’ and its perfective
variant napisa¢ ‘write’ marked by the prefix na- (Laskowski 1999a:82-84; 1999b:157-171; Swan
2002:269-270, 277-279, 297; Sadowska 2012:311, 325-327).%5°

Wymysorys uses an analogous strategy which permits the formation of pairs of verbs that have
the same lexical meaning but differ in aspectual value. Similar to Polish, unprefixed forms are
generally interpreted as imperfective or aspectually unmarked. In contrast, prefixed forms — i.e.
those headed by the native prefixes dj-, by-, cii-, cy-, ejwer-, fer-, oiis-, or uf- — are associated
with a perfective nuance. This strategy is productive in lexicon borrowed from Polish, where it
constitutes the most common means of preserving the perfective value of an underlying Polish
verb or overtly marking a loanword as perfective. See, for instance: sekdan ‘cut’ [ipf.] versus
cysekan [pf.]; Sarpan ‘tear’ [ipf.] versus cysdarpan and bysargan [pf.]; kidan “spill’ [ipf.] versus
ferkidan and cykidan [pf.]; and hapan ‘catch’ [ipf.] versus ufhapan [pf.].2>! It is significant that,
in his dictionary, Krol (n.d. (a)) translates the non-prefixed forms of all these verbs with their
imperfective Polish equivalents (i.e. sekan — siec, Sarpan — szarpaé, kidan — laé/sypac, and hapan

249 There is also a small set of bi-aspectual verbs as well as verbs that are only perfective or imperfective (Swan
2002:280; Sadowska 2012:328-320).

250 Prefixes may also be used to modify verbs in term of their lexical semantics. Sometimes, aspectual and lexical
modifications are related; therefore, prefixation — and thus the encoding of the inflectional category of aspect — is
strongly connected with verbal derivations.

25! The form ufhapdn also means ‘eat’.
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— tapa¢), while the prefixed variants are consistently rendered with perfective equivalents (e.g.
cysekan — posiekacd, cysarpan — poszarpa¢, cykidan — rozlacé/rozsypaé, and ufthapan — zjesc).

Even more importantly, an imperfective-perfective opposition between prefixed and unprefixed
forms — and thus the perfectivizing effect of prefixation — is visible in native verbal bases. That
is, if the perfective nuance of a verb needs to be made explicit, the verbal root or stem tends to
be accompanied by a native prefix. In this manner, it contrasts with an unprefixed variant that is
associated with an imperfective or more general (i.e. aspectually neutral) meaning. For example,
ata ‘work’ contrasts with the perfective variant oiisata. Again, this contrast is reflected in Polish
translations of the imperfective and perfective forms in Krdl’s (n.d. (a)) dictionary as robic [ipf.]
and zrobic [pf.], respectively. The imperfective-perfective aspectual distinction is also evident in
that the prefixed variants of native verbs — in which prefixation has a perfectivizing effect — tend
to appear in completive forms, especially Perfect and Pluperfect. In contrast, the prefixed variants
of native verbs are much less commonly found in progressive forms, such as present progressive
and past progressive. Nevertheless, with native verbs, the category of aspect and its expression
through prefixation are not grammaticalized to the same extent observed in Polish. For this part
of the verbal lexicon, prefixation still has a patent derivative function, as is typical of German
and its dialects (see below). Crucially, even for those verbs that exhibit two aspectual variants,
such aspectual nuances can sometimes be neutralized. As a result — and despite the tendency
explained above — both forms, i.e. unprefixed and prefixed, may be used in all tenses with little
or virtually no aspectual difference.?>?

While the imperfective-perfective aspectual opposition and the perfectivizing effect of
prefixation are the key components of the Polish verbal system and, to an extent, the verbal
system of Wymysorys, their significance for the verbal systems of other West Germanic
languages is (much) more limited. Certainly, the process of adding prefixes to verbs is a
common device in the Germanic family, including the West Germanic branch, as demonstrated
by the so-called “preverbs” in Modern High German and phrasal verbs in English (Hewson &
Bubenik 1997:226; Harbert 2007:36-40; Toivonen 2020). However, at least in modern West
Germanic languages, the principal function of prefixation is lexical and derivative, i.e. to form
new verbs from simple verbal roots or stems and/or to alter the existing verbs’ argument
structure (Hewson & Bubenik 1997:226; Jackendoff 2002:77; Harbert 2007:39-40). To be
specific, prefixation may have some completive (Denison 1981), complexive (Wedel 1997),
ingressive/egressive (Eide 2020:598, 600), or resultative effects (Toivonen 2020:529) on the
lexical meaning of a verb. This, however, does not result in the formation of a (ubiquitous or
relatively common) aspectual imperfective-perfective contrast similar to that found in West
Slavonic languages, including Polish (Coleman 1996; Hewson & Bubenik 1997:226). At best,
prefixation contributes to the Aktionsart of a verbal lexeme, “bring[ing] the completion of the
event into clearer focus” (Hewson & Bubenik 1997:226). In several verbs, prefixation has no
perfectivizing effect at all, instead profiling continuative or iterative nuances. Overall, the
aspectual systems of modern West Germanic languages are not comparable to the West

252 Compare with a similar situation in Yiddish (Gold 1999:75; Arkadiev 2017:5). See footnotes 255 and 256.
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Slavonic system (Coleman 1996; Hewson & Bubenik 1997).25° The situation in old Germanic
languages was similar. Even if the prefix ga- (and some other prefixes) might have had some
perfectivizing-like effects in Old High German and, earlier, in Gothic (Streitberg 1920; Wedel
1997; Harbert 2007:40), the distinction between imperfective and perfective verbs achieved by
means of such prefixes was much less systematic and relevant for these languages’ verbal
systems than is the case of the West Slavonic family. Again, most likely, this effect concerned
Aktionsart or the lexical aspect of the verb (Lehmann 1994:30; Hewson & Bubenik 1997:266).
Crucially, this opposition was radically reduced — or, according to some, entirely abandoned —
in Middle High German (Lockwood 1968; Paul 2007:247; Hennings 2012:110, 218).23 That
is, in Middle High German, the ga- prefix (and some other prefixes) only had a terminative
lexical effect. Therefore, it was lexicalized as part of past particles in the verbal paradigm
(Banta 1960:76), while its perfectivizing-like use in other verb forms was rather limited. The
only Germanic language where imperfective-perfective opposition and the perfectivizing effect
of prefixation seem to be (at least slightly) more grammaticalized is Yiddish (Katz 1987:154-
155; Geller 1994:106-108; Eggers 1998:310-312,321-331; Weinreich 2008:528-529; Margolis
2011:102; Hansen & Birzer 2012:430; Shishigin 2016a; 2016b; Arkadiev 2017) — a language
that has evolved under close and intense contact with members of the Slavonic language
family. As with many other atypical or less typical Germanic features, this perfectivizing
prefixation of Yiddish is generally attributed to Slavonic influence (Geller 1994; 1999:84;
Weinreich 2008:528-530; Hansen & Birzer 2012:430).2%

In light of the discussion above, the use of prefixation for aspectual purposes in Wymysorys is
most likely a replica of the pattern found in the verbal system of Polish. That is, under the
influence of Polish, aspect — and more precisely, an imperfective-perfective aspectual
distinction and the perfectivizing strategy built around prefixation — has become one of the

253 The grammatical aspect in modern Germanic languages rather concerns the contrast between progressive and
non-progressive (unmarked). This type of contrast has been developed in a number of modern Germanic
languages. For example, it is highly grammaticalized in English and Icelandic. In Dutch, Modern Standard
German, and German dialects, its grammaticalization is somewhat less advanced (Hewson & Bubenik 1997).
Germanic languages have also generalized the category of perfect, which is not an aspect sensu stricto but a
distinct semantic category sometimes referred to as “taxis” (Bybee, Perkins & Pagliuca 1994; Kiparsky 2002;
Nurse 2008; De Haan 2011; Andrason & van der Merwe 2015).

254 As mentioned above, any type of perfectivizing effect of ga- (and its posterior cognates, e.g. ge-) has been
eliminated in daughter languages, including Modern High German (Paul 2007:247).

255 The issue of aspect in Yiddish is complex and still constitutes a matter of debate (see Arkadiev 2017:5). This
is related to the following facts succinctly captured by Arkadiev (ibid.). On the one hand, “prefixes can have clear
aspectual impact [...] where the absence resp. presence of the prefix correlates with the imperfective
(simultaneity) vs. perfective (precedence) interpretation” (ibid.). On the other hand, “the use of prefixed verbs in
perfective contexts is not obligatory in Yiddish, and neither are prefixed verbs banned from imperfective contexts”
(ibid.). Furthermore, the association of a verb with a perfective or imperfective meaning “has no other
ramifications for the language [structure]” (Gold 1999:72). As a result, “the use of the Slavicized prefixes in
Yiddish has more to do with telicity, i.e. lexically encoded actional properties, rather than with perfectivity
(grammatical aspect) per se” — the category of aspect and the aspectualization of verbal prefixes in Yiddish thus
being less grammaticalized than in Slavonic (Arkadiev 2017:6). Regarding the issue of aspect in Yiddish and the
Slavonic influence on Yiddish prefixes, consult Wexler (1963; 1991), Aronson (1985), Geller (1994; 1999),
Eggers (1998), Gold (1999), Weinreich (2008), and Shishigin (2016a; 2016b). (Additionally, Weinreich
(1955:608) proposes that some Yiddish verbal prefixes themselves are blends drawing on both native and
borrowed affixes. For instance, da(r)- = der- + Polish do and u(p)- = ob + Polish u.) Regarding the Slavonic origin
of prefixed verbs in German dialects, consult Siatkowski (1994b; 2015:239-244).
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categories of the Wymysorys verbal system. To replicate the Polish strategy of expressing
grammatical aspect, Wymysorys has recruited a derivative prefixation mechanism — which
could sometimes have completive/terminative/ingressive/resultative lexical effects on the
Aktionsart of verbs — which has been inherited by and is widely used in the language and the
entire West Germanic branch. In other words, prefixation that has earlier profiled the lexical
meaning of a verb in terms of, among others, completion and/or termination has been
reanalyzed as a grammatical, aspectual — specifically perfectivizing — device. As explained
above, this strategy is fully grammaticalized in verbs borrowed from Polish, whereas in native
verbs, its grammaticalization is less advanced.?>® The Slavonic source of the aspectual
distinction and its encoding in Wymysorys concords with two facts mentioned above: first, the
only West Germanic variety that relatively consistently employs native prefixation
mechanisms to encode a perfective aspect is Yiddish — a contact variety, as is Wymysorys;
second, in Yiddish, this more profound grammaticalization of the aspectual category and its
expression through prefixation is attributed to Slavonic influence.

While the replica of Polish aspectual marking through native material — and thus the pattern
borrowing of aspect — can be easily recognized, the use of Polish prefixes for perfectivizing
purposes is exceptional in Wymysorys. As explained in section 5.2.4, Polish prefixes are limited
to verbal loanwords in which they are “etymological”, i.e. they are transferred as part of the entire
lexeme. In such cases, they are preserved only if the prefix primarily functions as a derivative
device, substantially contributing to the lexical meaning of the verb rather than to its aspect. Put
differently, the presence of the prefix is necessary for the verb to maintain its original meaning.
See, for example, roztonéan ‘disengage, disconnect’ from the Polish verb rozigcza¢ which has
an opposite meaning to the non-prefixed form #gczy¢ ‘connect’. (Note that the Polish source of
roztoncan, i.e. the verb rozlgczaé, is imperfective.) The only two examples of the use of Polish
prefixes with a genuine perfectivizing function in borrowed verbs are: kidan ‘spill’ [ipf.] and
skidan [pf.] that match the Polish pair kida¢ [ipf.] and skidac [pf.]; and ciidan [ipf.] ‘wonder,
wow’ and sciidan [pf.] that are derived from the Polish noun cud ‘wonder’. Significantly, Polish
prefixes are never employed with native verbs — whether for aspectual or lexical purposes —
except in code-switching as illustrated by idiolectal forms such as nasrajwa “write’, a perfective
variant of srdjwa, formed by means of the Polish prefix na- (cf. the Polish pair napisac¢ ‘write’
[pf.] versus pisac [ipf.]). Nevertheless, even in code-switching, such examples are very rare. As
is typical of borrowings, native Wymysorys prefixes are most preferred when profiling the
perfective aspect of a verb during code-switching.?>’

256 The status of aspectual prefixation with native verbs would thus be similar to the systemic relevance of
aspectual prefixation attested in Yiddish (Arkadiev 2017:5-6).

257 Compare with the same situation in Yiddish. While the pattern borrowing of Slavonic verbal prefixation is
common in Yiddish, the borrowing of actual Slavonic prefixes is generally unattested (cf. Arkadiev 2017). This
concords with the virtual lack — or extreme rarity — of transfer of Slavonic prefixes in Yiddish in general
(Weinreich 2008:A586).
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CHAPTER EIGHT

8. Morpho-syntax

Morpho-syntax — i.e. the part of grammar that is determined by both morphological and
syntactic rules, and therefore particularly concerns analytical constructions or non-
morphologized types of meaning-form pairing that exhibit a phrase-level structure — is another
module of the Wymysorys language affected by contact with Polish. Contrary to borrowing in
morphology, where various lexical classes have transferred Polish matter and/or replicated
Polish patterns, the morpho-syntactic influence of Polish is virtually limited to the verbal
system and mainly concerns pattern borrowing.

This chapter describes in detail the three main changes affecting the morpho-syntax of
Wymysorys verbs. This includes the development of the bfajn passive which has led to a
partial restructuration of the system of passive voice (8.1) and the development of two novel
TAM constructions, i.e. the future I11 (8.2) and the conjunctive perfect I1I (8.3). Additionally,
I will review idiomatic phrasal expressions that copy Polish patterns and often also contain
matter adopted from Polish (8.4).

8.1 Passive voice

One of the most critical morpho-syntactic changes experienced by Wymysorys due to contact
with Polish is the development of the bfajn passive and, related to it, the emergence of a new
semantic contrast governing the system of passive voice.

In Wymysorys, passive voice can be expressed by means of three grammatical constructions
or “grams”: the wada passive, the zdjn passive, and the blijn passive. Each of these three
morpho-syntactic types consists of an auxiliary verb — zdjn ‘be’, wada ‘become, be, occur’,
and bfajn ‘remain, stay, be left, become’, respectively — inflected in various TAM categories
available in the language, and an uninflected (past) participle of the main verb, sometimes
referred to as “supine”. Even though the three constructions encode the passive, they profile
different temporal and aspectual meanings.

The zajn passive prototypically expresses simple and acquired states. If the auxiliary stands
in the present (e.g. ejs ej gymaht lit. ‘it is done’), the construction most often functions as a
statal present passive or a resultative present-perfect passive. Accordingly, in example (33.a)
below, the gram exhibits two possible readings: one static (in this reading, the house appears
ready to move into) and the other more actional (in this reading, the action of constructing
the house has been completed). The zdjn passive exhibits similar values if the auxiliary is
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inflected in the preterite (e.g. ejs wide gymaht). That is, it tends to function as a past statal
passive or a past-perfect passive (33.b). The uses with the perfect are fully comparable to
those with the preterite, although the nuance of current relevance is probably more evident.
However, the zajn passive can sporadically express fully dynamic processes, progressive
(33.c) or habitual (33.d), whether located in a present or past time frame (regarding the
functions of the perfect and preterite consult Andrason 2010).

(33) a Dos holiz ej $un gyboiit
‘The house is already built / has been built’

b. Dos hoiiz wide can jiir y dam gyboiit
‘The house was / had been constructed ten years ago’

C. - Wos hot zih d6?
‘What is happening over there?’
- Dos hoiiz ej eta gymolt
“The house is now being painted’ (i.e. someone is painting it)

d. Dy oiita zajn gyrjyt dioh dy benzyn
‘Cars are propelled by gas’

In contrast to the zdjn passive, the wada passive prototypically involves dynamic events. With
the auxiliary wada in the present (e.g. ejs wjyd gymaht lit. ‘it becomes done’), the construction
functions as a dynamic — progressive (34.a) and habitual (34.b) — present passive or as a future
passive (34.¢).2°8 If the auxiliary verb appears in the preterite (e.g. ejs wiod gymaht), the wada
passive most commonly expresses the meaning of a dynamic past passive — habitual or
progressive (34.d). It may also introduce past events that are punctiliar, bound, and complete
(34.e). Thus, in a past time sphere, the construction is compatible with all ranges of aspectual
configurations, ranging from those that are more imperfective to those that are more perfective.
The dynamic meaning of the wada passive is also attested if the auxiliary is inflected in the
perfect. In such instances, the nuance of current relevance is often more patent. Overall,
canonical states are usually not expressed through the passive construction with wada. As

explained in the paragraph above, this meaning is typically encoded by the zdjn passive.

34) a. - Wu ¢j s’oiita?
- “‘Where is the car?’
- S’wjyd eta grod gyryht
- ‘It is being repaired’ (i.e. someone is repairing it right now)

b. Dy oiita wada gyrjyt dioh dy benzyn
‘Cars are propelled by gas’ (i.e. gas universally serves to propel cars)

258 For this reason, it is sometimes referred to as “passive present-future” (see section 8.5.2 below).
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C. Wymysidejer $§proh wjyd nymer ny fergasa
‘The Wymysorys language will never be forgotten’

d. Gestyn widd dy wand gymélt & ganca tag
‘Yesterday, the wall was being painted the whole day’ (i.e. someone was painting it)

e. Dos hotiz widd can jiir y dam gyboiit
‘The house was built ten years ago’

In addition to the zdjn and wada passives, Wymysorys possesses another way of encoding
passive voice — the bfajn passive. With the auxiliary inflected in the present tense (e.g. ejs bldjt
gvmaht lit. ‘it remains done’), the bldajn passive expresses present situations and activities,
either habitual or progressive (35). However, such uses are rather uncommon, with the two
other types of passives being preferred in the various present senses.

(35) Dy kyndyn blajn azu ufgyciin, do zy zula $unn zajna etdyn
‘The children are educated such that they would respect their parents’ (i.e.
people educate the children in such a manner)

Much more commonly, the bfajn passive is used in past and future contexts. In such cases, the
auxiliary btdjn is inflected in one of the tenses compatible with the past temporal sphere, i.e.
the preterite (e.g. ejs bla gymaht), perfect (e.g. ejs ej gvblejn gymaht), and pluperfect (e.g. ejs
wioe gybtejn gymaht), or with one of the future tenses (e.g. ejs wyt blajn gymaht). If the
auxiliary appears in the preterite, the bldjn passive expresses dynamic past senses (36.a-b) or,
if the nuance of current relevance is patent, dynamic present-perfect values — most frequently
perfective, i.e. punctiliar and terminative (36.c-d).

(36) a. Gestyn, der klop bta dersion
‘The man was killed yesterday’ (i.e. they killed him)

b. Dos hoiiz bka can jiir y dam ufgystelt
“The house was built ten years ago’ (i.e. they constructed it)

c. Dos bta kamot gymaht
“This has never been done’ (i.e. no one has done it thus far)

d. S’otita bta Sun gyryht
“The car has already been repaired’ (i.e. they have repaired it)

When the introductory verb bfdjn is inflected in the perfect, the construction provides a

comparable set of uses, namely past (37.a) or present-perfect (37.b) passive — invariably
dynamic and usually perfective. Additionally, with the auxiliary in the perfect, preterite, and
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especially pluperfect, blijn may be used with a force similar to a pluperfect passive,
introducing dynamic events that occurred before other overtly past actions (37.c). 2>

37) a Dos hoiiz ej can jiir y dam gyblejn ufgystelt’
‘The house was built ten years ago’ (i.e. someone built it ten years ago)

b. Zejhze! Dos hoiiz ej gyblejn ufgystelt!
‘Look! The house has been built!” (i.e. someone has built it)

C. Dos hotiz ej gyblejn ufgystelt fynf jiir bocar cajt, wen der krig oiisbroh
‘The house had been built five years before the war began’ (i.e. someone had
built it before the war began)

The backbone of the Wymysorys passive-voice system is organized around the zadjn and wada
constructions. These two passive grams are very common and are currently being used by all
speakers. Even though they exhibit wide ranges of partially overlapping semantic potential, these
specific grams tend to specialize in two different spheres of meaning. As described above, only
the zdjn passive can express statal values. In contrast, the passive with wada is predominantly
dynamic: progressive and habitual or punctiliar and complete. The bldjn passive constitutes a
significantly less common manner of expressing the passive voice in Wymysorys. Some
Wilamowians, particularly the younger ones, do not use it, clearly preferring the two other
constructions. However, the bfdjn passive is commonly employed by the oldest speakers, who
did not attend the German school during the Second World War. Furthermore, according to my
informants, the bldjn passive was extensively used by the older generation of Wilamowians, i.e.
those who had been born in the 19" century. Therefore, although currently in relative decline,
the blajn passive had certainly constituted a crucial component of Wymysorys.

As will be demonstrated by the subsequent discussion, the zdjn and wada passives, and the
system organized around them, are etymological, being inherited from older German(ic)
varieties. The two constructions with their relative semantic opposition correspond closely with
the passive system exhibited by Modern Standard German and the other continental West
Germanic languages. In contrast, the bldjn passive — both its form and semantic distinctions —
has most likely emerged under the influence of Polish.

Germanic languages have two types of passives: synthetic and analytic (Harbert 2007;
Alexiadou & Schéfer 2020). Only the latter is relevant for the present discussion. Analytical
passives are formed by an auxiliary and the past participle (also referred to as the “passive
particle” or “supine”). In all the languages of this linguistic family, auxiliaries most often draw
from the set of intransitive verbs of existence such as ‘be’, ‘become’, and ‘remain’ (Harbert
2007:318; Alexiadou & Schifer 2020:463-464). Less common strategies, irrelevant for my
study, involve verbs of receiving such as ‘get’ used in Norwegian, Dutch, and English (Toyota

259 For a detailed presentation of the semantic potential of the zdjn, wada, and bldjn passives, consult Andrason (2011).
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2009:207; Alexiadou & Schifer 2020:475-477) or motion verbs such as ‘come’ found in
Southern German dialects (Hodler 1969:473). Within the passives that use intransitive
auxiliaries of existence, two semantic and/or morpho-syntactic types are further distinguished:
a (more) dynamic passive built around the verb ‘become’, and a (more) static passive built
around the verb ‘be’ (Harbert 2007:318). This contrast between the ‘become’ passive and the
‘be’ passive in terms of state vs. event or situation vs. action — which stems from the lexical
aspect of the auxiliaries used (Toyota 2009:207) — is typical of Germanic: it underlies the
passive systems of nearly all languages of the Germanic family, both of its western and
northern branches (Harbert 2007:319; Toyota 2009:206).2° Certainly, due to language-specific
idiosyncrasies, the semantic interplay between the two constructions is more complex in
several varieties, with a clear dynamic-static contrast sometimes being blurred (Harbert
2007:319). This is not surprising given that, since the time of proto- and old Germanic varieties,
the ‘be’ and ‘become’ auxiliaries have competed in various types of verbal constructions
(including passives), overlapping in a number of functions and uses (Harbert 2007:319).2¢!

When exploiting the contrast between the static and the dynamic passives, West Germanic
languages — especially their older varieties — generally make use of two verbs: the successors of
Proto-Germanic *werpan- (Kroonen 2013:581) for the ‘become’ type, and the descendants of
the suppletive paradigm of Proto-Germanic *wesan- / Old High German s7n / Old English béon
(ibid. 582) for the ‘be’ type. To be exact, Old and Middle Dutch employ wa/erden and sijn (van
der Wal and Quak 1994:82, 84); Old High German, Old Saxon, and Middle Low German employ
werthan/werdalen and sin/wesalen (van der Wal and Quak 1994:104); and Old and Middle
English employ weordan and beon (van Kemenade 1994:134). Similarly, in Middle High
German — the diachronic predecessor of Wymysorys — the analytical passive voice was built
around the auxiliaries werden and sin (Wright 1917:78; Paul 2007:301-304; Jones & Jones
2019). The construction with werden functioned as a dynamic or processual passive — the so-
called Vorgangspassiv (Paul 2007:302-303). The construction with sin was mainly used as a
statal passive (Zustandspassiv; ibid. 301-303) although it could also convey dynamic or
processual meanings (ibid. 303-304).

This system is usually maintained in modern continental West Germanic languages. In Dutch,
the auxiliary worden is employed with the so-called “imperfect tenses”, while zijn appears
with perfect tenses (de Schutter 1994:471; Schliicker 2009:96), also allowing for a statal
interpretation (Schliicker 2009:97). In Frisian, wurde is used with the present and preterite,
whereas wéze is used with the perfect tenses (Hoekstra & Tiersma 1994:518). In Afrikaans,
word appears in the past, and wees in the present (Donaldson 1994:498). In Modern High
German, werden functions as a processual passive (Vorgangspassiv) introducing dynamic

260 One of the exceptions is Modern English. The ‘become’ passive (built around the verb weordan) was lost in
the period between late Middle English and early Modern English (Harbert 2007:319; Toyota 2009:206).

261 This systemic competition between the two types of passives is resolved differently in different languages. In
some languages, it surfaces as a statal-actional contrast. In other languages, it can be reinterpreted in terms of
compatibility with distinct TAM grams — one type of passive being used with synthetic (imperfective) tenses, the
other with analytical (perfectal) tenses. In yet another class of languages, one of the two passive types is lost
(Harbert 2007:319; see the previous footnote; see also further below in this section).
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actions, whereas sein is used as a statal passive (Zustandspassiv) introducing resulting states
(Eisenberg 1994:378; Russ 1994:186-187; Schliicker 2009:96).262 The same cognate verbs,
verdn and zayn, are used in Yiddish (Hall 1967; Jacobs, Prince & van der Auwera 1994:407).
The former is a general dynamic passive voice. The latter “emphasizes the result of the
passive process” (Nath 2009:183; cf. also Hall 1967:130, 129-137). However, in the past, the
meanings of the two constructions overlap, the respective differences being nearly
indistinguishable (Nath 2009:183).2* Lastly, in Pennsylvania German, ward is employed as
an agentive passive to express uncompleted activity, while sai appears in perfectal and statal
passive functions (van Ness 1994:436) 264

North Germanic initially employed the same pair of verbs to express the dynamic and static
contrast. In Old Scandinavian, verda ‘become’ was used in the inchoative passive construction,
whereas vera ‘be’ was used in the static construction (Faarlund 1994:62). This situation is
maintained, to a degree, in Icelandic and Nynorsk where the verbs verda/verta and vera appear
as passive-voice auxiliaries (Askedal 1994:246).25 In most Scandinavian varieties, however,
verda was replaced with a different actional verb, bli(va/e), during the Middle Scandinavian
period. The verb bli(va/e), which originally meant ‘remain’, was itself borrowed into
Scandinavian dialects from Low German in the 15" century (Faarlund 1994:71; Harbert
2007:319, 321). Currently, the bli passive is the primary analytic exponent of passive voice in
Scandinavian languages. In Swedish, it tends to be used with perfective verbs. In contrast, the
auxiliary vara is employed with imperfective verbs, although even in this case, it may be
substituted by bli (Andersson 1994:285). In a similar vein, Bokmal uses the verb bli to derive
a dynamic actional passive, and vaere to form its statal or perfectal counterpart (Askedal
1994:246). However, as the statal passive inflected in the present tense may also function as a
passive equivalent of the present perfect, “the distinction between the statal passive and [...]
the actional passive is [...] in many cases less than clear-cut” (ibid.). The verb blive as a
dynamic passive auxiliary is also found in Danish (Haberland 1994:334). Lastly, Faroese
attests to an intermediate stage of substituting the older auxiliary used in the ‘become’ passive
with the more recent one, making use of both verda and bliva (Toyota 2009:206).26¢

The presence of the zdjn and wada passives in Wymysorys and their respective semantic
profiles are generally consistent with the pervasive system of passives in the closely related
West Germanic languages. That is, as in Old and Middle High German, Modern Standard

262 In Dutch and German, sein/zijn passives are ambiguous, being able to function as passive constructions and as
copula constructions with an adjectivized participle (Schliicker 2009:97). Additionally, the third passive gram has
developed in Modern High German — the so-called “bekommen-passive” (Eisenberg 1994:378-381).

263 Yiddish may also use the reflexive pronoun zix as a reflexive medio-passive. This development has occurred
as a result of Slavonic influence (Nath 2009:184).

264 Under the influence from English, ward is often substituted with sai (van Ness 1994:347). Other features likely
imported from English are the replacement of fun with bai as the preposition introducing the agent (cf. by in English),
and the passivization of non-logical objects, e.g. ix bm gsagt ward ‘have been told’ (van Ness 1994:347).

265 In Icelandic, the verb verda has additionally acquired modal values.

266 There is also a synthetic s form in North Germanic languages (e.g. oppnast in Icelandic and éppnas in Swedish).
While in Swedish, genuine passive uses are still patent (see Bilen kordes av Kalle “The car was driven by Kalle’),
in Icelandic, this synthetic construction principally functions as a middle voice (see Harbert 2007; Engdahl 2006;
Alexiadou & Schifer 2020).
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German and its dialects, as well as in Old, Middle, and Modern Dutch, and Old Saxon and
Middle Low German, Wymysorys uses the successors of PG *werpan- ‘become’ and PG
*wesan- ‘be’. Furthermore, similar to all the above-mentioned languages, the passive built
around the ‘be’ auxiliary (i.e. the zajn type) is compatible with states, while the passive formed
with the ‘become” auxiliary (i.e. the wada type) specializes in dynamic events.?S” As a result, this
zajn-wada system, both morpho-syntactically and semantically, is more likely original, directly
drawing on an earlier West Germanic variety (or varieties) from which Wymysorys has
descended.

The history of the bldjn passive is more problematic. To begin with, the blijn passive
resembles the passive voice typical of Scandinavian languages. As explained, the change in
Scandinavian took place in the 15" and 16" centuries after the verb bli(va/e) had been
introduced from Low German. This verb itself has been present throughout the history of
West Germanic. It is attested, with its etymologically correct meaning ‘remain, stay’, in old
Germanic languages such as Old High German (bi-/iban), Old Saxon (bi-liban), Old Frisian
(bi-liva), and Old English (be-lifan; Kroonen 2013:335).28 It is found in Middle High
German as beliben and bliben. It is still widely used in the continental West Germanic
languages, e.g. Dutch blijven and German bleiben, typically with the same existential sense.
In Modern (Standard) German, bleiben has also developed new constructional uses. One of
them arises in cases where bleiben is employed in combination with the infinitive. This rather
infrequent structure expresses passive-like ideas, functioning as one of the many periphrastic,
less grammaticalized alternatives to passive voice. However, rather than passive sensu
stricto, the bleiben + zu infinitive construction exhibits an inherent modal shade of meaning.
It expresses necessity or obligation, similar to the verb miissen ‘must, have to’.

Overall, although the cognates of the Wymysorys verb bfijn may form passive constructions
in (some) Germanic languages, a development towards fully grammaticalized passives is only
attested in the North Germanic branch. In contrast, there are no comparable fully
grammaticalized passive constructions built around the cognates of blijn in West Germanic
languages closely related to Wymysorys. At most, one finds poorly grammaticalized modal-
passive periphrases with the infinitive (cf. Modern (Standard) German). Of course, a transfer
from Scandinavian to Wymysorys is unviable. A language-internal development is equally
improbable. First, there were no traces of pre-grammaticalization stages of the bldjn passive in
Middle High German, from which this Wymysorys construction could have emerged. Second,
the formation of the bldjn passive in Wymysorys would be “unnecessary” and even
“undesirable” from a systemic perspective. As explained above, Middle High German already
had a profoundly grammaticalized and functional system of passives organized around the
contrast between zdjn and wada — a system that has persisted in all continental West Germanic

267 Of course, this is a simplified picture, which takes into consideration the only most prototypical uses. In
Wymysorys, each of the passive constructions has a broad range of semantic potential, partially overlapping with
the other passives (as is also common in West Germanic).

268 1t also existed in Gothic, as attested by bi-leiban ‘to stay’ (Kroonen 2013:335).
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languages. Therefore, the reasons for the development of the bldjn passive are most likely
external — the influence of Polish being an obvious possibility.

Polish has a relatively complex system of analytical passive constructions — all of them
composed of auxiliaries and passive participles (Rothstein 1993:713; Laskowski 1999b:195;
Swan 2002:311; Sadowska 2012:432-435). There are two types of dynamic passives that
form an aspectual contrast (Laskowski 1999b:195-196). One type is built around the
imperfective auxiliary by¢ ‘be’ and an imperfective participle, and has an imperfective
meaning (e.g. jest pisany ‘(it) is being written’). The other type is built around the perfective
auxiliary zosta¢ ‘remain, stay, be left, become’ with a perfective participle and has a
perfective meaning (e.g. zostal napisany ‘(it) has been written’; Rothstein 1993:713; Swan
2002:311-312; Sadowska 2012:432-435; see also De Bray 1980:304-305; Bak 1984;
Strutyfiski 1998).26° Additionally, there is a statal passive that is composed of the auxiliary
by¢ and the perfective participle which expresses “a resultant state” (Swan 2002:313; see also
Rothstein 1993:713; Laskowski 1999b:196).27° Consequently, the Polish passive system is
tripartite: the passive constructions with by¢ can be dynamic (imperfective) or statal, while
the passive construction with zostac is dynamic (perfective).

While a language-internal formation of the b/djn passive is unlikely, the formal and
functional similarity of this construction with the zosta¢ passive in Polish suggests its
contact-induced origin. That is, the emergence of the bldjn passive in Wymysorys and its
subsequent grammaticalization have most likely occurred due to Polish influence — both
morpho-syntactic and semantic in nature. On the one hand, an extensive use of zosta¢ in the
dynamic passive in Polish may have stimulated an analogical use of b/djn in Wymysorys. In
other words, the Polish auxiliary zosta¢, which in its literal lexical sense means ‘remain, stay,
be left, become’, has been replicated in Wymysorys by means of a synonymous verb, i.e.
btajn. On the other hand, the grammatical semantics of the entire zosta¢ passive, particularly
its aspectual associations, have been copied to the bfdjn passive, with the usage of the
Wymysorys construction mirroring that of the Polish gram. As explained above, the passive
built around the auxiliary zosta¢ is typically employed to express perfective nuances: either
in the past, e.g. list zostal napisany ‘the letter has been / was written’, or in the future
(morphologically, a perfective present), e.g. list zostanie napisany ‘the letter will be written’.
Its use in the present tense — and in such a case, in an imperfective form of the auxiliary, i.e.
zostawac, since perfective verbs are generally incompatible with the present meaning and
when inflected in the present form have been reinterpreted as perfective futures — is rare,
being limited to historical present and performatives (e.g. zostaje napisany).?’! The use of
the zosta¢ passive in other types of imperfective constructions is generally ungrammatical
(e.g. **zostaje pisany and **zostal pisany). The semantic profile of the blajn passive is
highly similar. This passive specializes in a perfective meaning, introducing punctiliar,

269 In historical present and performative constructions, the auxiliary found in the zosta¢ passive may also be inflected
in its imperfective form in the present tense, i.e. zostaje napisany (Rothstein 1993:713; Laskowski 1999b:196).

270 There are also constructions built around the auxiliary bywa¢ ‘be usually, used to’ (Laskowski 1999b:195-196).
27! These two contexts also allow for the use of perfective presents in a non-future sense.
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bound, and terminative events in the past or future. Similar to the zosta¢ passive in Polish,
its use in the present is scarce.?’?

As a result of these changes, the original Wymysorys passive system consisting of the zdjn and
wada constructions has been expanded by an additional construction with bfdjn. This has led
to — at least a partial — restructuration of the entire passive system of Wymysorys. That is, the
bipartite passive system has become tripartite. To be exact, the original dynamic-static contrast
that underlies the passive category in Germanic languages (i.e. the actional wada passive vs.
the statal zajn passive) has been reorganized around a triangular system of oppositions (i.e. the
actional wada passive vs. the statal zdjn passive vs. the perfective blijn passive), as in Polish.
Crucially, this new system that has emerged in Wymysorys also semantically matches the
Polish passive system since, in Polish, the pertinent domains are: action (cf. hy¢ with the
imperfective participle, i.e. jest/byt pisany), state (cf. by¢ with the perfective participle, i.e.
jest/byl napisany), and perfectivity (cf. zosta¢ with the perfective participle, i.e. zostal
napisany). It is thus not only a specific form, viz. the blijn passive, that has been transferred
from Polish to Wymysorys. The entire tripartite passive system that currently operates in
Wymysorys may itself be a replica of the Polish system.

8.2 The future 11

The cases of pattern borrowing in the verbal morpho-syntax of Wymysorys are not limited to
the bldajn passive or the passive system in general. Two further canonical examples are found
in the TAM system of the Wymysorys language and concern the new future and the new
conjunctive — the so-called “future III” and “conjunctive perfect III”, respectively. In the
present section, I will analyze the contact-induced emergence of the future II1.

Wymysorys has a rich system of grams that convey the idea of future. The most common
expressions of future are two analytical constructions formed with the auxiliary wan ‘become’
(future 1) and zufa ‘shall’ (future II), and the infinitive of a main verb (see examples 38.a-b,
respectively). The future I indicates all types of future activities, i.e. imperfective (progressive-
continuous, iterative-habitual, and durative) and perfective (unique, bounded, and punctiliar).
In contrast, the future II has more patent modal values, often connoting optative, volitional,
epistemic, and especially deontic (obligation and necessity) nuances. These two future tenses
have their cognate constructions in various West Germanic languages, e.g. Modern High
German (werden + infinitive) and Dutch (zullen + infinitive). Additionally, there are a number
of other less grammaticalized constructions that may express future events and situations in
Wymysorys. These constructions use modal verbs as their auxiliaries instead of wan or zufa,
i.e.: miisa ‘must’, kyna ‘can’, wela ‘want to’, djefa ‘need to, ought to, should’, and mygja ‘may’
(see 38.c-d). Futurity may also be expressed through the present tense (38.d; for details, see

272 A similar transfer — although in an opposite direction, i.e. from West Germanic to Slavonic and involving the
borrowing of matter rather than pattern — has occurred in Sorbian. In both Sorbian varieties, one finds a passive
construction built around the auxiliary wordowa¢ (Upper Sorbian) or wordowas (Lower Sorbian) and the passive
participle. The auxiliary wordowac/wordowas is a clear loanword from the Modern High German werden (Stone
1993b:639; Harbert 2007:552).
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Andrason 2010; Andrason & Krél 2016:93-95). The use of modal constructions and present
tenses in future senses is also widely attested in the West Germanic family. In fact, all the
means of expressing futurity in Wymysorys that have been mentioned above were already
found in Middle High German. That is, to convey a future meaning, Middle High German used
the periphrases built around the modal verbs with the infinitive and suln, wellen, and miiezen,
as well as — albeit rarely — werden (Paul 2007:294-296; see also Jones & Jones 2019).27

(38) a Miin wa’h krigja a pakta
‘Tomorrow, I will receive a packet’

b. Zy zula kioefa arpuin
‘They will/should buy potatoes’

c. Miin djef yh krigja a briw
‘Tomorrow, I should receive a letter’

d. Y pider tag fiden dy kyndyn wag
‘In a few days, the children will leave’

Apart from the constructions presented in the paragraph above, which all have equivalents in
closely related languages, Wymysorys has developed an alternative manner of conveying future
meaning. This new construction consists of the auxiliary wan and the past participle of a main
verb (see example 39.a below). This form has been referred to as the “future III” (Andrason 2016)
in order to differentiate it from two other regular future tenses, the future I (formed with the
auxiliary wan ‘will’ and infinitive; 39.b) and the future II (formed with the auxiliary zufa ‘shall’
and infinitive; 39.c). As far as its meaning is concerned, the future III is equivalent to the regular
future tenses, especially the future I. That is, the future III principally expresses prospective
activities, both perfective (bound, complete, punctual) and imperfective (progressive, durative,
habitual), being, in that usage, fully synonymous with the future I (compare 39.a with 39.b).

(39) a Yhy wa gybata dy nokweryn
‘I will ask the neighbor’

b. Yhy wa byta dy nokweryn
‘I will ask the neighbor’

C. Yhy zo bata dy nokweryn
‘I shall/should ask the neighbor’

273 There was an additional future gram in Middle High German that was composed of the auxiliary werden and
the present participle. This construction was more common than the future built around the verb warden and the
infinitive (Paul 2007:295-296).
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Overall, the future III is a relatively rare construction and is only used by a few speakers. Some
informants perceive it as “not entirely correct” and propose alternative ways to express the
intended content. Nevertheless, the informants who use(d) the future III belong to a group of
the most competent and fluent native speakers, all of whom were born before the Second World
War. Therefore, their usage of the future III does not stem from an imperfect language
acquisition, as commonly occurs in some constructions coined by younger Wilamowians.
Rather, this usage attests to these speakers’ grammatical creativity and the innovations driven
by language-internal and/or language-external forces.

The future III exhibits (a degree of) similarity with a number of other verbal grams. To begin
with, the future III is structurally similar to a construction formed by the auxiliary wada
inflected in the present tense — which, like wan, is a cognate of the German verb werden — and
the past participle of a main verb. As explained in section 8.1, this gram invariably has a passive
reading, functioning as a dynamic passive present (40.a) or a passive future (40.b). Given its
bi-partite semantic potential, as far as tense is concerned, I will refer to this construction as the
“passive present-future”. Although structurally similar, the future III and the passive present-
future constructions are not identical. As mentioned above, the former uses wan as its auxiliary,
while the latter uses wada. This stems from the fact that, in Wymysorys, the verb that
corresponds to the German predicate werden has two alternative forms: the shorter one — wan
(the singular wa/wa, wyst, wyt and the plural wan, wat, wan) — and the longer one — wada (sg.
wad, wjydst, wjyd and pl. wada, wad, wada). In combination with an infinitive (either the
infinitive I or II), the short form — phonetically more reduced — is used. In combination with a
participle (as well as with an adjective, noun, or prepositional clause), the long variant —
phonetically less reduced — is preferred. Alternatively, the distribution of the two forms
depends on whether the verb is used as a semantically void auxiliary (mainly as an indicator of
the idea of futurity) or, on the contrary, as a semantically full(er) verb with the meaning of
‘become’, which would also include passive constructions. In the former case, wan is
employed; in the latter case, wada is used.?’*

(40) a. Wu ej s’oiita? S’wjyd eta grod gyryht
‘Where is the car? It is being repaired’

b. Fir draj jiir wjyd dy $trds gyboiit
‘The street will be built in three years’

There are two other constructions that exhibit formal similarity with the future III, being built
around the verb wan, inflected in the present, and a past participle. These constructions are,
however, additionally accompanied by the infinitive of the verbs zajn ‘be’, hon ‘have’, or wada
‘become’. One of them is the future perfect I, while the other is the passive future I. The future

2741t should also be noted that, when inflected in the present, the longer lexically-fuller variant wada often conveys
the future sense ‘will be’, although a present-tense interpretation ‘is, becomes’ is also possible (see the label
“passive present-future” used when referring to the wjyd gymaht construction; cf. Andrason 2010b, 2011). This
approximates the usage of the cognate Icelandic verb verda ‘become, will be, must’. Accordingly, the Wymysorys
expression har wjyd ym hoiis is equivalent to the Icelandic Hann verour heima ‘He will be at home’.
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perfect I consists of the future-tense auxiliary wan and the infinitive II, the latter of which is
composed of the passive participle and the verbs zdjn ‘be’ or hon ‘have’. In its prototypical use, the
future perfect I conveys the idea of future anteriority — it expresses future events that precede other
future activities (41.a). This construction is a cognate of German expressions such as werden
gekauft haben ‘will have bought’ or werden gekommen sein ‘will have come’. The passive future
I is a less common future passive gram alternative to the passive present-future discussed in the
previous paragraph. It consists of the passive auxiliaries wada or zdjn inflected in the future I (wyt
wada and wyt zajn, respectively) and the passive participle of the main verb (41.b).

(41) a Wen yh s’mytagasa wa’h hon ogykoht, wa’h abysta riin
‘When I have cooked lunch, I will rest a little’

b. Dos wyt gymaht zajn/wada
“This will be done’

The formal and semantic relationship of the future III to the other similar constructions is
summarized in Table 2 below, where the expression har maht ‘he does’ is inflected in the future
I, passive present-future, future perfect I, and passive future I. Like the future I, future perfect
I, and passive future I, the future III employs the short form of the auxiliary, i.e. wan. However,
in contrast to these constructions — and similar to the passive present-future — the future III
does not use the infinitive, but rather the participle. Thus, it is the form of the auxiliary verb
that enables speakers to differentiate between the passive present-future (wjyd gymaht ‘it is
(being) done, it will be done’) and the future III (wyt gymaht ‘he will do’).

Future I har wyt maha ‘he will do’

Passive present-future har wjyd gymaht ‘he will be done / is (being) done’
Future perfect I har wyt gymaht hon ‘he will have done’

Passive future | har wyt gymaht zajn/wada ‘he will be done’

Future IIT har wyt gymaht ‘he will do’

Table 2: The future I1I and its Wymysorys background

While the future III makes use of genuine Wymysorys components and fits relatively well into
the class of future-time expressions — although similar to a number of grams, it is
distinguishable from them — its form and meaning closely resemble one of the future tenses of
Polish, specifically, the so-called “# future” (or participial future). This close resemblance of
the future III to the  future most likely stems from the fact that the Wymysorys gram constitutes
a replica of the Polish construction.
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The 7 future in Polish (e.g. bede pisat in (42) below) consists of the verb by¢ ‘be’ inflected in the
synthetic future (e.g. 1¥-person singular bede ‘1 will”) and an original active perfect participle,
which nowadays is typically used as a past tense (compare with (z)robif ‘he has done, did, was
doing’ or (z)robitem / jam (z)robit / zem (z)robit ‘1 did, have done, was doing’; L.o$§ 1927:278,
294-300, 306-307; Dlugosz-Kurczabowa & Dubisz 2006; see also Monke 1971). Although, the
{ future is related to the Old Polish future perfect or a Slavonic futurum exactum (L.o$ 1927:307),
its sense is invariably non-perfectal (or non-anterior) in Modern Polish. This most likely stems
from the fact that, currently, only imperfective verbs may be used in this construction. Indeed,
the / future regularly introduces imperfective activities — whether progressive, durative, or
habitual — and only tolerates the / forms (the original participles, as explained above) of
imperfective verbs. For perfective verbs, present tense morphology is used to express the idea of
futurity, e.g. napisze ‘I will write’ (Laskowski 1999b:262; Swan 2002:256-257; Sadowska
2012:399-402). Nevertheless, historically, the / future was also grammatical with perfective
verbs, as illustrated by bedzie zakupit ‘he will have bought’, bedg dali ‘they will have given’,
and bedg byli ‘they will be’ (Los 1927:307).275

(42) Jutro bede pisal egzamin przez caly dzien
‘Tomorrow I will write an exam the whole day’

The similarities between the future III in Wymysorys (e.g. wyt gymaht ‘will do’) and the /
future in Polish (e.g. bedzie robit ‘will do’) are unmistakable. On the one hand, the verb
wan/wada can have an inherent future meaning, ‘will be’, when inflected in the present tense,
fully comparable with the Polish auxiliary in the / future, e.g. bedzie ‘will be’. On the other
hand, a past participle such as gymaht can be perceived as analogous to the original active
perfect # participle in Polish, as Wymysorys lacks any other types of participle. The past
participle in Wymysorys is also used in the most common expression of past, present perfect,
and pluperfect — the perfect (e.g. yhy ho gymaht ‘1 have done, did, had done’) — that is
semantically close to the Polish past in 7 (e.g. the perfective and imperfective past (z)robif ‘he
did, was doing, used to do’). Therefore, the Wymysorys past participle could be employed as
a “natural” equivalent of the / slot found in the Polish # future. Even though the Wymysorys
participle originally had a passive value when derived from underlying transitive verbs (e.g.
gvmaht ‘(be) done’), its constructional interpretation in the perfect is currently active (e.g. ho
gymaht ‘1 have done’). Overall, the closest Wymysorys replica — both structural and semantic
— of the Polish / future (e.g. bedzie robif) is the future 111 (e.g. wyt gymaht).>’®

The future III may have emerged not only to imitate a particular Polish form, namely the /
future, as proposed above; its development may also have been motivated by the “wish” to
replicate the entire Polish system of analytical futures. Polish has another analytical future gram
that is semantically equivalent to the # future. This construction is built around the auxiliary

275 Its emergence in Polish is attributed to Russian influence. Such forms have also existed in Czech (L.o$
1927:307). For an alternative theory of their origin, see Proeme (1991).

276 It is important to note that the future III is not confined to perfectal or perfective senses but, like the Polish
construction, can introduce future progressive or habitual activities.
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by¢ in the synthetic future (3"-person singular bedzie) and the infinitive of a main verb instead
of the participial form as in the 7 future. Although there are certain differences in their uses, the
two futures usually have an identical aspectual-temporal meaning denoting future imperfective
(progressive, durative, habitual) activities (Mikos 1985; Swan 2002:256-257; Sadowska
2012:399-400; see also Monke 1971). For instance, the expressions bede pisat list (the
participial  future) and bede pisac list (the infinitival future) convey the same TAM meaning,
namely ‘I will write / I will be writing a letter’. These two options of conveying the idea of
futurity in Polish could have stimulated the development of an analogical situation in
Wymysorys. Accordingly, the future I (e.g. wyt maha), which has most likely existed in
Wymysorys since early in the development of the language, is a typological equivalent of the
Polish infinitival future (e.g. bedzie robic). In contrast, the  future (e.g. bedzie robif) did not
originally have an equivalent in Wymysorys. To fill this gap, and thus maintain an infinitival-
participial formal distinction in the future system operating in Polish, the future III has been
developed by replicating the structure of the # future. The entire evolution would constitute a
system’s analogy: to replicate the Polish pair bedzie robi¢ and bedzie robit, the gram wyt
gvmaht (future I11) has been added to wyt maha (future I).

However, the emergence of the future III need not have been an entirely contact-induced
phenomenon, nor is it necessarily a bottom-up reconstruction of the Polish gram developed by
combining more atomic units that have existed in Wymysorys into a sequence that would match
the pattern found in Polish. The presence of another gram found in Wymysorys may also have
contributed to this process. In other words, a construction that had previously been
grammaticalized in the language might have been restructured to yield a novel construction more
similar to the Polish exemplar. This construction is the future perfect I, a native and relatively
common gram used to express the idea of future anteriority, e.g. har wyt gymaht hon ‘he will
have done’. As explained at the beginning of this section, similar to the future III, the future
perfect I uses the short form of the auxiliary, i.e. wan, and the past participle of the main verb.
However, it also contains the infinitive son ‘have’ or zajn ‘be’, the latter being found with
inchoative and motion verbs. The future perfect I might have provided a constructional
foundation for the creation of the future III (e.g. wyt gymaht), which could have been achieved
by the mere elimination of the verb hon or zdjn from the sequence wyt gymaht hon. Since the
lack of the verb /on in the future III (e.g. wyt gymaht) makes this form clearly distinguishable
from the future perfect I (e.g. wyt gymaht hon), and since the use of the short variant wan makes
it likewise distinguishable from the passive present-future (e.g. wjyd gymaht), there is no risk that
this new future gram would be confused with the other constructions already existing in the
Wymysorys language. In other words, when replicating the Polish / future (in which the auxiliary
verb exhibits a future sense (‘will be’), the original participle has an active value, and no other
‘have’ and ‘be’ predicates, typical for perfect/anterior grams, are used) the Wymysorys future-
perfect pattern wyt gymaht hon might have been reused as wyt gymaht in the sense of a “non-
perfect” active future (the auxiliary son or zdjn is missing and the short variant wan is employed
instead of the long wada which is found in the passive). This would explain the somewhat
irregular use of the short form wan in a construction in which no infinitive is found but a participle
occurs (and, therefore, the long form wada would be expected).
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Indeed, the omission of an auxiliary (typically ‘have’) in perfectal grams —i.e. when followed by
the past participle — is not exceptional in Germanic. On the contrary, it is well attested, being
found in, e.g. Swedish, Norwegian, Faroese, and “pre-twentieth-century” Modern High German
(Harbert 2007:304; see also Iversen 1918; Holm 1950; Bandle et al. 2005:1592; Garbacz &
Larsson 2014). In Swedish, the language that exhibits the higher propensity to such omissions,
the auxiliary 4a ‘have’ — cognate of the Wymysorys hon — can be dropped in perfectal grams in
several types of contexts. The finite 4a can be omitted in all non-V2 syntactic environments,
especially in subordinated clauses (e.g. those introduced by att ‘that’, eftersom ‘because’, and
som ‘who, which, that’) and exclamatives (Garbacz & Larsson 2014). The non-finite 4a can be
omitted from periphrases with modal verbs, especially those inflected in the past tense (e.g. hann
skulle (ha) jobbat ‘he should have worked’). Nevertheless, omission of present tense modal
auxiliaries is also attested (ibid.). In Swedish, the omission of 4a — especially its finite forms — is
regarded as pattern borrowing from 17%-century German (Platzack 1983; Larsson 2009:380-
382), where this usage was lost before the 20" century (Haugen 1976:377).

Despite certain similarities between the omission of ‘have’ in West and North Germanic, on
the one hand, and Wymysorys, on the other, the two processes are different. First, while the
omission of the auxiliary ‘have’ in Germanic takes place in a number of perfectal grams, a
comparable generalized or wide-ranging omission in Wymysorys is ungrammatical. That is,
the verb hon cannot be dropped in most grams of the perfectal series, e.g. the perfect,
pluperfect, and all the modal future-perfect constructions (e.g. zufa gymaht hon). The only
exception is the conjunctive III (see section 8.3 below). Second, while the omission in
Germanic is determined syntactically, being common only in subordinate and exclamative
clauses, the future III can be used in both subordinate and main clauses, and is not restricted to
some determined syntactic contexts. Third, while the omission in Germanic usually involves
modal verbs inflected in past tenses and takes place in counter-factual contexts, the future III
is a factual gram with the auxiliary inflected in the present tense. Fourth, while the Germanic
grams that attest to the omission tend to preserve their perfectal meaning, the future III does
not convey the sense of (future) anteriority. As already explained, similar to the Polish / future,
the future III expresses simple future actions and activities, including imperfective ones.
Therefore, it seems that the emergence of the future III in Wymysorys is not — at least not to
the same extent — an analogous process to the omission of the auxiliary ‘have’ attested in West
and North Germanic. Rather, the future III is a contact-induced construction — specifically, an
example of pattern replication of the / future and the entire Polish future system — that has
exploited an omission mechanism available to Germanic languages, but distinct in essence.

8.3  The conjunctive perfect III

The other innovative TAM construction that has possibly developed in Wymysorys as a result
of Polish influence is the conjunctive perfect III. This gram is a periphrasis formed by the
conjunctive I form wje (inflected in the singular wje, wjest, wje and plural wjen, wjet, wjen)
with the literal sense of ‘would’ and/or ‘would be’ (regarding wyje, see further below in this
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section) and the inflected past participle of a main verb. The entire expression provides a modal
meaning of unreal counter-factuality (irrealis):

(43) Wen dy mer dos hetst gyzidet gestyn, wje’h ju mytum gykuzt
‘If you had told me that yesterday, I would already have talked to him’

As far as its meaning is concerned, the conjunctive perfect Il overlaps with two constructions
that convey the idea of unreal counter-factuality: the conjunctive perfect I and the conjunctive
perfect II. The conjunctive perfect I consists of the auxiliary verb son ‘have’ inflected in the
conjunctive I and the past participle of a main verb, for instance yh het gymaht *(if) I had done’
(44.a). It corresponds to the German conjunctive pluperfect, e.g. ich hdtte gemacht. Contrary
to the remaining perfectal constructions in Wymysorys, the conjunctive perfect I makes use of
the auxiliary hon with verbs of motion and inchoative verbs, which usually take zdjn in the
perfectal series. As a result, the conjunctive perfect I of the verb kuma ‘come’ is het gykuma ‘1
would have come / (if) I had come’, contrary to the German ich wdre gekommen. The
conjunctive perfect Il is an analytic expression formed by the conjunctive I form wje, inflected
in person and number, and the infinitive II, i.e. the infinitive zajn ‘be’ or hon ‘have’ and the
past participle of a main verb, e.g. wje hon gymaht ‘1 would have done / (if) I had done’ or wje
zajn gykuma ‘1 would have come / (if) I had come’. The conjunctive perfect II corresponds to
the constructions ich wiirde gemacht haben or ich wiirde gekommen sein in German (44.b).

(44) a Wen dy mer dos hetst gyzioet gestyn, het yh ju mytum gykuzt
‘If you had told me this yesterday, I would already have talked to him’

b. Wen yh wje hon gybaka, wje’h Sun olys hon gymaht
‘If I had cooked (it), I would already have it all done’

From a formal perspective, the conjunctive perfect III exhibits similarities with a number of
TAM grams in Wymysorys. First, the conjunctive perfect III shares certain structural
similarities with the conjunctive perfect I (see above). Both constructions are built around an
auxiliary inflected in the conjunctive I and the past participle of a main verb. The difference
between them lies in the auxiliary employed: the conjunctive perfect I invariably uses the verb
hon (i.e. het); the conjunctive perfect III always uses the verb zdjn (wje), itself possibly a
reanalysis of wjed from wada ‘become’ (see the discussion further below in this section).
Second, the conjunctive perfect III also approximates the conjunctive perfect II (see above),
differing only in the absence of the auxiliary infinitive hon or zdjn. Compare wje gymaht and
wje gvkuma (conjunctive perfect III) with wje hon gymaht and wje zdjn gykuma (conjunctive
perfect II), respectively. Third, the conjunctive perfect III is similar in form to the conjunctive
II. To be exact, the conjunctive II is built around the auxiliary wyje like the conjunctive perfect
I1I. However, instead of the participle, it makes use of the infinitive of a main verb.?’”” The two

277 The conjunctive Il is a periphrastic alternative to the conjunctive I of zgjn ‘be’, hon ‘have’, wada ‘become’,
and all the modal verbs. More importantly, it constitutes the typical conjunctive form of verbs that lack the
conjunctive I — the immense majority of verbs in Wymysorys.
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constructions also differ semantically. Contrary to the conjunctive perfect I1I, which expresses
the idea of irrealis, the meaning of the conjunctive Il is a real type of counter-factuality, e.g.
Wen yh wje hon gjetd, wje’h mer kioefa a grusy hyt ‘If I had money, I would buy myself a big
house’. Fourth, the form of the conjunctive perfect II coincides to an extent with the passive
conjunctive I. The passive conjunctive I employs the conjunctive I of the verb wada/wan (i.e.
wjed) and the past participle of a meaning verb: wjed gymaht (a cognate of wiirde gemacht in
Modern High German). The meaning of this construction is not only passive but also real

counter-factual instead of an unreal counter-factual sense of the conjunctive perfect I11.278

The table below summarizes the formal relation between the conjunctive perfect I1I and the
other conjunctive forms in Wymysorys:

Conjunctive perfect I har het gymaht ‘he would have done’

Conjunctive perfect I1 har wje gymaht hon ‘he would have done’

Conjunctive I1 har wje maha ‘he would do’

Passive conjunctive I har wjed  gymaht ‘he would be done’

Conjunctive perfect [II  har wje gymaht ‘he would have done / if he had done’

Table 3: The conjunctive perfect III and its Wymysorys background

Historically, the auxiliary used in the conjunctive II and the conjunctive perfect Il was most likely
wada/wan ‘become’, given that, in cognate constructions in Modern High German, i.e. the past
conjunctive, one employs the predicate werden, e.g. ich wiirde gemacht haben and ich wiirde
machen. Furthermore, the auxiliary wad/wan is indeed found in Wymysorys in the future I and
future perfect I, which are corresponding real factual constructions (i.e. the auxiliary is inflected
in the present instead of the conjunctive I, as is the case for the conjunctive (perfect) II). In
Wymysorys, the conjunctive I form of wada/wan is wjed, which appears if the verb is used in its
lexical sense of ‘become’, heading nouns or adjectives, and in passives. In turn, the form wje
constitutes the conjunctive I form of the verb zdjn (cognate of the German widre; cf. Kleczkowski
1920:142). It is most likely the case that, in the conjunctive (perfect) II, the original wjed form
lost its final consonant d due to phonological reduction, which typically accompanies the process
of grammaticalization. As a result, when functioning as an auxiliary in the conjunctive (perfect)
II, the conjunctive I form of wada/wan becomes wje and, hence, is identical to the conjunctive I
of zajn. Indeed, this is how the speakers themselves perceive this element in the conjunctive

perfect IT gram, i.e. as an inflectional form of the verb zajn and not of wada.?”

278 Accordingly, this construction does not refer to past situations which are impossible to be changed (‘it would
have been done / (if) it had been done’), but rather to situations that, albeit improbable, are current and hence
possible to alter (‘it would be done / (if) it was/were done): e.g. yhy wjed gybata ‘1 would be (lit. become) asked’.
279 Alternatively, wada/wan would have two conjunctive 1 forms: a long one, wjed, used with nouns and adjectives,
and in passives; and a short one, wje, used with infinitives, including the infinitive II of the conjunctive perfect I1.
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While sharing a number of formal and functional similarities with several native TAM grams,
the innovative conjunctive perfect I1I also parallels a Polish construction, specifically the past
conditional (Swan 2002:262; Sadowska 2012:406), alternatively referred to as the “unreal
conditional” (Laskowski 1999b:263). The past conditional in Polish is formed by the auxiliary
by¢ ‘be’ in the (real/potential) conditional (see the 2"-person singular byfbys ‘you would be’
and bytbym ‘I would be’ in (45) below) and the past # form of the main verb — as explained in
section 8.2, an original active perfect participle that is currently used as the basis of the past
tense (e.g. powiedziat ‘he told’ or pomogt ‘he helped’). As is common cross-linguistically (see
Bybee, Perkins & Pagliuca 1994), the past conditional in Polish has an unreal counter-factual
sense, i.e. ‘I would have done’ or ‘(if) I had done’ (see again (45)) — a meaning that contrasts
with the real counter-factual sense of a conditional form such as zrobitbym ‘I would do / (if) I
did’ (Laskowski 1999b:262-263; Swan 2002:257-259, 262; Sadowska 2012:404-407).

(45) Bylby$mi to powiedzial, to bylbym ci pomégt
‘If you had told me that, [then] I would have helped you.’

From a structural perspective, the form of the conjunctive perfect III (e.g. wje gymaht) is an
optimal replica of the Polish past conditional (e.g. bytbym zrobif). On the one hand, the element
wje functions in Wymysorys as an equivalent to the Polish conditional of the verb ‘be’ (bytby).
On the other hand, the Wymysorys past participle (e.g. gymaht) can be viewed as the only
possible counterpart of the # slot of the Polish past conditional (e.g. zrobif). As has been argued
in section 8.2, even though originally passive, the past participle is used actively in the perfectal
series (e.g. the perfect hot gymaht ‘has done / did”) in Wymysorys. The perfect itself is the
most frequent expression of the active past and present perfect senses, thus being semantically
close to the Polish past (e.g. zrobif ‘he has done / did’), which is homophonous with the 7 slot
of the past conditional (e.g. bytby zrobit).

Nevertheless, the development of the conjunctive perfect III — understood as the imitation of a
Polish construction — need not have proceeded by following a bottom-up approach. It may have
also exploited a top-down approach by restructuring a gram that had already been present in
the language and by exploiting the system of closely related constructions presented in Table
3 above. Specifically, to imitate the Polish unreal conditional (bytbym zrobit), the sequence wje
gvmaht hon could have been simplified to wje gymaht ‘(he) would have done / (if he) had
done’, that is formally distinct from both the conjunctive perfect I het gymaht (which never
uses the auxiliary zdjn, even with the typical zdjn verbs) and the conjunctive Il har wje maha
‘he would do’ (which uses the infinitive instead of the participle). Crucially, since the form wje
is used in the conjunctive perfect II instead of the original wjed, the outcome is also
differentiated from the passive conjunctive I wjed gymaht ‘(it) would be done / (if it) were
done’, in which, as in the conjunctive perfect 111, the auxiliary wada/wan and the participle are
employed. As a result, the omission of the auxiliary that has led to the emergence of the
conjunctive perfect II would not disrupt the conjunctive system of Wymysorys.
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Indeed, the top-down scenario involving the loss of the auxiliary (in this case, hon and zdjn) is
probable given the relatively common omission of non-finite auxiliaries when used with modal
auxiliaries inflected in the past (conditional) tenses in counter-factual contexts in the Germanic
family (Garbacz & Larsson 2014). As explained in section 8.2, these types of omissions are
common in Swedish and Norwegian, and were also attested in pre-twentieth-century German
(Harbert 2007:304). This fact renders the (top-down) restructuration hypothesis more likely
than was the case in the future II1.

Furthermore, a typologically similar (although not identical) modal construction is found in
Yiddish. In this language, the analytical conditional — an equivalent of various Wymysorys
conjunctive tenses — is a periphrasis consisting of the auxiliary woltn, itself an old preterite of the
verb wellen ‘to want’, and the past participle of a main verb. This construction has counter-factual
senses, both real and unreal, e.g. ix wolt gezogt ‘1 would tell / have told’ (Katz 1987:160-161;
Weinreich 2008:516; Margolis 2011:113-114). Arguably, woltn gemaxt emerged due to the
merging of woltn maxn (the expression of real counter-factuality) and woltn gemaxt habn (the
expression of unreal counter-factuality), yielding a new formally mixed counter-factual
conditional. Accordingly, the unreal conditional structure woltn gemaxt habn has been simplified
to woltn gemaxt through the omission of the non-finite auxiliary habn — incorporating the real
counter-factual sense of the woltn maxn structure. Interestingly, the rise of this participial
conditional in Yiddish has been attributed to Slavic influence (Geller 1994:50-52; 1999:81;
Hansen & Birzer 2012:456).2%° The scenario posited in this section for the conjunctive perfect I11
in Wymysorys would grosso modo be analogous to the development of the conditional in
Yiddish, with the exception of the semantic change. That is, the conjunctive perfect III has not
been generalized in real counter-factual uses, likely due to the fact that the dedicated real counter-
factual grams, i.e. the conjunctives I and II, are still widely used in Wymysorys.

To conclude, the conjunctive perfect III has probably emerged as the imitation of an equivalent
expression that exists in Polish — the / past conditional. However, although a Polish influence
seems to have been decisive in developing this novel gram, its emergence may also have been
fostered by the existence of certain forms already available in Wymysorys. These older
constructions — still under the impact of Polish — would have been re-used and adjusted to the
Polish pattern, yielding a new gram. In this manner, the Polish and Germanic languages — the
two mother tongues of the Wymysorys speakers — might jointly have contributed to the
formation of a new tense.

280 The form woltn maxn is occasionally found, being restricted to a “parliamentary style” (Katz 1987:160;
Margolis 2011:113).
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8.4  Idiomatic phrasal structures

The influence of Polish on Wymysorys morpho-syntax is also visible in a number of analytical
idiomatic expressions that are currently used in the Wymysorys language and that draw on
Polish patterns and/or matter. The most relevant Polish-based idioms — all of them previously
mentioned in the chapters of this dissertation dedicated to lexicon and morphology — that I
identified during my fieldwork are the following: fur heja zan ‘look down, disregard’, lit. ‘look
from the height’ (P. patrzec z gory); jiir hon ‘be...year old’, lit. ‘have...years’ (P. mie¢...lat);
no ne ‘well no!, really?!” (P. no nie); ne sposiip ‘no way’ (P. nie sposob);, po
kicelendze/kolyndze gejn ‘pay Christmas calls; make a round of house calls’, lit. ‘go after
kolenda’ (P. chodzi¢ po koledzie); po rodze kena ‘know by (lit. after) kin/family’ (P.
(rozpo)zna¢ po rodzie); ufum na oku hon ‘be interested in someone’, lit. “have someone on eye’
(P. mie¢ na oku); ufum na zdjencu hon ‘have in the picture’ (P. mie¢ na zdjeciu); yr halikja
‘during Christmas or Easter’ (P. w swieta); zih nama ‘start, set about’, lit. ‘take oneself” (P.
brac/wzigé sig za).

Borrowing found in Polish-sourced idioms may be of three types. First, it may be limited to
pattern borrowing where a Polish idiom is replicated entirely with Wymysorys material (see
fur heja zan, jiir hon, yr hdlikja, and zih nama). Second, the replica may make use of both
Wymysorys and Polish matter (see po kioelendze/kolyndze gejn, po rodze kena, ufum na oku
hon, and ufum na zdjencu hon). Third, all of the matter may be Polish (see no rie and e sposiip).
In a few cases — all of them involving prepositions — specific semantic content is expressed
twice, first appearing in Wymysorys and subsequently in Polish, e.g. uf and na, both meaning
‘on, in’ in ufum na oku hon and ufum na zdjencu hon (cf. section 6.5).

The idiomatic constructions of which the pattern and sometimes matter draw on Polish attest
to several syntactic configurations. The most common of these constructions involve verbs
governing prepositional phrases, e.g. fur heja zan, po kiéelendze/kolyndze gejn, po rodze
kena, ufum na oku hon, and ufum na zdjencu hon. Less common are structures limited to
prepositional phrases (e.g. yr halikja) and reflexive verbs (e.g. zih nama) as well as those in
which the verb governs a nominal object (e.g. jiir hon). Lastly, one finds a few non-verbal
utterances (e.g. no ne and ne sposiip).

The transfer of all of these idioms is responsible for the introduction of several lexico-
grammatical features in the Wymysorys grammar that have been described in detail in the
previous chapters. The most significant of these features are: (i) the expansion of the semantic
potential of nouns (see Adlikja ‘holiday’ in yr hadlikja ‘Christmas, Easter’; cf. section 5.1.1) and
verbs (see nama ‘take’ in zih nama ‘start, set about’; gejn ‘go’ in po kioelendze/kolyndze gejn
‘pay Christmas calls; make a round of house calls’ and po smjyrgiisce gejn ‘celebrate
$miergust’; hon ‘have’ in ufum na oku hon ‘be interested in someone’; and zan ‘see’ in fur heja
zan ‘look down, disregard’; cf. section 5.2.1); (ii) the presence of Polish prepositions (e.g. po
‘after; by’ in po kidelendze/kolyndze gejn, po smjyrgiis¢e gejn, and po rodze kena as well as na
‘on, in’ in ufum na oku hon and ufum na zdjencu hon; cf. section 6.5); (iii) the use of Polish
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case endings (e.g. the locative/prepositional case exhibited by kidelendze/kolyndze in po
kicelendze/kolyndze gejn, smjyrgiisce in po smjyrgiisc¢e gejn, rodze in po rodze kena, oku in
ufum na oku hon, and wycecce in ufer na wycecce zdjn; cf. section 7.2.1); and (iv) the transfer
of the Polish negator (e.g. 7ie ‘not’ in no re and rie sposiip; cf. section 6.2.3).28! Most of these
features may not, however, be used outside the idiomatic constructions themselves and are thus
unproductive from a more global, systemic perspective.

281 The pattern borrowing of Slavonic phrasal idioms has also taken place in Yiddish. See, for instance, vi cum
bestn ‘as best’ and nit cu derlajdn ‘unbearable’ that draw on jak najlepiej and nie do zniesienia in Polish,
respectively (Weinreich 2008:532). Yiddish also attests to the blending of Slavonic and non-Slavonic elements
(Germanic or Semitic) in phrasal idioms, e.g. yavne-veyasne ‘perfectly clear’ (Kahn 2015:699). Similarly, several
idiomatic phrasal expressions have been copied from Polish into Aljzneris, e.g. uf ‘em pfaht raita ‘ride a horse’
that draws on jechac na koniu in Polish (Dolatowski 2017). Slavonic phrasal idioms have widely been attested in
other German varieties (Siatkowski 2015:283-289).
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CHAPTER NINE

9. Syntax

The last language module of Wymysorys that will be examined for the presence of Polish
borrowings is syntax, i.e. the broadly understood rules that control the structure of phrases,
clauses, and sentences. This examination will be done by determining the placement of
components and the scope and characteristics of their syntagmatic relationships. Given the
nature of syntax — especially in light of the above definition — only pattern types of borrowing
can and have been identified in Wymysorys. Nevertheless, since the syntactic patterns copied
from Polish are often pivotal in the Wymysorys language system, the effects of the Polish
influence on Wymysorys syntax are far-reaching.

This chapter presents the details of syntactic changes that have taken place in Wymysorys due
to contact with Polish. Specifically, I study the Polish influence on the various types of word-
order configurations in Wymysorys (see section 9.1), the syntactic properties of negation
(section 9.2), the selection of tenses in subordinate clauses (section 9.3), and the omission of
referential subject pronouns with finite verbs (9.4).

9.1 Word order

As is the case for many other (West) Germanic languages (Harbert 2007:350-351),
Wymysorys can be governed by a relatively rigid type of word order in which the placement
of the verb is determined by syntactic rules. In the case of predicate focus, a nominal or
pronominal subject regularly precedes the verb which, in turn, occupies the second position
in the clause. This second position — or V2 — constitutes a more general characteristic of the
verb such that the placement of a constituent at the beginning of a clause for topical, focal,
or any other discourse-pragmatic purposes, regularly triggers a subject-verb inversion.
Moreover, if the verb phrase consists of both finite and non-finite components, the object,
the inverted subject, and all adjuncts are intercalated between the finite and non-finite parts
— the verbal component found in main clauses forming the so-called “braces”. Syntactic rules
also determine word order in subordinate clauses, differentiating it from the main clause’s
configuration: the verb is typically placed at the end of the clause, while the internal and
external arguments as well as the adjuncts occupy a pre-verbal position.

Apart from the word order type presented above, Wymysorys allows for a diametrically
different syntactic system. This alternative type of word order exhibits a high degree of
similarity with the rules governing Polish syntax (Kleczkowski 1921:6, 9; Wicherkiewicz
2003:413). Given its relative combinatory freedom, comparable — although not identical (see
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further below) — with that found in Polish and many other Slavonic languages (Sussex &
Cubberley 2006:404), this type of word order will be referred to as “free”. As in Polish
(Rothstein 1993:723-724; Saloni 1998; Swan 2002:376-377; Sadowska 2012:42), the crux
of the Wymysorys free word order lies in its flexibility and dependence on discourse-
pragmatic necessities. Put differently, discourse-pragmatics (e.g. focus, topic, frame,
foreground, background, and even style) are the main factors determining the position of the
components of a clause rather than mechanical syntactic rules characterizing rigid syntax.
This discourse-pragmatic principle implies two things. First, the number of possible linear
configurations of constituents is significantly larger — although still limited — than the rigid
word order. Second, the information conveyed by such syntactic variants is not identical.
Rather, different types of word order activate different types of broadly understood meaning
— for example, they identify distinct constituents as foci, topoi, or frames (cf. Sussex &
Cubberley 2006:404, 417-420 for Slavonic). Therefore, when understanding freedom as the
unconstrained ability to combine constituent parts and/or the availability of many fully
synonymous and functionally equivalent configurations, the free word order of Wymysorys
is not actually free, unlike in Polish.2%? As explained above, the configurations allowed in
free word order are not (always) synonymous and their variability is not unlimited.?®* Given
the properties of rigid word order mentioned above, the free word order currently found in
Wymysorys surfaces through a number of more specific phenomena all of which primarily
concern the linear configurations of constituents, mostly finite and non-finite verbs. This
includes: the violations of the V2 rule, including the so-called “spontaneous V1” type of
word order in main-clause declaratives;*** the placement of non-finite verbs in a non-final
position in main clauses and thus the absence of a “braced” structure of complex predicates;
and the non-final position of finite verbs in subordinate clauses and, more generally, the lack
of asymmetry between the system of main and subordinate clauses.

Despite significant similarities between free word order in Wymysorys and Polish, the two
languages do not exploit their syntactic freedom in an identical manner. First, as already
mentioned above, although the flexibility of free word order in Wymysorys is considerable —
in fact, being much greater than in closely related West-Germanic languages, specifically
Modern Standard German and its dialects — its extent is less than in Polish. In Polish, one may
combine components of a sentence in a large number of ways, moving elements to virtually
any position, with few restrictions. For instance, Polish commonly allows for separating
components of a noun or prepositional phrase, e.g. W tadnym mieszkam domu ‘I live in a nice
house’ (literal gloss: in nice I-live house). This type of free word order and other similar
discontinuous arrangements are unlikely to be found in Wymysorys (Andrason & Krol

282 However, even in Polish, the free word order is not entirely free and not all configurations are (equally)
grammatical (see further below).

283 Of course, rigid types of word order found in Wymysorys discussed in the paragraphs above can also be
motived by pragmatics and information structures, as demonstrated by the case of fronting, which can be applied
for focal or topical purposes. However, as fronting occurs, the placement of other constituents, particularly an
inflected verb and its subject, is principally triggered by a mechanical syntactic rule, in this case V2.

284 1 borrow the term “spontaneous” from Harbert (2007:413), who describes a similar device found in some
Germanic languages (see section 9.1.2 below).
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2016a).2% Second, in Wymysorys, free word-order syntax is highly common only in spoken
discourses — whether dialogues or personal narratives — while in literary works, its presence is
very limited (compare Krol 2011; Ritchie 2014). This contrasts with the situation attested in
Polish, where free word order is typical of all registers and genres, governing the syntax of not
only colloquial language but also standard and literary varieties. This preference for syntactic
rigidness in literary Wymysorys texts is most likely a result of conscious language policies. It
reflects the de-polonizing tendencies of modern writers and activists, who emphasize the
cultural and linguistic distinctiveness of Wilamowians from Poles and their culture and
language.

The above suggests that Wymysorys speakers are generally bestowed with two systems. In the
first, the placement of a constituent is primarily determined by syntax — the syntactic type of a
constituent (e.g. predicate, subject, object, or adjunct) and the type of clause in which it appears
(e.g. main or subordinate). As mentioned above, this system is typical of other West Germanic
languages, including Modern Standard German and various German dialects. The other type
of system allows for relative freedom in moving the constituents of a clause and thus for the
various rigid rules explained above not to operate. Crucially, in this type of word order, the
movement of a constituent and its use in certain clausal structures do not determine the position
of (other) constituents — their position instead being determined by pragmatic factors. This
word order exhibits a remarkable degree of similarity with Polish and Slavonic syntax. Even
though the two types of word order — i.e. the rigid system and the free system — are treated in
this dissertation as disjointed syntactic organizations, they are not mutually exclusive. They
should rather be imagined as two extremes connected by a continuum of situations in which
syntactic rigidness is inversely correlated with syntactic freedom. Therefore, rather than being
of either the rigid type or the free type, the actual types of word order found in Wymysorys
yield a complex amalgam of the two systems. That is, speakers operate with two equally valid
and grammatical word-order systems and can choose spontaneously which one they want to
follow. Although they may organize their discourses around the rigid system or the free system,
they very often exploit the two systems simultaneously in their speech. For instance, they use
diverse types of word order in a single sentence or in two consecutive sentences, or they use
one word-order type in an initial section of their discourse and subsequently — after a few
minutes and often in a gradual manner — switch to the other type. Significantly, even though
some speakers exhibit a predisposition towards rigid word order while others show a tendency
towards free word order, no speaker adheres to rigid or free word order exclusively — the mixing
of word-order systems clearly being the rule.

The rigid word order type outlined in the previous paragraph, which is visible through a set of
more specific phenomena mentioned at the beginning of this section, characterizes many
Germanic languages, particularly continental West Germanic varieties, including German and its
dialects (Harbert 2007). This word-order configuration is generally viewed as etymological — it

285 A possible explanation of this phenomenon may be the fact that Wymysorys is an “article language”, and
languages with articles generally disallow Left Branch Extraction —a structure exemplified by the aforementioned
Polish expression W tadnym mieszkam domu ‘I live in a nice house’.
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has most likely been inherited from Middle High German, the immediate predecessor of
Wymysorys (Kleczkowski 1930; Wicherkiewicz 2003) and reflects the more original stage of
the language that also typified other older Germanic varieties (Kiparsky 1995; Eyporsson 1995;
Harbert 2007). In contrast, I will argue that the greater extent of syntactic freedom exhibited by
Wymysorys in comparison to Modern Standard German and other West Germanic languages
should primarily be attributed to contact with Polish, where, as explained above, free word order
constitutes the pervasive and far-ranging rule (see Wicherkiewicz 2003). This statement will be
nuanced given that certain elements of free word order found in Wymysorys may also be
identified in both old and contemporary West Germanic varieties. Accordingly, although the
generalization and stabilization of free word order in Wymysorys is a contact-induced
phenomenon, its foundations are native — Polish has significantly strengthened some syntactic
possibilities that might already have been available, although exploited only minimally.

In the subsequent parts of this section, I will describe in detail the various phenomena through
which the free word-order system is visible in Wymysorys, namely: the non-V2 configuration
(section 9.1.1) including spontaneous V1 found in main-clause declaratives (see section 9.1.2);
the absence of main-clause verbal braces or the placement of non-finite verbs in a non-final
position in main clauses (9.1.3); as well as the lack of asymmetry between the main clause and
subordinate clause and, in particular, the non-final placement of finite verbs in subordinate
clauses (9.1.4). Additionally, I will describe the pre-verbal position of the negator which,
although not necessarily an exponent of syntactic freedom, is often correlated — and indeed not
accidently — with free word order (9.1.5). In each section, I will also discuss the possible origin
of these configurations as pattern borrowing from Polish without, however, ignoring language-
internal or inherited processes that may (sometimes only minimally) contribute to the
development and generalization of such free word-order phenomena.

9.1.1 The absence of V2 word order

The most pervasive principle permeating the rigid word order of Wymysorys is the V2 rule, or
the placement of an inflected verb in the second position. Nearly all types of grammatical
elements count as the first constituents in V2 order, triggering (if possible) the subject-verb
inversion: fronted direct and indirect objects (e.g. dos bihta ‘that book’ in 46.a); locative and
temporal adjuncts, whether prepositional phrases (e.g. y Wjelicka ‘in Wieliczka’ in 46.b) or
adverbs (e.g. gestyn ‘yesterday’ 46.c); as well as certain discourse markers and particles (e.g.
no ‘well’ in 46.d). Even predicative adjectives (e.g. Sejn ‘beautiful’ in 46.e), past participles
(e.g. gystiorwa ‘dead/died’ in 46.f), and infinitives with their dependents (e.g. Wymysiderys cy
kuza ‘to speak Wymysorys’ in 46.g) may sometimes be placed in front of the inflected verb in
V2 structures. V2 order is regular in wh-type questions (see 46.h). Negative elements — e.g.
negative pronouns, adverbs, and even the negative particle ny ‘not’ — can also be used as the
first constituents in V2 sequences (e.g. nist ‘nothing’ and ny ‘not’ in 46.i-j). Furthermore, V2
word order is common in cases where the first element is an entire subordinate clause (e.g.
46.k). Last but not least, V2 systematically operates in unmarked predicate-focus clauses where
the subject is the first component (e.g. 46.1).
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(46) [Dos bihta] hot yh gysrejwa?3®

‘I had written that book’*®’

®

b. [Y Wjeli¢ka] ej dy grysty zatcgriiw ufer wett
“The biggest salt mine is in Wieliczka’

C. [Gestyn] koiift yh a brut
‘Yesterday, I bought a loaf of bread’

d. [No] gejn zy
‘Well then, they are going’

€. [Sejn] ej zy
‘She is beautiful’

f. [Gystiorwa] ej der bjygjamaster.
‘The mayor is dead / has died’

g. [Wymysidery$ cy kuza] ej ny ferbota
‘It is not forbidden to speak Wymysorys’

h. [Wu] host-y zy gykotift?
‘Where have you bought them?’

1. [Nist] kyna zy maha.
‘They can do nothing’
J- [Ny] grajnt kyndyn, [ny] grajnt!

‘Don’t cry, children, don’t cry!’

k. [Wi yh wide klin] kuzt yh myta etdyn wymysiderys
‘When I was little, I used to talk to my parents in Wymysorys’

1. [Der klop] kuzt Wymysidery$
‘The man speaks Wymysorys’

Wymysorys discourses — or their parts — in which the V2 rule is active can be viewed as
governed by a V2-strict system given the extent to which this syntactic principle operates. The
exceptions for V2 word order are very few and involve: coordinating conjunctions (47.a),

286 T will consistently enclose the pre-verbal constituent within square brackets and mark the inflected verb in bold.
287 The italics symbolize focus.
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highly grammaticalized particles and discourse markers (47.b-c), yes/no questions if these are
not headed by an interrogative particle (47.d), imperative verbs (47.e), and vocatives (47.1).

47) a. Yhy koh [an] [zej] kjen
‘I am cooking, and they are sweeping’

b. [No] [dy mytih] ej n6 gystykjyt ny
‘Well, the milk is not sour now’

C. [Har] [$un] hot dos gymaht
‘He has just done this’

d. Héosty der dy apuln Sun ajgysyit?
‘Have you already peeled the potatoes?’

e. Gejt cym bek!
‘Go to the baker’s!’

f. [Biiwy], [yh] hoii der yn $adut!
‘Boys, I’ll beat you in your heads!’

While Wymysorys speakers may adhere to the V2 rule in their discourses, they may also choose
an alternative type of word order. In those other cases, in agreement with the principles of free
word order, the placement of the verb is not determined by the mechanic rules of syntax but
rather by pragmatics. One of the most common effects of the activation of free word order in
Wymysorys is the violation of the V2 rule. This means that the location of an element in the
initial position of the clause does not trigger a mechanical subject-verb inversion, as in a V2
system. On the contrary, the subject may still remain in its “original” place, i.e. before the verb,
with the verb thus occupying the third or further position. I will refer to this word order type
as a “non-V2 configuration”.

The most common cases of this non-adherence to V2 in free word-order discourses concern
the fronting of adverbial adjuncts of time, place, and manner (see examples 48.a-b below). The
placement of those elements in the initial position of the clause does not trigger subject-verb
inversion or the movement of the subject to a post-verbal position. On the contrary, the subject
usually precedes the verb — the verb occupying the third position. Significantly, the pre-verbal
noun phrase — e.g. mdj nokwer ‘my neighbor’ (48.a) and der kfop ‘the man’ (48.b) — is neither
focused nor topicalized. Rather, it occupies a default pre-verbal position in predicate-focused
word order, directly copying the structure of the Polish sentence Jutro moj sqdziad kupi
samochod ‘Tomorrow, my neighbor will certainly buy a car’ and Wczoraj ten cztowiek zostat
zabity ‘The man was killed yesterday’.
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(48) a. [Miin] [maj nokwer] wyt hon gykoiift a oiita
‘Tomorrow, my neighbor will certainly buy a car’

b. [Gestyn] [der kiop] bta derston
‘The man was killed yesterday’

Other constituents of which the fronting often violates the V2 rule include adjuncts encoded by
prepositional phrases, whether those referring to time (e.g. y /960 ‘in 1960’ in 49.a) or broadly
understood location (e.g. y ynzer family ‘in our family’ in 49.b). This usage seems to be more
characteristic of definite and uniquely identifiable subjects. In contrast, indefinite subjects tend
to adhere to the V2 system.?*8

(49) a. [Y 1960] [yhy] gin di6t
‘In 1960, I went there’

b. [Y ynzer family] [der tata] at ufer kotagriiw
‘In our family, the father works in the coalmine’

Cases where the object (e.g. dos ‘this’ in 50 below) precedes the subject in free word order,
thus failing to trigger the V2 rule, are relatively uncommon. Even less frequently, the V2 rule
is suspended if the fronted element is a discourse marker or particle, negative pronoun, negative
adverb, or a WH-question word. This “suspension” is further possible with preposed infinitives,
predicative adjectives, and past participles, although such examples are again extremely rare.

(50) [Dos] [yhy] hot gysrejwa
‘I had written this’

In contrast, instances in which V2 order does not operate after a subordinate clause are
common. For example, in (51.a) and (51.b), the presence of backward causal clauses (Wen har
kom ‘Since he came’ and Wi dos kuzt cyzoma ‘As this one talks senselessly’) does not trigger
the placement of the verb in the subsequent main clause in the second position and, thus, its
inversion with the subject. The respective subjects (¢ ‘he’ and yhy ‘I’) occupy the second
position, while the verbs (zo ‘shall’ and kon ‘can’) appear in the third position. This type of
word order is fully analogous to the default arrangement of constituents in main clauses that
follow subordinate clauses in Polish, e.g. Jak wrocit, samochod juz tam nie stat “When he came
back, the car was already not there’.

(51) a. [Wen har kom], [4] zo riin
‘Since he came, he shall rest’

b. [Wi dos kuzt cyzomal], [yhy] ken dos ani ny otishatda
‘As this one talks senselessly, I cannot tolerate this at all’ (Kro6l n.d. (a))

288 Even though less frequent, examples with indefinite subjects are also attested.
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Lastly, in some cases, both the subordinate clause and a main-clause adverb may precede the
verb and its subject without activating V2:

(52) a. [Wen bej dyham, do ho’h a fernseher], [diot] [yh] fernzeje?®
‘When I am at home, as [ have a TV, I watch TV there’

b. [Gestyn] [wi der nokwer kom] [yhy] kuzt myta etdyn
‘Yesterday, when the neighbor came, I was talking to my parents’

The issue that emerges from the above description of the non-V2 configuration, which is
currently available in Wymysorys, concerns its origin. That is, should this word-order type be
attributed to Polish influence or has it arisen language- or family-internally? Is it thus a
borrowed or inherited syntactic device?

As has been mentioned several times in this section, and demonstrated by canonical examples,
the V2 rule is not observed in Polish and Slavonic languages. Crucially, the fronting of a
constituent never determines the placement of the other constituents, especially the inflected
verb and its subject. This absence of the V2 rule stems from the combinatory freedom
characterizing Polish word order — freedom that is itself a result of the pragmatic foundation of
this language’s syntax (Saloni 1998; Swan 2002; Sussex & Cubberley 2006; Sadowska 2012).

The situation characterizing Polish syntax starkly contrasts with syntactic properties exhibited
by members of the Germanic linguistic family. To begin with, all West Germanic languages
make use of the V2 rule to some extent, which is viewed as the prevalent trait of their syntax
(Harbert 2007; Vikner 2020:368-371). For example, in Modern Standard German, V2 is
characteristic of declarative main clauses and wh-questions (Russ 1994:188; Johnson & Braber
2008:184-188; Fagan 2009:138-139; Lohnstein 2020; Lohnstein & Tsiknakis 2020). To
various degrees, V2 also operates in Dutch (De Schutter 1994:466-467), Frisian (Hoekstra &
Tiersma 1994:523-524), Afrikaans (Donaldson 1994:499), Yiddish (Jacobs, Prince & van der
Auwera 1994:409-410; Diesing & Santorini 2020), and, in a residual and vestigial form,
English (Konig 1994:553-556; van Kemenade 1994:137; Santorini & Kroch 2007; Haeberli,
Pintzuk & Taylor 2020; Vikner 2020:371-373). The typical exceptions of V2 word order are
fully comparable with those enumerated for Wymysorys and involve yes/no questions,
imperative verbs, coordinating conjunctions, left dislocation, and vocatives. In such cases, V1
and V3 are regular.

Certainly, instances of genuine violations of V2 are also attested in the West Germanic branch
of languages. They are even found in Modern (Standard) German and its dialects. For example,
Haider (1982) and Wunderlich (1984) discuss cases of apparent V2-order violations in clauses
with two prepositional phrases in the prefield position in West Germanic. However, both authors
argue that the V2 rule is in fact not violated, as two prepositional phrases form a single complex

289 The form fernzeje is a loanword from Modern Standard German.
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slot in which the first prepositional phrase is modified by the second one. As illustrated by the
examples provided above, this is not the case in Wymysorys. Another example of the violation
of the V2 rule is V3 word order found in main-clause declaratives in spoken varieties of Modern
(Standard) German (Wiese et al. 2020). More substantial deviations, including wh-questions, are
only found outside the West Germanic branch, specifically in certain northern dialects of
Nynorsk (Taraldsen 1986:20).2°° Overall, true violations of the V2 rule constitute an exception
in West Germanic languages rather than a norm: they are generally rare and highly marked from
a stylistic perspective. To my knowledge, no West Germanic system has eliminated the V2 rule
to the extent typifying at least some Wymysorys speakers and their discourses. In other words,
the absence of the V2 rule has not been fully systematic in any Germanic variety, as is — or can
be — the case of Wymysorys.

This preference for V2 exhibited by modern West and North Germanic languages is fully
consistent with the situation attested in older Germanic varieties. According to comparative
and diachronic studies, V2 word order, albeit most likely in its non-strict version (Harbert
2007:405), and subject-verb inversion were already present in earliest members of the family
such as Gothic (Kiparsky 1995; Eyporsson 1995; Harbert 2007:405-406). At least for some
contexts, such syntactic operations are also reconstructed for Proto-Germanic (Harbert
2007:406; for a discussion, consult Harbert 2007:405-409). Even though in the earliest West
Germanic, e.g. Old High German, V2 word order in unmarked declarative sentences was not
obligatory (van der Wal & Quak 1994:105), it became consolidated during the Old High
German period (Axel 2009). Indeed, in Middle High German, V2 operated quite effectively in
declarative clauses, in certain interrogative and, less usually, in subordinate clauses (Paul
2007:449). Crucially, in main-clause declaratives, V2 clearly predominated above any other
configurations.?®! The V2 rule was also typical of Middle Low German (Breitbarth 2014) as
well as earlier varieties of English (Pintzuk 1991; 1993; van Kemenade 1994:137; Santorini &
Kroch 2007; Haeberli, Pintzuk & Taylor 2020).

As a result, it is likely that the immediate variety — or a cluster of varieties — from which
Wymysorys has emerged would have inherited the V2 rule from its predecessor, specifically
Middle High German, and used it as one of the main principles governing its syntax. The
sporadic and stylistically marked cases of the violation of V2 found in some modern Germanic
languages as well as the cases of V1 and V3 that are syntactically regulated do not demonstrate
that the non-V2 configuration in Wymysorys could be an inherited family-internal mechanism.
After all, exceptions and sporadic deviations from rules are inherent to grammar, including
syntax. Rather, the simultaneous presence of multiple types of V2 violations as well as the
frequency, regularity, and general acceptability of the non-V2 configuration suggest that this

290 As mentioned above, V2 does not operate in imperatives and yes-no questions (where V1 is regular), in clauses
headed by coordinating conjunctions, left dislocation, and vocatives (where V3 is regular), as well as in
subordinate clauses (where a verb-final type is common). These, however, are not true violations of V2.

21 Other positions were much less common in main declarative clauses. For instance, V1 was limited to the
context of speech verbs (Paul 2007:449-450). In subordinate clauses, the finite verb typically occupied a position
more to the right, including the final position (Paul 2007:452). Furthermore, after a subordinate adverbial clause,
the subject or object of the main clause could occupy the pre-verbal position (Paul 2007:451).
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type of word order in Wymysorys is a replica of Polish syntax. Of course, it is possible that a
few specific types of V2 violations were already — albeit to a limited extent — grammatical in
the immediate predecessor of Wymysorys, which was otherwise governed by a relatively strict
V2 principle. Polish would then have significantly intensified and accelerated certain
tendencies that had already been in place, ensuring their ultimate stabilization. To conclude,
the grammaticalization of non-V2 as a configuration on par with V2 could, in my view, have
only taken place due to the impact of Polish.

9.1.2 Spontaneous V1 word order

Another characteristic feature of free word-order discourses — and a further exception to or
violation of V2 — is the spontaneous placement of the finite verb in the first position in
declarative main clauses. This configuration is stylistically loaded, being typical of — and by
definition implying — personal narratives or broadly understood oral literature. More
specifically, spontaneous V1 can be used for two main purposes: to open a paragraph,
fragment, or section, for instance by setting up a scene (53.a), or to close a paragraph, fragment,
or section by summing it up and evaluating its content (53.b). Alternatively, V1 may be
exploited to add vivacity to the story (53.c-d).

(53) a Wiin zy zyca an fercyta
‘They were sitting and narrating’

b. ... Colt’s dy taksa
‘... She paid the fees’ (Andrason & Krol 2014b:103)

c. Gejn zy an kuza ...
‘They go and talk’

d. Zioet yh: Kasi!
‘I said: Kate!”

The spontaneous V1 word order currently found in Wymysorys matches the use of V1 in Polish
and its dialects. In Polish — whether in its standard, colloquial, or dialectal varieties — V1 often
appears in narratives with a force similar to that described above for Wymysorys, i.e. as an
opening (43.a), closing (54.b), or vivacity-triggering (54.c) stylistic device. In such cases, the
overt nominal or pronominal subject is placed after the verb instead of its usual pre-verbal
position (Jacennik & Dryer 1992).2

(54) a. Zy} sobie krol
‘There was a king’

292 Many clauses exhibit a superficial V1 configuration in Polish. This is possible because the subject need not be
expressed by pronouns but is instead encoded through inflections on the verb itself. Such cases are not analyzed
here as V1 stricto sensu.
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b. Poszedt wiec krdl na wojne
‘The king went thus to war’

C. Ida sobie chtopcy i rozmawiaja a tu nagle...
‘The boys are walking and talking, and suddenly...’

In light of the functional correspondence between spontaneous V1 configurations in
Wymysorys and Polish described above, and given that this type of syntactic alignment is
typical of Wymysorys discourses that are generally insensitive towards the V2 rule, rather than
of discourses that comply with it, the stylistic use of V1 in Wymysorys is probably a replica of
an analogous usage found in Polish.

Nevertheless, the presence of V1 order in Wymysorys narratives need not be solely attributed
to Polish influence. Similar types of V1 are exploited in “lively narration” in some West
Germanic languages (Harbert 2007:413), especially in colloquial German and colloquial
Dutch (Lenerz 1985; Vikner 1995; Harbert 2007:401, 413-414), as well as in Yiddish, albeit
for slightly distinct discourse-pragmatic purposes and in distinct syntactic environments
(Katz 1987:236; Jacobs, Prince & van der Auwera 1994:410).2°3 Spontaneous V1 was also
found in introductory main clauses, usually with speech verbs, in Middle High German (Paul
2007:449-450)** and Old English (Kiparsky 1995a; Harbert 2007:413). Additionally,
outside the West Germanic branch, V1 configurations are present in declaratives in Icelandic
and the Swedish dialect of Malmé (Vikner 1995; Harbert 2007:413). In contrast, spontaneous
V1 is absent in the standard variety of Modern High German and Standard Dutch (Vikner
1995; Harbert 2007:413-414).2%

Consequently, both internal and external factors may have played a role in the stabilization of
spontaneous V1 word order in main-clause declaratives in narrative discourses in Wymysorys.
Polish may have stimulated and accelerated the spread of this configuration, being responsible
for its ultimate entrenchment, as it provided a fully operative model that could easily be
replicated by Wymysorys speakers. However, the syntactic device itself may have been — at
least, to a certain extent — present in Germanic varieties from which Wymysorys has emerged.
In other words, V1 is an inherited Germanic mechanism that Wymysorys has systematically
exploited in order to imitate a grammatical phenomenon which had already stabilized and
become functional in Polish.

2% In Yiddish, V1 declaratives “necessarily follow some other clause and convey the understanding that the
proposition they represent somehow follows from or is caused by the proposition represented by the preceding
clause” (Jacobs, Prince & van der Auwera 1994:410). Thus, contrary to the V1 declaratives described in this
section, V1 declaratives in Yiddish “may not be discourse-initial” (ibid.).

294 Nevertheless, V2 was also possible in such instances in Middle High German.

295 Of course, in those languages, V1 word order regularly operates in imperatives and yes-no questions.

233



9.1.3 The non-final position of non-finite verbs in main clauses — the absence of braces

Free word order and the Polish influence on the configuration of constituents in Wymysorys is
visible beyond the common violations of the V2 rule, including spontaneous V1. Another
phenomenon suggesting the lack of syntactic rigidness concerns the position of the non-finite
verb in main clauses.

In Wymysorys, in the rigid word-order system, the finite verb and the non-finite verb regularly
yield the so-called “verbal or sentential braces” — also referred to as “brackets” or “frames”
(Eisenberg 1994:382; Fagan 2009:197) — around certain constituents in main clauses. That is,
the finite verb occupies the second position, whereas non-finite verbs — whether infinitives
(55.a-b) or participles (55.c-d) — tend to be placed at the end of the clause. As a result, all
internal arguments, i.e. direct or indirect objects (e.g. arpuin ‘potatoes’ in 55.a), and adjuncts,
e.g. adverbials and particles (grod ‘just’ in 55.b), as well as the subject (e.g. der nokwer ‘the
neighbor’ in 55.b) — if the subject-verb inversion is activated due to the V2 rule — appear
between the inflected verb and its non-finite part(s).

(55) a Zy zon arpuin Kidefa
‘They shall buy potatoes’

b. Yta ej der nokwer grod gykuma
‘The neighbor has just arrived’

C. Yhy ho dy kyh ufgyroiimt
‘I get the kitchen as clean’

d. Yhy bej ni kda mot hynder granc gywast
‘I have never been abroad’

If a verbal complex is composed of three parts, i.e. an inflected verb, an infinitive, and a
participle, rigid word order requires the two non-finite verbal forms to be placed at the end of
the clause, with objects (e.g. s ‘mytagasa ‘the lunch’ and dos ‘this’ in 56.a-b) and adjuncts (e.g.
ind ‘always’ in (56.b) and muin in (56.c-d)) appearing within the verbal braces. As far as the
right edge of such clauses is concerned, the participle may precede the infinitive (see gykoht
hon ‘have cooked’ in (56.a) and gyfjyt zajn ‘be taught’ in 56.a-b) or, more commonly, it is the
infinitive that precedes the participle (see wyt zdjn gymott ‘it will be painted’ in (56.c) and wyt

wada reperjyt ‘it will be reconstructed’ in (56.d)).2%

296 This usage possibly imitates sequences commonly found in Polish, where the participle tends to come after the
verb, e.g. bede miec¢ zrobione ‘1 will have done’ or mialo by¢ zrobione ‘it should have been done’. Overall, the
[infinitive + participle] order is prevalent in Wymysorys, while the reverse arrangement is significantly less
frequent. This contrasts with the word order typifying Modern Standard German.
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(56) Yh wa s’mytagasa gykoht hon

‘I will have cooked the lunch’

b. Dy wymysioejer kyndyn wan ind dos gyljyt zajn
‘Wymysorys children will always be taught this’

c. Dy wand wyt miin zajn gymolt
‘The wall will be painted tomorrow’

d. Dy hotliz wyt miin wada reperjyt
“The house will be repaired tomorrow’

Contrary to the word order type outlined above, Wymysorys also allows for the non-finite parts
of a verbal complex to be placed immediately after the inflected verb, rather than locating them
at the end of the main clause (see examples 57.a-d, 58.a-b, and 59 below). This contiguous
syntactic arrangement of verbal components is very common in Wymysorys, being preferred
by far — but not limited to — when speakers make use of other phenomena associated with free
word order, especially the generalized absence of V2. One of the results of this contiguous
placement of the finite and non-finite verb is the absence of the verbal braces, which are typical
of rigid word order. In the contiguous verbal configuration, all internal arguments (direct or
indirect objects) and adjuncts (e.g. adverbs and prepositional phrases indicating time, place,
and manner) are placed outside the verbal sequence. For example, in (57.a-b), the direct object
(i.e. arpuin ‘potatoes’ and s 'owytasa ‘the dinner’) follows the finite verb (i.e. zon ‘shall” and
mii ‘may’) and the infinitive (i.e. kidefa ‘buy’ and fietik maha ‘make ready’). In (57.c-d), the
direct object follows the finite verb (4o and hét — 1%- and 3"-person sg. of hon ‘have’) and the
participle (gykoiift ‘bought’ and ufgyboiit ‘built’).

(57) a. Zy zon Kioefa arpuin
‘They shall buy potatoes’

b. Yh mii fietik maha s’6wytasa
‘I will have to prepare the dinner’

C. Hoiits miigies h’ho gykoiift a brut
‘Today in the morning I bought a loaf of bread’

d. Der jysty kyng hot ufgyboiit Krok
“The first king [of Poland] built Krakow’

Similarly, in (58.a-b), the adverbial adjuncts of time, i.e. miin ‘tomorrow’ and gestyn
‘yesterday’, are placed outside the verbal complex, occupying a final position in the clause:
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(58) a. Maj nokwer wyt kuma miin
‘My neighbor will come tomorrow’

b. Maj nokwer ej gykuma gestyn
“The neighbor arrived (lit. has arrived) yesterday’

Additionally, the continuity of the finite and non-finite verbal components explained above has
important bearings on the position of the external argument, i.e. the subject. That is, one may detach
the subject from the inflected verb and place it after the last component of a complex predicate, i.e.
after the participle (e.g. gvkuma ‘arrived’ in 59.a) or the infinitive (e.g. kuma ‘come’ in 59.b).

(59) a Yta ej gykuma der nokwer
“The neighbor has arrived’

b. Wen wyt kuma der nokwer, yhy wa dos maha
‘When the neighbor comes, I will do this’

In cases where verbal complexes consist of three elements, all arguments (internal or external) and
adjuncts are placed outside the verbal sequence. This external position is typically post-verbal (i.e.
occurring after the infinitive and participle) for objects (see a oiita ‘a car’ in 60.a), while for
subjects, it tends to be pre-verbal (see mdaj nokwer in 60.a-b). Adjuncts may occur before (see miin
‘tomorrow’ in 60.a) or after (see miin in 60.b) the verbal complex with equal frequency. In all such
three-member contiguous verbal sequences, the infinitive regularly precedes the participle (see hon
gykotift ‘have bought’ in 60.a and zdjn gykuma ‘have (lit. be) come’ in 60.b).

(60) a. Miin maj nokwer wyt hon gykoiift a oiita
‘Tomorrow, my neighbor will have bought a car’

b. Maj nokwer wyt zajn gykuma miin
‘My neighbor will have come tomorrow’

The contiguous structure of verbal predicates composed of auxiliaries and non-finite parts —
fully comparable with the word order found in (57.a-d) and (58.a-b) above — is common in
Polish, even though discontinuous configurations are also possible given the in-built
combinatory freedom of Polish syntax. To be exact, contiguous verbal sequences (e.g. bede
pisac/pisat list ‘1 will write the letter’, bytbym pisat list ‘1 would write a letter’, or zem napisat
list ‘I have written a letter’) are significantly less marked than discontinuous ones (e.g. bede
list pisac/pisat, bytbym list pisal, or zem list napisaf) in which the object is intercalated
between the inflected verb (e.g. bede ‘1 will (be)’ and bytbym ‘1 would (be)’) or inflectional
clitic (e.g. Zem ‘that I have/did’), on the one hand, and the infinitive (e.g. pisac¢ ‘write’) or
the (original) participle (e.g. pisaf), on the other. The word order found in (59.a-b) above also
seems to be analogous to the alignment that is available in Polish in which the subject
occupies a position external to the verbal complex built around finite and non-finite parts,
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specifically post-verbally (see, for instance, Jutro bedq pisali studenci egzamin ‘Tomorrow
the students will write the exam”).2%’

While marked in Polish, the main-clause verbal braces constitute an unmarked syntactic strategy
in continental West Germanic languages (Harbert 2007). The braces, formed by the finite verb
on the left edge and the non-finite verb(s) on the right edge, are a pervasive feature of Modern
Standard German (Eisenberg 1994:382-383; Harbert 2007:351; Johnson & Braber 2008:189-
191; Fagan 2009:138-139). See, for example, Ich will eines Tages diese Léinder besuchen ‘1 want
to visit these countries someday’ and Ich habe letztes Jahr diese Linder besucht ‘1 have visited
these countries last year’ (Harbert 2007:351). A similar situation is attested in Dutch where
braces are an essential syntactic characteristic (Shetter & Ham 2007:162-163; Donaldson 2008;
Zwart 2011:33). In verbal complexes composed of three parts, the participle precedes the
infinitive on the right edge in Modern Standard German (e.g sie werden geschrieben haben ‘they
will have written’; Russ 1994:179; Fagan 2009), while in Dutch two combinations are
grammatical: the infinitive preceding the particle or the participle preceding the infinitive (e.g.
Hij zal het gedaan hebben or Hij zal hebben gedaan; Donaldson 2008:182-183). Similarly, in
Middle High German, verbal complexes composed of a finite verb and non-finite forms yield
braces around certain other constituents (Paul 2007:453, 456). In main clauses, the left edge of
the braces was formed by the finite verb (typically in the second or, less commonly, the first
position) while the right edge was formed by non-finite parts and separable prefixes (Paul
2007:456). In three-member verbal complexes, as in Dutch, two sequences were possible: finite
+ non-finite 2 (participle) + non-finite 1 (infinitive; e.g. wolte... geborn werden) or, less common
and gradually decreasingly, finite + non-finite 1 (infinitive) + non-finite 2 (participle; mohten...
haben gesehen; ibid. 453-454). In contrast, the lack of braces is relatively rare in West Germanic.
The braces are absent or residual only in non-continental and peripheral varieties, e.g. English,
Pennsylvania German (Van Ness 1994:437), and Yiddish (Katz 1987; Jacobs, Prince & van der
Auwera 1994).

Given the pervasiveness of verbal braces in contemporary West Germanic languages and their
presence in the diachronic predecessor, i.e. Middle High German, on the one hand, and the
common presence of non-braced configurations in Polish, on the other hand, the lack of braces
and the contiguous placement of all the components of a verbal complex in Wymysorys is
probably a contact induced phenomenon. This observation is strengthened by the fact that in
two closely related West Germanic languages where the braces are residual or less strict, i.e.
Pennsylvania German and Yiddish, the loosening of the system of braces is also attributed to
language contact, particularly the influence of English and Slavonic patterns, respectively.

297 Of course, other configurations including non-contiguous ones are also possible and widely attested in Polish
(e.g. Jutro bedg studenci pisali egzamin or Jutro bedq egzamin studenci pisali egzamin ‘Tomorrow the students
will write the exam’). The availability of such alternative configurations is consistent with the pragmatic
principles governing free word order in Polish.
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9.1.4 The non-final position of verbs in subordinate clauses and main-clause subordinate-
clause symmetry

The rigid word order of Wymysorys tends to exhibit asymmetries in the placement of finite
verbs in main and subordinate clauses. In main clauses, the verb is usually the second
constituent, even being able to precede its subject in cases of fronting (see section 9.1.1). In
contrast, in subordinate clauses introduced by complementizers, the verb — including verbal
complexes consisting of finite and non-finite elements — typically occupies a final position. As
a result, in subordinate clauses, the verb tends to follow its external and internal arguments as
well as adjuncts. For examples, the verbs maht ‘did’, gyfejn host ‘has lent’, and kom ‘came’ in
(61.a-c) below occupy a clause-final position. They follow the subjects (har ‘he’, dii ‘you’, and
'h ‘T”), the objects (dos ‘this’ and mjyr ‘to me’), and the adjuncts, where the latter may take the
form of an adverb (gestyn ‘yesterday’ in 61.a), a particle (sun ‘already’ in 61.a), or prepositional
phrase (uf dy weld ‘in the world’).

(61) a. Har kuzt do har $un dos gestyn maht
‘He said that he had already done this’

b. Yh taz 4 bihta wu dii mjyr gylejn host
‘I am reading a book which you have lent me’

c. Yhy won y Wymysoii wi’h uf dy wett kom
‘I have lived in Wilamowice since I was born (lit. since I came in the world)’

Apart from the arrangement of constituents in which the verb occupies the final position in
subordinate clauses and which typifies rigid word order, Wymysorys allows for a different type
of syntactic configuration. In these alternative cases, which are characteristic of free word order,
the order of constituents found in subordinate clauses mirrors the word order of main clauses.
Accordingly, the inflected verb occupies the second (after the subject) or the third (after the
subject and the adjunct of time or place) position in unmarked, predicate-focused clauses, as well
as in any other position if this is required by the pragmatics of the clause. Crucially, in
pragmatically unmarked contexts, the verb tends to precede internal arguments and (at least
some) adjuncts. For example, in (62.a), the verb ufroiimst ‘you clean’ precedes the direct object
dy goncy hyt ‘the whole house’, appearing after the conjunction wen ‘when, if’, the pronominal
subject dy ‘you’, and the negator ny ‘not’. In (62.b-c), the analytical future-tense verbal
constructions wyt kiéefa ‘will buy’ and wyt maha ‘will do’, consisting of the auxiliary wyt ‘will’
and the infinitives kioefa ‘buy’ and maha ‘do’, precede the direct objects s 'brut ‘bread’ and di at
‘this work’. Similarly, in (62.d-e), the analytical perfectal grams Aot gymaht ‘have done’ and hét
gylaza ‘has read’, formed by the auxiliary 46¢ ‘has’ and the participles maht ‘done’ and gyfaza
‘read’, precede the direct object dy at ‘the work’ and dos bihta ‘this book’.

(62) a. Dii wyst ny roiisgejn wen dy ny ufroiimst dy gancy hyt
“You will not leave before you clean the whole house’
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b. A kuzt do & wyt kidefa s brut
‘He said that he would buy the bread’

c. A hét gyzidet do a wyt maha di at
‘He said that he would do this work’

d. A zidet do 4 hét gylaza dos bihta
‘He said that he had read this book’

e. A zidet do 4 hét gymaht dy at
‘He said that he had already done it’

Also regular in Polish is the configuration typical of free word order in which the verb need
not appear in a final position in subordinate clauses but rather, if pragmatically unmarked,
occurs immediately after the clause marker (e.g. conjunction, complementizer, or relative
pronoun) and the subject (and, in addition, possibly headed by a temporal or locative adjunct).
This configuration therefore mirrors the constituent order found in main clauses (see 63.a-b
below). Although a number of configurations are possible in Polish, the one mentioned above
is prevalent in pragmatically unmarked contexts. Crucially, subordinate clauses are not
governed by syntactic rules that would be substantially different from those operating in main
clauses. Thus, word order in both types of clauses are generally the same (compare the position
of the subject (e.g. matka ‘mother’), predicate (e.g. przyniesie ‘will bring”), direct object (e.g.
Jjedzenie ‘food’), indirect object (e.g. mu ‘to him’), and adjunct (e.g. jutro ‘tomorrow’) in 63.a
with 63.b), as is exactly the case of the free word order in Wymysorys.

(63) a. Powiedzial Ze matka przyniesie mu jutro jedzenie
‘He said that mother would bring him the food tomorrow’

b. Matka przyniesie mu jutro jedzenie
‘Mother would bring him the food tomorrow’

Contrary to Polish, West Germanic languages tend to display asymmetries in the word order
of main and subordinate clauses (Harbert 2007:400). As explained in section 9.1.1, in main
clauses in Modern Standard German and its various dialects, Dutch, Frisian, and Afrikaans, the
verb is usually placed in the second position. In contrast, in overt subordinate clauses, the verb
occupies a final position (Harbert 2007:400-401). As a result, in West Germanic, verbs found
in subordinate clauses follow their internal and external arguments as well as adjuncts (Harbert
2007:350; consult Eisenberg 1994:381 and Fagan 2009:127, 129-130, 138-139 for German,;
for Dutch, consult Shetter & Ham 2007:142-143 and Donaldson 2008:293). A similar situation
was attested in Middle High German where the verb typically, although not exclusively,
occupies the final position in subordinate clauses (Paul 2007:449, 452).
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Even though this type of word order asymmetry between main and subordinate clauses is
characteristic of the West Germanic languages, it is not universal (Harbert 2007:01). However,
at least in the continental varieties, the exceptions are rare and restricted to strictly determined
contexts. For instance, in Modern Standard German, the main-clause word order is found in
subordinate clauses if these do not contain overt complementizers or conjunctions. This can be
illustrated by Er sagt, morgen fahre sie ab ‘He says, she departs tomorrow’ in which the
subordinate clause lacks the overt complementizer daf3 ‘that’ and therefore exhibits the word
order typical of main clauses (Harbert 2007:403). The same types of exceptions, i.e. main-
clause word order being found in unmarked subordinate clauses, are also attested in Middle
High German (Paul 2007:452).2%8 The only language that attests to the consistent symmetrical
configuration of main and subordinate clauses is Yiddish. In Yiddish, verbs in subordinate
clauses do not occupy the final position but rather appear in the second position as is typical of
main clauses (Katz 1987; Jacobs, Prince & van der Auwera 1994:410). Interestingly, this
phenomenon is attributed to Slavonic influence (Geller 1999:84; Weinreich 2008:532).

To conclude, I propose that the non-final placement of the verb in subordinate clauses and the
use of the same syntactic configurations in main and subordinate clauses in Wymysorys stems
from Polish influence. This proposal can be supported by the following arguments which have
been discussed in this section: the profound similarities between Wymysorys and Polish
systems; the particularly common presence of the verb-non-final/symmetrical configuration in
discourses organized around the free word-order principle in Wymysorys; the rare attestation
of this type of syntactic symmetry in West Germanic, where asymmetry and the final position
in subordinate clauses are typical; and last but not least, the fact that the only continental West
Germanic language with a clear absence of asymmetry and verb-final placement in a
subordinate clause is Yiddish, where this is phenomenon is viewed as contact-induced.

9.1.5 The pre-verbal position of the negator ny

Another phenomenon typical of free word order in Wymysorys is the pre-verbal position of
the negator ny ‘not, don’t’ in main clauses. Strictly speaking, this phenomenon does not
constitute direct evidence for free word order since the placement of ny is predetermined and
any type of syntactic freedom is absent here. However, as the pre-verbal position ny is often
correlated with other features typical of free word order in Wymysorys — and as it matches the
position of the negator in Polish similar to other characteristics of free word order in
Wymysorys — I include it in the chapter dedicated to free word order.

To begin with, in rigid word order, the general negator ny regularly appears in a postverbal
position in main clauses, as illustrated by yhy wiée ny ‘I was not’ in (64.a). If the verb is a
complex predicate or verbal phrase containing modal auxiliaries, the negator comes
immediately after the finite verb and thus before an infinitive (see wyt ny postaréan ‘will not
follow’ in 64.b) or a participle (see widd ny gyryht ‘was not repaired’ in 64.c).

298 Main and subordinate clauses exhibit symmetrical V2 word order in Icelandic (Harbert 2007:404).
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(64) a. Yhy wide ny hynder dy granc
‘I haven’t been abroad’

b. Der otdy wyt ny postar¢an
‘The old people will not follow’

c. S’otita widd ny gyryht
‘The car has not been repaired’

While the postverbal placement of the negator typifies discourses governed by rigid word
order, conversations that are organized around free word order may use ny in a pre-verbal field.
This is illustrated in (65.a-c) below. In (65.a), ny precedes the inflected main verb at ‘I work’.

In (65.b), ny precedes the modal auxiliary djyft ‘he dares’. In (65.c), ny precedes the inflected
copula verb ¢j ‘is’.

(65) a. Yh ny at hoit
‘I don’t work today’

b. Yh ny djyft gejn
‘I don’t dare to go’

c. Dar, wu ny ej bykant, ny ej hamys$
‘The one that is not known, is not native’

This alternative placement of ny in Wymysorys coincides with the position of the general
negator nie ‘not, don’t’ in Polish. In Polish, nie regularly precedes the inflected main verb, e.g.
nie rozmawiajq ‘they are not talking’ in (66.a). It also tends to be used before the finite
component of complex tenses or analytical expressions, e.g. the future nie bedq chodzi¢ ‘they
will not go’ (66.b) and the possessive resultative nie mam odrobionych ‘1 haven’t done’ (66.c;
see Swan 2002:400; Sadowska 2012:300).2%°

(66) a. Chlopcy nie rozmawiaja o tych sprawach!
‘Boys are not talking about such matters’

b. Moje dzieci nie beda chodzi¢ do tej szkoty
‘My children won’t go to this school’

c. Nie mam odrobionych zadan
‘I haven’t done my homework’

2% The exceptions are verbal forms that allow for disjointed variants, e.g. Zem nie zrobif ‘1 haven’t done’, zebys
nie zrobit ‘so that you don’t do’, gdybym nie zrobif ‘if I hadn’t done’, etc.
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In West Germanic languages, the general negators, such as nicht in Modern Standard German,
niet in Dutch, nie in Afrikaans, and not in English, regularly appear after the inflected verb in
main clauses (see Russ 1994; Shetter & Ham 2007; Donaldson 2008; Fagan 2009; Breitbarth
2014). As explained above, this is also the case of the syntax of ny in rigid word order in
Wymysorys. Although in Old and Middle High German, the negators ne, en, in, -n, and n-
appeared before the verb in main clauses, the negative complement ni(e)ht — from which the
German nicht and Wymysorys ny have emerged — occupied a postverbal position (Wright
1917:78; Paul 2007:388-389; Jager 2008). Similarly, in Old and Middle Low German, the
element that was later generalized as a negator in daughter languages was placed postverbally
(Breitbarth 2014). Even Yiddish —a language heavily influenced by Slavonic varieties —regularly
places its negator nif in a postverbal position (Katz 1987:227-228). Given the above, it is likely
that the negator ny in Wymysorys acquired its pre-verbal position by replicating the syntactic
pattern that is ubiquitous in Polish, according to which the general negator preceded the verb.

9.2  Poly-negation

Poly-negation is another syntactic feature of which the presence in Wymysorys may — to a
large extent — be attributed to contact with Polish.

To begin with, Wymysorys may — and often does — exhibit the system based on mono-negation,
in which a single negative word suffices to express the idea of negative polarity. Negative
words of this type include nist ‘nothing’ (67.a), nimand(a) ‘no one’ (67.b), nynt/njynt
‘nowhere’ (67.c), and the various forms of kd ‘not any, none’ (67.d-e). This means that, in all
such cases, the use of the general negator ny ‘not’ is not necessary.

(67) a. Zy weta nist ata
‘They don’t want to eat anything’

b. Har kuzt wymysidery$ myt nimand
‘He did not speak Wymysorys with anyone’

c. Nynt ej’ s azu giit wi bym foter an ber miiter
‘Nowhere is better than (lit. so good as) my mother and fathers

2

d. Yhy ho ka cajt
‘I do not have time’

e. Ufer Bejt ej der $pytul, y Wymysoii ej kaner
“The hospital is in Biata; in Wilamowice, there is none’

Apart from mono-negation discussed above, Wymysorys allows for another negative system —

the so-called “poly-negation” or “negative concord” (cf. Harbert 2007), sometimes referred to
as “double negation” (Andersson 1994:297). In this system, to yield grammatical negative
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expressions, a specific negative word, such as zist ‘nothing’ (68.a), nimand(a) ‘no one’ (68.b),
nynt/njynt ‘nowhere’ (68.c), and ka ‘not any’ (68.d), must be accompanied by the general
negator ny ‘not’. Accordingly, the use of a specific negative word together with the general
negator specifies negative meaning but does not cancel it. The presence of two (68.a-d) or more
(68.e) negative elements in a clause always resolves into a negative reading.

(68) a. Yhy kon nist ny maha
‘I cannot do anything’

b. Yhy gej nynt ny
‘I am not going anywhere’

c. Ny renc¢a fjyr himanda!
‘Don’t vouch for anyone!’

d. Dy doktyn ny maha ka héfnung
‘The doctors do not have any hope’

€. Har wyl nimanda nist ny gan
‘He does not want to give anything to anyone’

The system of poly-negation is typical of the Slavonic family, including Polish. In Polish,
negative pronouns and adverbs, e.g. nikt ‘no one’, nic ‘nothing’ (69.a), nigdzie ‘nowhere’, or
nigdy ‘never’ (69.b), must be accompanied by the general negative particle nie ‘not’ to express
a negative meaning. Inversely, the use of two or more negative elements never yields an
interpretation in terms of positive polarity. Even more importantly, the use of negative
pronouns and adverbs without the general negator nie is not sufficient for a clause to be
interpreted as negative and, in fact, be grammatical. Therefore, example (69.c) is
ungrammatical. To be grammatical, the verb must be preceded by the negator nie (see Swan
2002:400; Sadowska 2012:300).

(69) a. Nie mam niczego
‘I don’t have anything’

b. Nikt z nich nigdy nigdzie nie byt
‘No one of them has ever been anywhere’

C. **Poszedl nigdzie
Intended meaning: ‘He went nowhere’

Despite similarities between poly-negation in Wymysorys and Polish, which could suggest a

direct transfer of this Slavonic pattern to Wymysorys syntax, the origin of poly-negation in
Wymysorys is more complex.
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Certainly, mono-negation prevails in modern West Germanic languages, especially the
standard ones. The negative systems of Modern Standard German (Lenz 1996:183-185;
Harbert 2007:280; Salmons 2012:13), Dutch (Shetter & Ham 2007; Donaldson 2008), and
English, both in its American and British versions (Konig 1994:562), are built around mono-
negation. Mono-negation is also typical of standard North Germanic languages: Danish
(Lundskar-Nielsen & Holmes 2010:603-604), Swedish (Andersson 1994:297), Norwegian (in
both Bokmal and Nynorsk; see Holmes & Enger 2018), Faroese (Barnes & Weyhe 1994:216),
and Icelandic (Prainsson 1994:187).

Nevertheless, although less visible, poly-negation is not entirely foreign to the Germanic
family. On the contrary, it may be found in a few standardized varieties and, especially, in a
number of dialects. To be exact, poly-negation characterizes regional varieties of English, e.g.
Southern American English, African American English, and lower-class registers of British
English (Konig 1994:562; Cheshire 1999; Harbert 2007:280). It features in Low Franconian
dialects, in certain regional and/or colloquial forms of Dutch (van der Wal & Quak 1994:87-
88), Flemish (Breitbarth & Haegemann 2010), Frisian (Tiersma 1985; Hoekstra & Tiersma
1994:528), and Low German (Lindow et al. 1998; Reershemius 2004), as well as, in a more
regular manner, in Standard Afrikaans. It is also attested in the North Germanic branch, e.g. in
Swedish dialects (Andersson 1994:297), in Elfdalian (Garbacz 2010), and in some Finland
Swedish varieties (Fuster Sansalvador 2013:21). Crucially, poly-negation is found in a number
of German dialects, e.g. Thuringian, Bavarian, and Swiss German (Jacobs, Prince & van der
Auwera 1994:417), as well as in colloquial Modern Standard German, especially for emphatic
purposes (Harbert 2007:280; Elspall & Langer 2012:283, 286-289; Salmons 2012:213; see also
Donhauser 1996). Its presence is particularly evident in Eastern varieties of German, namely
East Central German (Davies and Langer 2006:242, following Pensel 1976) and East Upper
German (Grandel 2011, as cited by ElspaB3 & Langer 2012:289). It is also typical of Standard
Yiddish (Katz 1987; Jacobs, Prince & van der Auwera 1994:417; Harbert 2007:281; Weinreich
2008) and features in Aljzneri§ (Dolatowski 2017:260-261, 266-267).

As far as the history of German is concerned, poly-negation arose in Middle High German
(Donhauser 1996; Elspall & Langer 2012:281). It evolved from the system of mono-negation
that operated in Old High German and subsequently gave rise, in a cyclical manner, to mono-
negation in Modern Standard German (Lenz 1996:183-185; Harbert 2007:280; Salmons
2012:13).2%° However, this widely accepted scenario has recently been nuanced, the respective
historical stages being significantly less discrete (Elspall & Langer 2012:283). At the time of
Old High German, although mono-negation prevailed, poly-negation with ni/ne existed and
constituted a less common alternative (ibid.). In Middle High German, the situation was the
reverse. Poly-negation constituted a prevalent strategy with the general negator ne (or its
variants en, in, -n, or n-) heading the verb, while niht/nieht and other specific negative
adverbials and pronouns followed it (Wright 1917:78; Paul 2007:388-389). Nevertheless,

300 A similar development has been postulated for Dutch, Frisian, English, and Low German (see van der Wal &
Quak 1994:87-88; Harbert 2007:280; Breitbarth 2014).
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mono-negation was also attested, and negative adverbs and pronouns could occur on their own
(Donhauser 1996; Jager 2008; Elspall & Langer 2012:281; Salmons 2012:213). For instance,
niht was often absent with preterite present verbs, modal verbs, and in subordinate clauses
(Wright 1917:78; Paul 2007:289-390).3°! Currently, the situation has again been reversed.
Although mono-negation prevails in Modern Standard German, poly-negation is grammatical
in the colloquial register and several dialects (Elspall & Langer 2012:283). Overall, poly-
negation has been persistent throughout the development of New High German, the most recent
stage of which is Modern Standard German. It constituted a common strategy in 16 century
Early New High German (Ebert 1993:426; Langer 2001:167). It also operated in the 17" and
18" centuries (Macha et al. 2005:86; ElspaB & Langer 2012:283-285). Even the famous
German writers of the 18" and 19" centuries, e.g. Schiller and Goethe, still employed it (Elspa3
& Langer 2012:286). Despite attempts (see next paragraph), it has remained a more or less
visible feature in the current linguistic landscape of German and its varieties.**?

It is probable that the development from a poly-negative system in Middle High German to a
mono-negative system in Modern Standard German has not resulted from an unconstrained
language-internal change. Instead, it may have stemmed from the external pressures of
determined language policies (Elspall & Langer 2012:286). To be exact, the loss of poly-negation
when used in a negative sense or, at least, the reduction of the poly-negative system, the
emergence of a positive reading of double negation, and the rise of mono-negation occurred first
in the written language. This was due to the pressure of prescriptive grammars and the
stigmatization of the negative reading of poly-negation as illogical (Harbert 2007:280; Elspal &
Langer 2012:283-284). While poly-negation is no longer used in the standard language, dialectal
and colloquial varieties have generally resisted this pressure, thus retaining the poly-negative
system to a certain extent (Elspa3 & Langer 2012:283-284).3%

In light of the above discussion, the use of poly-negation in Wymysorys need not be solely
attributed to Polish influence. As it existed in Middle High German and has never disappeared
from German dialects, especially Eastern varieties including Silesian German and Yiddish, its
presence in Wymysorys could be interpreted as retention (see Kleczkowski 1921:39-41).
However, there are certain differences between poly-negation in Middle High German and in
some other German(ic) languages, and the poly-negation of Wymysorys, which may suggest
some degree of Polish contribution. First, in Wymysorys, poly-negation has no emphatic
function — the “additional” presence of ny does not strengthen the negative meaning in terms
of focus, firmness, or assertiveness. When it occurs, the meaning of a poly-negative structure

301 The situation in Middle Dutch was even more complex. Middle Dutch exhibited three optional strategies: poly-
negation (which was prevalent); the mono-negative pre-verbal en (which was rare and constituted a retention
strategy from an older evolutionary stage); and another mono-negation niet (which was the new pattern; van der
Wal & Quak 1994:87).

302 Despite the relative visibility of poly-negation in German varieties since Middle High German, poly-negation
has never been quantitatively prominent in New High German (Elspall & Langer 2012:289). In Early New High
German, it constituted no more than 35% of negation cases. At the beginning of the early 17" century, the overall
frequency of poly-negation in texts radically decreased to less than 3%.

303 Prescriptive grammars have played a similar role in the stabilization of mono-negation in Dutch (van der Wal
& Quak 1994:87) and English (Harbert 2007:280).
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corresponds to simple negation, exactly as in Polish. Second, by further following the Polish
norm, the use of a general negator and negative adverbial and pronoun virtually always resolves
into a negative, both in the poly-negative system and in the mono-negative system, contrary to
most West Germanic varieties. This means that the interpretation of the sentences in (68.a-¢)
as affirmative is virtually impossible. Accordingly, the poly-negative system has a significantly
stronger position in Wymysorys than the mono-negative system. Third, while in Middle High
German and many other West Germanic varieties the general negator usually appears before
the specific negative word, in Wymysorys the placement of the negator and a specific negative
word can be — and often is — inverse: e.g. nist ny ‘nothing not’(70.a), nimanda ny ‘no-one not’
(70.b), and ka...ny ‘no-one not’ (70.c; see also 68.a-b, e). This type of mutual arrangement is
an exact replica of poly-negative structures found in Polish in which the general negator is
often preceded by negative adverbials and pronouns, e.g. nic nie ‘nothing not’, nikt nie ‘no-one
not’, and Zadny...nie ‘no-one not’, respectively (see Swan 2002:400; Sadowska 2012:300).

(70) a. A men¢ wu nist ny zit
‘A man who cannot see anything’

b. Ma djef nimanda ny $idehja
‘One should not scare anyone’

c. Yhy ho ka ranabdga ny gyzan
‘I have not seen any rainbow / I have seen no rainbow’

To conclude, both language-/family-internal and contact mechanisms may have contributed to
the development and stabilization of poly-negation in Wymysorys, having operated
simultaneously during the history of this language. In other words, the presence of poly-
negation can be attributed to the West Germanic and East Central German background of
Wymysorys as well as to its prolonged contact with Polish. While the poly-negative strategy
is in essence an inherited syntactic device — a device that has never disappeared from the West
Germanic branch — its retention and fully systemic use in Wymysorys is probably an areal
phenomenon resulting from its convergence with the Polish negative system, in which only
poly-negative structures are grammatical. This explanation would concord with the proposal
formulated by Weinreich (2008) for Yiddish, according to whom, although drawing on an
inherited strategy, the generalized presence of poly-negation in Yiddish should principally be
attributed to contact with Slavonic languages (ibid. 423, 532; see also Geller 1994; 1999). It
would also harmonize with the mainly Polish origin of poly-negation in Aljzneri$ (although,
again, drawing on an inherited Middle High German strategy), which is only attested in the
language of speakers still living in Poland (Dolatowski 2017:260-261, 266-267).3%

304 Note that in Elfdalian, poly-negation is also viewed as an innovation (Garbacz 2010).
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93 The use of tenses in subordinate clauses

The impact of Polish on Wymysorys syntax and a possible restructuration of the latter’s
original — more West Germanic — character may be observed in the manner in which
Wymysorys deals with the sequence of tenses or tense harmony — the so-called consecutio
temporum. The concept of consecutio temporum refers to a rule that governs the agreement
between the tenses in the main and subordinate clauses. The most prototypical environment
where this principle appears cross-linguistically is in reported or indirect speech introduced by

overt complementizers.3%®

As was the case with word order and negation, Wymysorys has access to two systems of tense
sequences. In the one system, the tense of verbs employed in the subordinate clause is
conditioned by the timeframe of the main clause. Accordingly, if the main clause’s verb,
especially the introductory verb of speech, is inflected in the preterite or perfect, and the
timeframe of that clause is determined as past, the tenses used in the subordinate clause exhibit
the following changes: (a) if the verb was or should be inflected in the present in direct speech,
it appears as the preterite in reported speech, conveying the idea of simultaneity (see wide ‘was’
in 71.a); (b) if the verb was inflected in the perfect or the preterite, it appears in the pluperfect,
conveying the idea of anteriority (e.g. hot gymaht ‘had done’ in 71.b); if the verb was inflected
in the future, it appears in the conjunctive, conveying the idea of prospectivity (e.g. wje maha
‘would do’ in 72.c).

(71) a. Der menc¢ zidet do’a wide krank
‘The man said that he was sick’

b. Har kuzt do har $un hot dos gymaht
‘He said that he had already done it’

C. A zidet do har wje dos maha
‘He said that he would do this’

Although the rule of consecutio temporum may be observed in Wymysorys, it is not
compulsory (Kleczkowski 1921:3; Wicherkiewicz 2003:414). Indeed, most commonly,
Wymysorys speakers make use of the other system in which this principle is violated. In such
cases, the tense of the verb used in the main clause — and the timeframe interpretation of that
clause — does not affect the use of tenses in the subordinate clause such that the tenses used in
direct speech remain the same in reported speech. As a result, even if the main clause contains
a verb inflected in the preterite or perfect and its time reference is past, the verb in the
subordinate clause may be inflected in the present (e.g. fejz¢ ‘reads / is reading’ in 72.a), perfect
(e.g. har maht ‘has done’ in 72.b), and future (e.g. wyt maha ‘will do’ and wyt kioefa ‘will buy’
in 72.c-d), i.e. without the change into the preterite, pluperfect, and conjunctive, respectively.

305 Since the rule of consecutio temporum — or its absence — determines the choice of tenses, it is related not only
to syntax, but also to semantics.
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(72) a. A zidet do 4 lejzt dos bihta
‘He said that he was reading (lit. is reading) that book’
b. Har kuzt do har $un dos maht
‘He said that he had already done it’
C. A hot gyzidet do’a wyt dos maha

‘He said that he would do (lit. will do) it

d. A kuzt do’a wyt kidefa s’brut
‘He said that he would buy (lit. will buy) the bread’

Other future periphrases, i.e. constructions with zufa ‘shall’ (73.a), miisa ‘must’ (73.b), and
djyfa ‘should, must’ (73.c), also preserve the present tense of their auxiliaries even though they
are introduced by the main clause’s speech verb inflected in the preterite:

(73) a. Der dokter zidet do yh zo riin
‘The doctor said that I should rest’

b. Der dokter zidet do’h mii riin
‘The doctor told me to rest (lit. said that I should rest)’

C. Der dokter zidet do’h djyft kuma
“The doctor asked me to come (lit. said that I should come)’

This latter system governing the use of tenses in subordinate clauses in reported speech, in which
the consecutio temporum rule is not observed, coincides with the system operating in Polish and,
more generally, in the Slavonic family (Sussex & Cubberley 2006:399). In Polish, the tense of
the verb employed in subordinate clauses in reported speech is not determined by the tense of the
introductory speech verb and/or the timeframe of the main clause. Instead, it agrees with the tense
of the verb used in the “original” clause in direct speech, for instance, the present tense as in
(74.a-b) below (Sadowska 2012:460-461; see also Strutynski 1998:285-286).

(74) a. Adam: Ewa jest chora (Sadowska 2012:460)
‘Adam: Ewa is sick’

b. Adam powiedziat ze Ewa jest chora (ibid.)
‘Adam said that Ewa was sick’

In contrast to Polish and the Slavonic linguistic family, the rule of consecutio temporum tends
to operate in Germanic languages (Comrie 1985; 1986; Declerck 1990; 1991; Harbert 2007).
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However, despite its pervasiveness, this rule is not uniform — particular languages exploit it
differently and/or to a different extent.

The rule of the sequence of tenses is fully observed in North Germanic, e.g. in Icelandic
(Prainsson 1994:183),°% Norwegian (Askedal 1994:238), and Swedish (Perridon 1996:175), and
in certain members of the West Germanic branch, e.g. English (Comrie 1985; 1986; Declerck
1990; 1991; Janssen 1996; van der Wurff 1996) and Dutch (Boogaart 1996:213-214, 227).
Although scholars disagree about the specific mechanisms underlying the phenomenon (compare
Comrie 1986; Declerck 1990; 1991; van der Wurff 1996), the phenomenon itself is well
understood. Similar to the consecutio temporum in Wymysorys, the use of tenses in subordinate
clauses in indirect speech is conditioned by the tense employed in the introductory matrix clause.
If the matrix clause contains a past-type verb (usually a simple past or a preterite), the tenses of
the subordinate clause are “backshifted into the past” (van der Wurff 1996:262; Comrie 1985;
1986:279) or, within an alternative view, they are reanalyzed as relative tenses (Declerck
1990:519; 1991:157-192). That is, the events expressed in the embedded clause are presented in
relation to the past domain established by the matrix clause as anterior, simultaneous, or
prospective/posterior (Declerck 1990:519; 1991:157-192). This yields the following
modifications of tenses: a present tense is shifted to a past tense (simultaneity), a perfect to a
pluperfect (anteriority), and a future to a conditional or past conditional (prospectivity; Declerck
1991:157, 515; Comrie 1985; 1986; Boogart 1996:213-214, 227; Janssen 1996:239; Perridon
1996:175). The treatment of the simple past or preterite is slightly less consistent. Due to the
idiosyncrasies of individual TAM systems, a simple past or preterite tense can appear as either
preterite or pluperfect in the embedded clauses of the reported speech in Germanic languages
(Boogart 1996; Perridon 1996; van der Wurff 1996). In cases where the event remains currently
applicable and relevant, “backshifting” or relativization of tenses does not occur (Comrie 1986).

Modern Standard German differs from this relatively uniform picture. Rather than organizing
its grammar of the sequence of tenses around the principle of “backshifting” or relativization
(Harbert 2007:281), Modern Standard German exhibits a mood shift (Coulmas 1986:15). That
is, it converts direct-speech indicatives into subjunctives — present or past — in subordinate
clauses in reported speech (ten Cate 1996:189; Harbert 2007:281). The past subjunctive is
preferred if “the speaker wants to express doubt or, [ ...] is not in agreement with the proposition
of the reported clause” (Coulmas 1986:15). Alternatively, the selection of one of the two
subjunctives is governed by formal characteristics: the present subjunctive is used as “the
default form” (ten Cate 1996:198), while the past subjunctive appears in instances where the
form of the present subjective is indistinguishable from the present indicative (ten Cate
1996:199; Harbert 2007:281). Furthermore, even indicative tenses can be used in subordinate
clauses, especially if inflected in the first person, i.e. “when reported speaker and reporter are
identical” (ten Cate 1996:200). Overall, “distance” constitutes the overarching principle that
underlies the selection of tenses and moods in subordinate clauses (ten Cate 1996:208): by
means of the subjunctive(s), the speaker distances him-/herself from the reported utterances,

306 In Icelandic, speech verbs also trigger a change in the modality of verbs used in subordinate clauses from
indicative to subjunctive.
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thereby avoiding the commitment regarding their accuracy (ten Cate 1996:208; Harbert
2007:281). Therefore, despite the regularities explained above, the use of verbal grams in the
subordinate clause in Modern Standard German is not fully predictable, not in the case of the
subjunctive forms nor when indicative forms are employed (Coulmas 1986:16; ten Cate 1995;
1996:192). Instead, a number of combinations of tenses and moods are possible — each profiles
a different shade of meaning and the speaker’s attitude towards the reported words and their
truth or certainty (Coulmas 1986:16; Harbert 2007:281).

The situation attested in Middle High German was probably even messier. In this variety, both the
indicative and subjunctive can be used in subordinate clauses such that strict regularities in their
use and distribution cannot be established (Paul 2007; Briickner 2011:108). Moreover, due to the
common phenomenon of attraction, the mood (i.e. indicative or subjunctive) of the subordinate
clause can be adjusted to the mood of the main clause for mood uniformity (Paul 2007:432;
Briickner 2011:108). Nevertheless, as far as the subjunctive is concerned, certain dependencies
similar to those of consecutio temporum have been proposed. In cases where simultaneity needs to
be expressed, the following agreements are found: if the main clause is inflected in the present,
imperative, or perfect, the verb found in the subordinate clause tends to be inflected in the
subjunctive present; if, however, the main-clause verb is in the preterite, the verb in the subordinate
clause is in the past subjunctive (Paul 2007:432-433; Briickner 2011:108-109).

To my knowledge, the only West Germanic language — at least, a standard variety — that
regularly fails to comply with the rule of consecutio temporum is Yiddish (Geller 1999:85).
Interestingly, this absence is explained as the elimination rather than retention of the original
system in which the rule of consecutio temporum was respected and still operated in Old
Yiddish. The elimination has, in turn, apparently occurred as a result of Slavonic influence
(Prince 1998:356-357).

To conclude, the consecutio temporum rule is prevalent across (West) Germanic languages
with the agreement concerning the tense of verbs and/or their mood. To an extent, this system
also seems to have been in place in older (West) Germanic languages. In any case, in varieties
in which this system fails to operate, its absence is viewed as reduction (and thus innovation)
rather than retention. The consistency with which the principle of consecutio temporum is
violated in Wymysorys and the preference of such violations over the use of consecutio
temporum implies at least some degree of Polish influence. However, rather than a direct
pattern of borrowing, contact with Polish has mostly contributed to the spread and
generalization of one of the syntactic strategies that might have been available at earlier
diachronic stages. Consequently, and similar to Old and Modern Yiddish, the Wymysorys
system built around the sequence of tenses could be viewed as more original and etymological,
while the system with no tense agreement — especially in its current magnitude — could be
regarded as a posterior development due, in most part, to Polish influence (Latosinski
1909:272; Wicherkiewicz 1998a:211-212; 2003:413-414; contra Kleczkowski 1921:39-41).
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94  Pro-drop

The last syntactic feature that may be attributed to contact with Polish is the pro-drop rule or
null subjects — that is, the omission of referential pronominal subjects with finite verbs and thus
a pronoun-less use of verbs.

In most cases, a Wymysorys verb that is inflected in person and number, and marked by
appropriate endings must co-occur with an overt subject pronoun if a nominal subject is absent.
These pronouns may be one of three types: accented independent pronouns or “full” pronouns
(e.g.1%-person sg. yhy in 75.a), independent unaccented pronouns or “reduced” pronouns (e.g.
Isg. yh in 75.b), and dependent pronouns or pronominal clitics (e.g. 4 in 76.c; Andrason &
Krol 2014b; 2016a:46-49).

(75) a. Yhy taz s’bihta
‘I read a book’

b. Yh wa jyn dos gan
‘I will give it to them’

C. Miin wa’h miisa fjetik maha s’6wytasa
‘Tomorrow, I will have to make dinner’

Despite the tendency outlined above, certain exceptions are attested in which subject pronouns
may be omitted. To begin with, in coordinated clauses that contain verbs whose subject
referents coincide, the pronominal subject is regularly unexpressed in all verbs but the first one
(see zy ‘they’ that is omitted in the second conjunct in 76 below).

(76) Wiin zy zyca an _ fercyla
‘They were sitting and narrating’

More significantly, subject pronouns may be omitted if their referent is “easily” inferable from
the grammatical properties of the verb itself, such as person-number endings and vowel
patterns (i.e. root-vowel mutation). In other words, the omission is grammatical if the verbal
form used is non-syncretic, thus being clearly distinguished from the other forms of the
paradigm. Most examples of this type of pro-drop concern strong verbs inflected in the 2"-
and 3"-persons singular of the present tense and the 2"-person singular of the strong preterite.
For example, the 2™- and 3™-persons sg. present and the 2"d-person sg. preterite of nama ‘take’
and kuma ‘come’ (i.e. nymst ‘you take’ and kymst ‘you come’; nymt ‘s/he takes’ and kymt ‘s/he
comes’; nomst ‘you took’ and komst ‘you came’) are non-syncretic with any other forms found
in the paradigms of these two verbs. Therefore, they can be omitted, as illustrated in (77.a) and
(77.b) where the null-pronoun forms are used (see nymst and kymst, respectively). Furthermore,
this efficient marking of the 2"- and 3"-persons sg. present by means of endings and root-
vowel mutations also enables the pronoun-less use of the 1%'-person sg., even though this form
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does not exhibit root-vowel mutations. See, for example, 1%-person sg. nam ‘I take’, which is
differentiated from all the other forms, especially those with vowel mutations like nyms¢ and
nymt mentioned above (78.c). In contrast, plural forms of all verbs in the present, as well as the
preterite forms of weak verbs, are the least propitious for this type of omission given the high
degree of their syncretism. For instance, the 1- and 2"-persons pl. of the present are the same
(e.g. nama ‘welthey take’) and coincide with the infinitive. Similarly, the 1%- and 3"-persons
sg. as well as the 2"%-person pl. of the weak preterite are identical (e.g. maht ‘I/you [sg./pl.]
did”), as is also the case for the 1%- and 3™-persons pl. (e.g. mahta ‘we/they did”).37

(77) a. Nymst dos?
‘Are you taking this?’

b. _ Kymst sun wejder
“You are already coming’

c. _ Ny nam ka fan
‘I am not taking any flag’

The least syncretic are the paradigms of the three auxiliary verbs zdjn ‘be’, hon ‘have’, and
wada ‘become, be’. The verb zdjn ‘be’ is especially noticeable as it makes use of — at least
from a synchronic perspective — four different stems in its inflections. See, for instance, bej
and byst — 1%t and 2"-person sg. present, respectively; zdjn and zdjt — 1/3™ and 2"-person pl.
present; ej — 3"-person sg. present; and wide — 1%-person pl. preterite. This morphological
saliency of the three auxiliaries renders them highly susceptible to the omission of pronominal
subjects, as illustrated by the following examples:

(78) a. _ Bejmi
‘I am tired’
b. _ Byst azu dut wi a noser ktop

“You are as stupid as a newborn man’

c. Gejsty y dy kjyh, to _ byst ju ondehtik
‘If you go to church, then you are a believer’

d. Wos host  ym $adut?
‘What do you think?’

The relatively common absence of referential subjects with the auxiliaries zajn ‘be’, hon
‘have’, and wada ‘become, be’, discussed above, has important bearings on the use of pro-drop
in other tenses, moods, and voices. The vast majority of TAM grams as well as the expressions
of voice are analytical in Wymysorys. These analytical tenses, moods, and voices consist of

397 In fact, the forms of the 1°'- and 3"-persons plural coincide in all verbs.
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(one of) the three auxiliaries — as well as the verb bldjn ‘remain, be’ — inflected in the present,
preterite, and conjunctive I tense, and a non-finite form of the main verb.?%® Since the
auxiliaries zdjn, hon, and wada often allow for referential pronouns to be omitted, pronominal
subjects are equally omissible with the verbs inflected in the analytical gram, e.g. the perfect
(host gykrigt “you have gotten’ in 79.a), the future (wa diyfa ‘1 will need to’ and wa ferkidefa
‘I will sell’ in 79.b-c), and the passive (byst ogasa ‘you are satiated’ 79.d). As a result, pro-
drop and null subjects are, at least in some discourses, relatively pervasive.

(79) a. Daj tal host  Sun gykrigt
“You have already gotten your part’

b. _ Wa diyfa ata miin
‘I should work tomorrow’

c. Der nokwer hot mih gyfret op  wa ferkidefa s’fald
‘The neighbor has asked me if I will sell him the field’

d. _ Byst $un ogasa?
‘Are you full (i.e. satiated)?’

Additionally, subject pronouns may be omitted if their referents can be recovered from the
broad pragmatic context. This allows for pro-drop with verbal forms that are syncretic. Two
main subtypes of this usage are distinguished. First, pro-drop may operate in dialogues, in
answers to questions where the subject referent is discourse active and fully accessible, thus
constituting the conversation’s topic or one such a topic:

(80) a. - Kuma zy?
‘Are they coming?’
-Ju, kuma
‘Yes, they are coming’

b. - Kuzt der biiw Wymysiderys?
‘Does this boy speak Wymysorys?’
-Ju, kuzt
‘Yes, he does’

Second, the pro-drop rule is exploited with relative frequency in personal narratives. The
omission usually concerns the 1¥-person pronoun co-indexed with the speaker themselves (see
the absence of yA(y) ‘I’ with giri in 81.a) if the narrator is the topic of the discourse, or 3-
person pronouns if their referents are the protagonist of the story and thus entertain a topical
status (see the absence of har or d ‘he’ with zidet ‘said’ in 81.b).

308 The only two fully productive synthetic constructions are the present and the preterite, as well as the imperative.
As explained in section 8.3, the synthetic conjunctive is limited to zajn, hon, wada, and a few modal verbs.
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(81) a. Noht cwe jiir gin _ ys gimnazjum
“Two years later, I went to secondary school’

b. Derzank zidet _:...
‘Then he said ...’

Sometimes, the pro-drop motivated by the topicality of the referent occurs outside a question-
answer frame and personal narratives. The only condition is that, similar to the other cases, the
omitted referential pronoun must be pragmatically inferable:

(82) Miin djef _ krigja a pakta
‘Tomorrow I should receive a packet’

Lastly, apart from being motivated by structural and pragmatic reasons, pro-drop and null
subjects are grammatical if the reading of a clause is impersonal. For example, in (83), the
pronominal subject of the verb kon ‘can’ may be omitted because it corresponds to the
indefinite pronoun ma ‘one’. However, if the subject pronoun were co-indexed with a specific
referent (which, given the form of the verb, may be 1%- or 3™-person singular), the omission
would be ungrammatical — unless, of course, it is warranted by pragmatic reasons discussed in
the paragraphs above.

(83) Yr kjyh kon _ bata
‘In church one can pray’
**‘In church I/he can pray’

The relatively noticeable use of the pro-drop rule in Wymysorys seems to coincide, to an extent,
with null subjects in Polish. Polish — and Slavonic languages more generally — is a “standard”
pro-drop language (Bondaruk 2001; Ruda 2018:241). Accordingly, inflected verbs need not be
accompanied by referential pronouns unless this is required for pragmatic reasons such as focus,
contrast, or comparison. Therefore, in the case of predicate-focus structures and structures in
which constituents other than the subject are pragmatically salient, the subject of a verb is only
encoded through verbal inflections, null-subject forms being typical of these types of inflections
(Bondaruk 2001; Swan 2002:155, 157; Sadowska 2012:267; Ruda 2018:241). Nevertheless, the
Wymysorys pro-drop system and the Polish system are not identical. Pro-drop is a default rule
for all subjects and verbs in Polish — it is the presence of pronominal subjects that implies some
type of markedness. However, the situation in Wymysorys is opposite: the use of referential
pronouns is default, while null subjects are only possible in certain grammatical and pragmatic
contexts. Significantly, in all such cases, the use of a pronominal subject is also grammatical
without triggering focal readings, contrary to what is typical in Polish.

In stark contrast to Polish and Slavonic, and despite considerable debate or even disparate
opinions (see discussion further below), modern Germanic languages tend to be viewed as non-
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pro-drop languages or, at most, partial pro-drop languages (Harbert 2007:222). In members of
the West Germanic branch, such as Dutch, Flemish, Frisian, Afrikaans, English, and Modern
Standard German, the use of referential subject pronouns is the default, while their omission is
either disallowed or restricted to particular contexts (Harbert 2007:222-223). Similarly, in
North Germanic languages — e.g. Swedish, Norwegian, Danish, and Icelandic — the referential
subject is compulsory “except under certain syntactically specifiable conditions” (Faarlund
1994:56; Harbert 2007:223).

As mentioned above, although predominantly non-pro-drop, West Germanic languages allow
for referential pronouns to be omitted in determined contexts.>*® For instance, in Frisian and
English, the 2"-person singular and 1-person singular/plural may be omitted “in certain types
of discourse” and pragmatic contexts (Hoekstra & Tiersma 1994:526; Harbert 2007:222). A
similar situation is attested in Modern Standard German. Even though Modern Standard
German is a canonical pro-drop language (Weill & Volodina 2018:262) and “(referential)
subject pronouns have to be overtly realized” (Axel & Weill 2010:15), null subjects are
grammatical in a number of cases. Pronominal subjects may be omitted in impersonal passives
with the expletive es, if another constituent appears in the left periphery (Weill & Volodina
2018:262-263). Null subjects are also grammatical if they are recoverable from context. This
may stem from the topical role assumed by their referents (see the so-called “context-linked”
null subjects; Weill & Volodina 2018:263) or from the fact that these subjects are co-indexed
with the narrator in personal narratives (see the so-called “diary drop”; ibid. 264). The former
usage warrants the omission of the 37 person, whereas the latter warrants the omission of the
15t person as well as the 2™ person (ibid. 263-264). Certain instances of omission are
additionally motivated by grammatical properties of the verb, specifically its “non-syncretic
inflection” (Weil & Volodina 2018:264; Trutkowski 2011; 2016). This type of pro-drop
particularly concerns 1 and 2" persons (Weil & Volodina 2018:264). It is significant that all
such cases in which pro-drop is grammatical in Modern Standard German closely match the
instances of null subjects in Wymysorys identified above. Similarly, several German dialects,
e.g. Bavarian, Schwabian, and Ziirich German, allow for certain types of null subjects. All of
them concord with the cases of pro-drop attested in Modern Standard German and/or other
continental West Germanic languages (Prince 1999:16; Rosenkvist 2009; 2010; Axel & Weil3
2010:15-17, 21; Weil & Volodina 2018:267, 282). Among all the members of the West
Germanic branch, Yiddish tolerates null subjects to the greatest extent. For example, all
pronouns, irrespective of number and person, may be dropped if they are discourse-active and
salient (Jacobs, Prince & van der Auwera 1994:408; Prince 1999; Jacobs 2005:262). This
greater extent of pro-drop in Yiddish — i.e. the greater “frequency of its occurrence and [...]
much broader scope than in German” (Geller 1999:74) — is explained as a parallel to Slavonic
languages and thus principally a contact phenomenon (Geller ibid.; Hansen & Birzer 2012).

309 As in Wymysorys, pro-drop is grammatical in coordinated clauses in all Germanic languages. I exclude such
cases from the subsequent discussion of null subjects.
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The complex situation with regard to pro-drop and null subjects found in Modern Standard
German was equally messy in older varieties of the German language. Traditionally, it is
assumed that the pro-drop rule was lost — and the overt pronominal subjects generalized —
relatively early in the history of German (see Paul 1919:22 and Hopper 1975:31, as discussed
in Axel & Weil} 2010:15, 18). In this scenario, referential subject pronouns were already
common in Old High German and became fully generalized in Middle High German (Harbert
2007:222-223; Fagan 2009:192, 119; Axel & WeiB 2010:19).31° Although Old High German
indeed often exhibits referential subject pronouns, multiple counterexamples and cases of pro-
drop are also attested. In general, the range of pro-drop was greater than in Modern Standard
German and the omissions were also more consistent. In addition to pro-drop types that are
currently grammatical, Old High German tolerated a few types that are now ungrammatical in
Modern Standard German (Weill & Volodina 2018:265-267). To be exact, the omissions
attested in Old High German involved topic pro-drop and pro-drop in question-answer
sequences (both motivated pragmatically), structural pro-drop (motivated by the form of the
verb, especially in the 1% and 2" persons), and referential pro-drop in the middle field (ibid.
265-267).3!! Given this greater extent of pro-drop and its grammaticality with all persons, some
argue that Old High German could be classified as “a consistent pro-drop language” (ibid. 266).
However, contrary to canonical pro-drop languages, such omissions were the “default” only in
the 3™ person (ibid. 267).3!? In a further divergence from a pro-drop prototype, the prevalence
of pro-drop decreased considerably in late Old High German (Axel & Weifl 2010:21).
Therefore, it is more appropriate to consider Old High German as a partial pro-drop language
with the active diachronic tendency to gradually limit the scope of the pro-drop rule.
Unfortunately, scholarship lacks systematic corpus-driven studies dedicated to pro-drop in
Middle High German (Weill & Volodina 2018:274). Evidence is inconclusive and some of the
generalizations which are proposed (see Harbert 2007:222-223; Fagan 2009:192, 119) should
be considered with caution (Weill & Volodina 2018:274). The available studies do not enable
us to determine whether the pro-drop system of Middle High German followed the system
found in Old High German, or if it rather complied with the system present in modern dialects
(Weill & Volodina 2018:274, 283). This, in turn, means that we cannot be certain that the drift
towards non-pro-drop, which initiated in Old High German, continued in Middle High German.
In any case, the types of pro-drop that are grammatical in Modern Standard German and
modern dialects are generally explained as retentions rather than innovations (Axel & Weil3
2010; Weill & Volodina 2018:267).

In light of the facts presented above, cases of pro-drop in Wymysorys and its partial pro-drop
status can most likely be explained as the retention of the strategies available at older stages of
German and West Germanic. Similar to Yiddish, the extent of this retention and the

310 Similarly, for North Germanic, pronominal subjects are already attested in old runic inscriptions (see Antonsen
1981:53, as discussed in Harbert 2007:222), and Old Scandinavian and Old Icelandic were not “true” pro-drop
languages (Faarlund 1994:56). Indeed, the only language with a general pro-drop rule was Gothic, where
referential pronominal subjects could be omitted in “all syntactic contexts” (Harbert 2007:221-223).

311 This “referential pro-drop” in the middle field has been lost in Modern Standard German (Weil & Volodina
2018:267).

312 In contrast, in Polish, which is a standard pro-drop language (Bondaruk 2001; Ruda 2018), omissions are also
a default strategy with 1 and 2™ persons.
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grammaticality of pro-drop with all persons may be attributed to contact with the canonical
pro-drop language, viz. Polish. Nevertheless, Polish influence has not been critical, given that
the contexts of the omissions are largely consistent with those typical of the other (old and
modern) West Germanic languages and that, contrary to Polish, null subjects do not constitute
a default strategy in Wymysorys, meaning that Wymysorys is not a canonical pro-drop
language. Overall, Polish has been unable to alter the core of this part of the language structure
and trigger a typological change in Wymysorys, i.e. to transition fully to a pro-drop class of
languages. As mentioned above, Polish has instead contributed to the preservation of the partial
pro-drop structure that Wymysorys had probably inherited from its predecessor(s).
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CHAPTER TEN

10. Discussion

Having introduced the various pieces of evidence related to the impact of Polish on the
Wymysorys language, [ will evaluate the data presented, with the aim to answer the main and
subsidiary research questions, and subsequently identify other implications of my study — both
with regard to Wymysorys and broader linguistic theory — that will ultimately enable me to
formulate new hypotheses.

To be exact, I will begin by summarizing the principal findings of my empirical research
(section 10.1). Next, I will critically review and evaluate these findings within the adopted
framework. I will answer my main research question and the subsidiary enquiries, and
demonstrate how my results interact with the previous literature on the controversial issues and
thus how the entirety of my research contributes to scholarly debates (section 10.2).
Afterwards, I will identify further implications of my findings that lie beyond the scope of the
research question(s), whether these implications concern Wymysorys or the broader theory of
borrowing and contact linguistics in general (section 10.3). That is, I will identify new
generalizations and theoretical novelties, and propose explanations for certain unexpected
patterns and anomalies observed. This will make it possible to determine the remaining gaps
in the knowledge of Wymysorys, recommend possible ways for their elimination, and
formulate new hypotheses, thus pointing the way forward for further research. At the end of
this section, I will explain the limitations of my study.

10.1 Findings

Given the amount of data introduced in chapters 3-9 and their detail-oriented description, a
review of the main findings is, in my view, necessary before the evidence can be properly
evaluated and the research questions answered. In this section, I summarize the results of the
study of Polish borrowings in the sound system, content and functional lexica, morphology,
morpho-syntax, and syntax of Wymysorys.

10.1.1 Sound system

The influence of Polish on the Wymysorys sound system is considerable, both quantitatively
and qualitatively. All of the components of the sound system have been affected, including
consonants, vowels, phonological rules, phonotactics, or prosody. The extent of this impact is,
however, unequal in each module.
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The consonantal system of Wymysorys has been profoundly altered. By donating a sound, by
modifying the distribution of a sound and/or enhancing its systemic status, and by stimulating
a change in the pronunciation of a sound, Polish has determined or influenced the development
of a number of consonants. The affected consonants are: [¢], [2], [te], [dz], [s], [z], [ts], [dz],
[3], [d}], [ﬁ], [n], [)/[w], [r], and [x]. Several others are also affected if the phonological rules
of palatalization, aspiration, and nasalization are taken into consideration, for instance, [p'],

[b], [, [d'], [KV/[c], [gVD, [m'], [o], [£], [v'], [VI/IAL [¥)/T6], [¥'], [w'], [W], and [j].

First, Wymysorys has borrowed the two series of sibilant fricatives and affricates from Polish:
alveolo-palatals [¢], [z], [te], [dz] and postalveolars [s], [z], [ts], [dz]. The former series is more
common, whereas the latter is less frequent and can, in most cases, be replaced by the former.
As the two borrowed series have been added to the inherited series of palatalo-alveolars [[],
[3], [t/], and [d3], Wymysorys currently includes three series of sibilants and affricates. Even
though particularly common in loanwords, the Polish-sourced sibilants and affricates,
especially the alveolo-palatals, are also present in the inherited lexicon. The transfer thus
concerns not only sounds in loanwords, but also the individual sounds themselves, although
the borrowing of these Polish sounds is probably a byproduct of the incorporation of particular
lexemes. A certain degree of phonological opposition between [¢], [z], [te], [dz] on the one
hand, and [s], [z], [ts], [dz] on the other hand, can be observed in loanwords. This, however,
never occurs in the inherited lexicon. The prevalence of alveolo-palatals over postalveolars
stems from the dialectal foundation of transfer (i.e. the process of siakanie) as well as from the
acoustic proximity to the inherited palatalo-alveolars, thus constituting a possible case of
phonetic adjustment. The other dialectal phenomenon — sziakanie — may have contributed to
the maintenance of the native palatalo-alveolars. Second, the abovementioned borrowing of
alveolo-palatals and postalveolars and, in particular, the transfer of a large number of lexemes
which contain(ed) the consonants [z] and [z], [dz] and [dz], [te] and [ts] in their Polish sources
but which, in Wymysorys, can be and often are pronounced with the native palatalo-alveolar
counterparts [3], [d3], [t/], has led to the phonemization of these three consonants. Third, Polish
has significantly contributed to the presence and/or spread of the alveolo-palatal nasal [1)], as
well as its ultimate phonemization, even though language- and family-internal processes have
also been at play here. Fourth, Polish has altered the distribution and pronunciation of the
guttural sounds [x] and [h]. Due to the transfer of several lexemes that in Polish begin with the
voiceless velar fricative [x], [x] has become grammatical in a word-initial position in
Wymysorys — a position previously reserved for the voiceless glottal fricative [h]. The
grammaticality of the initial [x] exceeds Polish loanwords as the etymological [h] may also —
although much less commonly — be realized as [x]. As a result, the system of complementary
distribution of [x] and [h] that used to exist in Wymysorys has been eliminated (or at least
weakened). Fifth, the presence of the labialized velar approximant [w] and its development
from the velarized alveolar lateral approximant [1] may largely be attributed to Polish influence.
That is, Polish has instigated, intensified, and accelerated the process(es) whose foundations
had already been present — even though to a rather limited extent — in Wymysorys. Polish also
played a role in the formation of the dark / [1] itself at an earlier stage of the Wymysorys
language and the establishment of the complementary distribution of [1] with [1]. In this case,
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however, Polish most likely reinforced a relatively patent language- and family-internal
development instead of having instigated it. Sixth, contact with Polish has led to the restoration
of /t/ in a pre-consonantal position, specifically in codas before another consonant, and the
generalization of its apical alveolar trill pronunciation, i.e. as [1].

In contrast to consonants, Wymysorys vowels have been affected by Polish to a much lesser
extent. Polish is responsible of the presence and phonemization of the fronted close-mid central
unrounded vowel [9], which is now used in free and bound morphemes, whether borrowed or
native. Polish is also the source of the nasal vowels [3] and [£], as well as, albeit rarely, [7], [3],
[0], and [3]. Nasal vowels are, however, limited to Polish loanwords, conversely being absent
in the native lexicon.

Contact with Polish has importantly affected phonological rules operating in Wymysorys,
especially those governing the consonantal system. First, the loss of the aspiration of the
plosives /p/, /t/, and /k/ as well as the affricate /tf/, in a prominent, i.e. word-initial, position
and, more importantly, the replacement of the fortis-lenis system of plosives and affricates by
its voiceless-voiced counterpart can primarily be attributed to Polish influence. Nevertheless,
despite playing a critical role in these phenomena, Polish has operated in conjunction with
language- and/or family-internal processes, further intensifying and accelerating them. Second,
the wide-scale borrowing of Polish lexemes containing palatal(ized) consonants as well as the
transfer of certain palatalization laws typical of Polish has significantly expanded the range of
palatalization in Wymysorys, rendering it one of the key phonetic and phonological features of
the language. Again, although Polish has been the main factor for the palatalization acquiring
a central position in the consonantal system of Wymysorys, language- and family-internal
processes have contributed to this development as well. That is, Polish has fortified and
amplified less pervasive palatalizing tendencies that had been at play earlier in the Wymysorys
language and that had been operating in its Silesian relatives. Third, Polish has contributed to
the maintenance of consonantal length, a feature that had been fully operational in Middle High
German and is therefore most likely etymological. In other words, via loanwords and a general
systemic analogy to the Polish consonantal system, the simplification of long consonants,
which has taken place in closely related languages, has been avoided.

Similar to the imbalance between the Polish impact on Wymysorys consonants and vowels,
the influence of Polish on the phonological rules of Wymysorys is much larger in the
consonantal system than in the vocalic system. Indeed, only one rule governing the vocalic
module can be attributed to Polish, namely nasalization. Due to contact with Polish,
nasalization — ranging from genuine nasal vowels ([3], [€], [1], [2], [Ti], and [3]) to nasal vocoids
([4] or [i], which form partial nasal diphthongs) and nasal approximants ([W]/[*] or [j)/[']) —
has been introduced into the Wymysorys sound system. However, the effects of this are
peripheral as nasalization is limited to Polish loanwords while inversely being absent in the
native lexicon. Furthermore, even in loanwords, nasalization can always resolve into an oral
vowel and a nasal consonant.
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Polish has significantly affected the phonotactic structure of Wymysorys. The transfer of a
large number of Polish borrowings has led to the common presence of complex — qualitatively
varied and quantitatively elaborated — consonant clusters in onsets. This has occurred despite
the general tendency to simplify complex consonant clusters found in original Polish lexemes
during their adaptation to Wymysorys, in agreement with the rules governing the phonotactics
of West Germanic languages, including the native phonotactics of Wymysorys. Indeed, the
longest sequences of clustered consonants — i.e. those formed of four consonants — and the
sequences that violate the sonority scale more blatantly, thus being the most “ill-formed”, are
only typical in Polish loanwords.

Lastly, the rules governing the placement of accents in Wymysorys have been altered
considerably by contact with Polish. The inherited system of accentuation of the root-initial
accent (in the Germanic lexicon) and the root-final accent (in the non-Germanic lexicon) has
been expanded by a root-/stem-penultimate accent found in Polish loanwords. This penultimate
accentuation is fully grammatical in a large number of Polish loanwords, in which the original
placement of stress on the next-to-last syllable has been maintained. In contrast, accentuation
rules operating in the non-Polish lexicon (Germanic or not) have persisted intact.

10.1.2 Content lexicon

Contact with Polish has profoundly affected the content lexicon of Wymysorys. Both
quantitatively and qualitatively, this impact is the greatest in nouns and verbs. In contrast,
adjectives, adverbs, and ideophones have been influenced to a much lesser extent. Overall,
matter borrowing is significantly more common than pattern borrowing.

Nouns have experienced the largest extent of borrowing among all lexical classes, attesting to
both matter and pattern borrowing. While the transfer of matter is impressive quantitatively,
with 594 lexemes having been adopted, the transfer of (semantic) patterns is limited to a few
cases. As far as matter borrowing is concerned, the impact of Polish is also qualitatively
significant as borrowed lexemes belong to extremely varied semantic domains. These include
tangible and non-tangible, concrete and abstract, common and proper domains. A considerable
number of loanwords refer to everyday life, including family (i.e. kinship terms) and religion.
A large amount of borrowings — most of which are related to the cultural and political reality
of Poland, technology and inventions, as well as religion — have been transferred due to need,
specifically, lexical gaps (whether original or acquired) and/or loss of functionality. However,
the borrowing of many other nouns — e.g. nouns referring to family members, functions and
qualities of human beings, and especially abstract concepts — has not been motivated by need
or lexical gaps. In many of these cases, the adoption of Polish nouns has resulted in the
development of pairs of (nearly) synonymous native and borrowed lexemes.

Nominal borrowings derive from both Standard Polish and Polish dialects spoken in the western

part of Lesser Poland and eastern Upper Silesia. Lexemes drawing on Standard Polish are recent
imports often referring to technological inventions or constituting cases of re-adaptations of
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forms of dialectal origin to Standard Polish pronunciation — in such instances, both dialectal and
standard variants are available. The dialectal component is substantial and permeates all semantic
types and surfaces in both phonetics and semantics. As far as phonetics are concerned, the
dialectal origin of loanwords is visible in the following: the pronunciation of pochylone vowels
(a surfaces as [0], € surfaces as [9] after hard and soft consonants, and o surfaces as [0] and rarely
as (i)o(e) [@]/[yoce] —albeit for 0, a Standard Polish realization is more common); the labialization
of back vowels; the plosive realization of the Standard Polish c/ [x] as k [k]; siakanie (whereby
[s], [z], [ts], [dz] and [e], [2], [te], and [dz] merge into [¢], [z], [te], and [dz]) or sziakanie
(whereby the abovementioned sounds merge into [[], [3], [t/], [d3]); the preservation of the nasal
feature of nasal vowels and their pronunciation as an oral vowel and a nasal consonant; and
simplification of consonant clusters — these three last phenomena are also typical of colloquial
Standard Polish and/or converge with adaptive mechanisms. Other dialectal features are much
less pervasive: the voicing of intervocalic -k- [Kk] to -g- [g], the realization of ¢k [x] as f[f] after ¢
[t], vowel mutation, szadzenie, and mazurzenie. All such dialectal traits may also be absent with
loanwords, attesting to a Standard Polish pronunciation. With regard to semantics, several
borrowings draw on lexemes that are only (or mostly) present in dialects.

Nouns borrowed from Polish are generally well adapted to the Wymysorys language system,
whether phonetically, morphologically, or semantically. In phonetics, « [u] (and ¢ if borrowed
from Standard Polish) is often replaced by i [y]/[v]; o [0] (and ¢ if borrowed from dialects) is
replaced with (7)d(e) [9]/[Yoce]; nasal vowels are resolved into oral vowels and nasal consonants;
and consonant clusters are simplified (the two last features converge with tendencies found in
Polish dialects). Additionally, the stress of loanwords may be assimilated to native accentuation
rules. In morphology, borrowed nouns adjust their singular and plural endings to the rules of
Wymysorys: feminine nouns that end in -a often lose their final vowel; many masculine and
some feminine nouns as well as pluralia tanta ending in -ki are backformations derived from the
underlying Polish plurals expanded by the native pluralizer -a; and a few neuter nouns lose the -o
ending. Loanwords are regularly inflected in number by using the endings typical of Wymysorys
nouns. Those that are not marked by the pluralizers -(j)a or -» in the nominative exhibit an overt
marking in the dative, which is characteristic of native inflections. Borrowed nouns can also be
accompanied by native derivational suffixes, especially the diminutive morpheme -/a/-la and the
nominalizers -yj and -yn. In semantics, nominal loanwords may modify their gender (e.g.
feminine nouns that do not lose their -a ending and those that exhibit the suffix -ki are reanalyzed
as masculine) and/or alter their semantic potential (e.g. by restricting its scope, yielding
pejorative connotations, or limiting the usage to nicknames). In a few cases, hybrids or
loanblends have emerged by compounding the inherited lexeme and a synonymous loanword.

Overall, as a result of all of these changes, the structure of the category of nouns has been
altered. The most relevant structural modification is the formation of new morpho-semantic
and declensional classes, especially those of masculine singulars ending in -ki and feminine
singulars ending in -a.
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Verbs are the lexical class that has experienced the second-largest degree of borrowing, right
after nouns, with cases of the transfer of both matter and pattern. With 115 loanwords attested,
matter borrowing predominates. In contrast, pattern borrowing is residual, being found in a few
instances of which most concern idiomatic expressions. With regard to the borrowing of matter,
loanwords exhibit great semantic diversity, belonging to various semantic domains and lexical
fields: concrete and abstract, rural and urban, mental and cognitive activities, actions and states,
secular and religious, bodily reflexes, and speech acts. In some instances, borrowed verbs are
the only fully lexicalized, synthetic manners of expressing determined concepts. Such verbs
often denote activities related to religion, technology, and specific local instruments, and most
of these lexemes have been transferred to fill in gaps. Nevertheless, a vast majority of loans
have their relatively synonymous equivalents in the inherited vocabulary. Their transfer has
been stimulated by semantic specificity and/or precision.

The presence of dialectal features in borrowed verbs is less persistent than is the case with
nouns. The most characteristic dialectal features are: the pronunciation of pochylone vowels (d
as [0] and é as [9] after both hard and soft consonants); the plosive realization of [x]; the
pronunciation of [s], [z], [ts], [dz] as [¢], [2], [te], [dz], or the pronunciation of both series as
[1, [3], [t/], [d3] (suggesting siakanie and/or sziakanie, respectively); the pronunciation of nasal
vowels as oral vowels and nasal consonants; and the simplification of complex consonant
clusters. However, the [k] pronunciation of [x] is extremely rare, while the treatment of
postalveolars and alveolo-palatals, nasals, and clusters coincide with a pronunciation found in
colloquial Standard Polish and/or with adaptive mechanisms. In contrast, there are no examples
of labialization, mazurzenie, and szadzenie. Polish dialects also transpire in the specific
lexemes transferred. All of this suggests a more recent time of transfer where Standard Polish
gained in relevance, most likely after World War II, or if a verb was borrowed earlier, a recent
readjustment to its pronunciation in Standard Polish.

Verbal loans are often adapted phonologically, morphologically, morpho-syntactically, and
semantically to the language system of Wymysorys. In phonetics, u [u] (and ¢, if it reflects a
Standard Polish pronunciation) is substituted with i [y]/[Y]; o [0] (and 9, it reflects a dialectal
pronunciation) is substituted with (i)o(e) [o]/[yece]; nasal vowels tend to be realized as oral
vowels with a nasal consonant; and consonant clusters are simplified. Nevertheless, a number
of exceptions are attested. In morphology, almost all verbal loans display an a-type stem
element in Wymysorys: either the simple -d- (i.e. non-palatal -d- and palatalized -'a-/-ja-) or
the extended -owa-, regardless of the stem in Polish. Accordingly, for lexemes drawing on
Polish -i/y-, -e-, and -g- verbs, the original stem vowel has been replaced with -d- by analogy
of the borrowings derived from Polish -a- verbs. Only four examples in which this adaptive
mechanism is absent are attested. All borrowed verbs are well integrated in the inflectional and
derivational system of Wymysorys. They can be conjugated in all tenses and moods, typically
following the weak inflectional pattern. However, with a few exceptions, the participles
derived from borrowed verbs do not require the prefix gy-, which contrasts with nearly all
unprefixed native verbs in Wymysorys. Polish prefixes are usually only transferred if they have
a derivative function in a Polish verb, even then sometimes being omissible to avoid complex
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consonant clusters. The transfer of purely perfectivizing prefixes is, on the contrary, very rare.
The more common and fully-productive prefixation strategy consists of using inherited
elements — as is typical of native Wymysorys verbs — i.e. the prefixes such as dj-, by-, cii-, cy-,
ejwer-, fer-, otis-, or uf-. This yields hybridized or blended native-borrowed forms. Original
reflexive verbs may lose their reflexivity in analogy to equivalent native non-reflexive verbs.
However, this phenomenon is inconsistent and reflexivity may be preserved, with two evenly
common variants being found: one reflexive reflecting the Polish donor and the other non-
reflexive reflecting the native equivalent. Very few loan verbs exhibit a change in meaning
when compared with their sources in Polish.

Overall, the category of verb in Wymysorys has experienced significant systemic changes.
First, a new conjugational paradigm has been formed, i.e. a variant of the weak paradigm with
the following principal forms: pyta — pytat / pytata — pytat.3'3 Second, the introduction of more
than 100 of these types of borrowings has resulted in the formation of a new productive class
of -a- verbs which, albeit present before, has been non-productive and traditionally represented
very sparsely. Third, the verbal loans have increased the visibility of -n infinitives, as all of the
borrowed infinitives — irrespective of their stem — exhibit the ending -».

In contrast to nouns and verbs, the borrowing of adjectives is less abundant. Adjectives mainly
attest to matter borrowing — pattern borrowing being extremely rare — with only 36 lexemes
having their roots in Polish. Although limited in number, adjectival loans are semantically
diverse. Most adjectival loanwords refer to qualities pertinent to human beings, while others
have animals, inanimate objects, and abstract concepts as their referents. Borrowed adjectives
may denote both physical properties (often defects) and character traits (both positive and
negative). A number of features suggest a dialectal foundation of the loans, such as the
pronunciation of the pochylone vowel d and, only exceptionally, of the pochylone 6. Further
features suggesting a dialectal foundation in loans include the treatment of nasal vowels as well
as the common pronunciation of postalveolar fricatives and affricates as alveolo-palatals, and
the realization of both these series as palatalo-alveolars (these last two phenomena converge
with colloquial Standard Polish and adjustment mechanisms). Some borrowings originate in
adjectives that are restricted to Polish dialects and absent in the standard language. Adaptation
mechanisms are evident. Adjectival loans tend to be adapted both phonologically and
morphologically to the Wymysorys language system. In phonetics, # [u] (and the Standard
Polish 0) is replaced by i [y]/[Y]; o [0] (and the dialectal ¢) is replaced by (i)d(e) [@]/[yoce]
(although, in both cases, exceptions are attested); and the nasal vowels ¢ [€] and ¢ [3] are
resolved as an oral vowel with a nasal consonant. In morphology, nearly all lexemes are
adjusted to one of the morphological patterns available to native adjectives by accompanying
the transferred adjectival suffix with a native suffix: -ik, -i/ys, or, less likely, -nik. The selection
of the particular native suffix is motivated. The vast majority of adjectives, i.e. those that draw
on Polish stems ending in -, -, -w, and -n, host the most common native adverbializer -ik. Less
likely, the Polish -n adjectives make use of the native suffix -nik. Adjectives that draw on the

313 The parts provided are the 3™-person singular present, the 3"-person singular and plural preterite, and the participle.
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Polish stem ending in -m or on Polish nouns rather than adjectives host the adjectivizer -i/ys.
In one case, the Polish lexeme has been extended by the complex suffix -7is — a composite of
the native -is and the element 7, introduced by analogy, to -nik. These adaptive mechanisms
have led to the creation of blended forms in which the adjectival base is imported from Polish,
while the overt marking of the base as an adjective is achieved by native material. Alternatively,
the resultant suffixes -nik, -tik, -wik, -tik, and -mis found in these loans can be viewed as
hybrids. The first consonant is donated by Polish and the last consonant is donated by
Wymysorys, while the middle element is donated simultaneously by the two languages.
Although typical of adjectival loans, these blended adjectivizers are not productive in
Wymysorys — they never occur in the native lexicon. Furthermore, all borrowed adjectives can
be inflected according to the rules of the Wymysorys adjectival system, thus taking on the
specific case, gender, and number endings, both in the weak and strong declensional
paradigms. Overall, the structure of the adjectival system has not been altered by contact with
Polish. Neither new means of encoding adjectives (although the visibility of the -7ik class has
certainly increased), nor new semantic and functional categories have been developed or
introduced.

Adverbs only attest to matter borrowing, with 27 lexemes being transferred from Polish — a
number nearly identical to that for adjectives. Although qualitatively limited, adverbial loans
are semantically diverse. Adverbs of manner (usually modifying activities carried out by
humans and, less commonly, actions associated with animals and natural phenomena)
predominate, while adverbs of time and degree are attested less extensively. One adverb is
specifically related to religion. Borrowed adverbs draw on both standard and dialectal Polish
sources. The most evident dialectal features are: the dialectal realization of pochylone vowels
(i.e. a as [0]) and the labialization of o (although non-labialized forms are far more common
than labialized ones), as well as three phenomena that also characterize colloquial Standard
Polish and/or adjustment mechanisms, i.e. the pronunciation of postalveolars as alveolo-
palatals and palatalo-alveolars, the realization of nasal vowels as oral vowels and nasal
consonants (i.e. [3] > [on]), and the treatment of some clusters of consonants. Adverbs undergo
both phonological and morphological adaptation. As far as their phonetics is concerned, o [9]
surfaces quite regularly as (i)o(e) [9]/[yece] and u [u] as i [y]/[¥]. Two other phonetic adaptive
mechanisms converge traits typical of Polish dialects, i.e. nasal vowels surfacing as oral vowels
and nasal consonants, and consonant clusters being simplified. In contrast, the morphological
adaptation of adverbial loans is less patent, with no true adjustment to the adverbial system of
Wymysorys taking place (e.g. by means of the productive native Wymysorys
adverbializer -(n)ik and -i/ys). Indeed, adverbs are the least adapted to the rules of Wymysorys
morphology out of all the types of content lexemes. They rather make use of morphological
marking that distinguishes adverbs in Polish. This lack of morphological adjustment of
adverbial loanwords may stem from the accidental formal similarity between some Polish
adverbs and the adverbial morphology of Wymysorys: the adverbializer -7ie is phonologically
and functionally similar to -7ik and both languages contain the non-productive adverbializers
-m and -t. This accidental similarity may have created favorable grounds for the direct
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borrowing of Polish adverbs. From a broader systemic perspective, due to the relative size of
adverbial loanwords, a new class of adverbs has been created in Wymysorys — the -7e class.

Similar to adverbs, ideophones only attest to matter borrowing. Polish has donated 24
ideophones of two semantic types: ideophones that depict sounds (whether pertaining to nature
or produced by people and/or inanimate objects) and ideophones that depict motion (referring
to human beings, animals, or unspecified entities), as well as ideophones that draw on these
two domains simultaneously. There is no explicit evidence demonstrating a dialectal origin of
ideophones. That is, no examples are attested that imply a dialectal realization of pochylone
vowels, labialization, mazurzenie, or the reduction of consonant clusters. The postalveolar
affricate [ts] is usually pronounced as an alveolo-palatal [te] or palatalo-alveolar [ﬁ], and the
nasal vowel ¢ [€] is often resolved into an oral vowel and a nasal consonant. Nevertheless, these
two phenomena are typical of Polish dialects and colloquial Standard Polish, additionally
converging with adaptive mechanisms. Ideophones also fail to draw on lexemes the use of
which would be restricted to Polish dialects. Adaptive mechanisms are equally limited. Those
that are attested are either exceptional (the replacement of o [0] and u [u] by (i)d(e) [@]/[yoce]
and i [y]/[Y], respectively) or overlap with traits that are found in colloquial Standard and/or
dialectal Polish (see the realization of postalveolars as alveolo-palatals and palatalo-alveolars
and the pronunciation of nasals as oral vowels and nasal consonants). The adaptation is more
evident from a syntactic perspective. Even though ideophones may appear on their own, the
onomatopoeic type is often headed by native verba dicendi, while the motion type tends to be
introduced by verba facendi.

10.1.3 Functional lexicon

The functional vocabulary of Wymysorys has been noticeably affected by contact with Polish,
although to a lesser extent than was the case with the content lexicon. This lesser degree of
impact concerns the borrowing of matter. In contrast, for function words, pattern borrowing is
more visible. As with content words, the Polish influence is uneven for different lexical classes.
The impact of Polish is relatively evident in connectors, particles, and especially interjections,
whereas pronouns and prepositions have been affected to a much lesser degree. Other canonical
components of the functional lexicon — in particular, numerals — have failed to undergo any
contact-induced changes.

Polish has influenced the system of Wymysorys connectors, both in terms of matter and pattern.
Four lexemes draw their forms from Polish sources, while two native lexemes have modified
their meanings by analogy to their respective Polish equivalents. As far as matter borrowing is
concerned, causal conjunctions have been affected the most, with two backward causal
conjunctions and one forward causal conjunction having been adopted from Polish. In contrast,
non-causal connectors are attested poorly, with only one lexeme — the negative coordinating
conjunction of joint denial — being transferred. The borrowed connectors are practically
identical to their Polish sources and fail to exhibit any type of phonological adaptive
mechanisms, e.g. the replacement of the Polish o [o] with (7)d(e) [9]/[yece]. They may also have
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both dialectal and Standard Polish origins, as their equivalents in Polish are typical of dialects
as well as the colloquial variety of Standard Polish. As far as pattern borrowing is concerned,
the original semantic potential of the native connectors do (i.e. a complementizer function) and
wi (i.e. a first-degree comparative conjunction, as well as interrogative and exclamatory
adverb) has been expanded by functions exhibited by their equivalents in Polish. These
functions include a purposive and backward causal conjunction for do; and causal, conditional,
and second-degree comparative conjunctions as well as a temporal (anteriority) conjunction
for wi.

The Polish impact on Wymysorys particles is slightly more significant than is the case with
connectors, with a total of 16 lexemes having been transferred (three of which also function as
connectors). The category of modal particles has been affected to the largest extent among all
types of particles, with nine examples of matter borrowing. The majority (specifically, seven
lexemes) concern modality sensu stricto, i.e. probability, evidentiality, and certainty, while two
are focal particles. Most modal particles exhibit the same morpho-phonological form as their
Polish sources. They have not made use of adaptive mechanisms — neither phonological nor
morphological — typical of the transfer from Polish to Wymysorys. The only change is the
morphologization of original prepositional phrases into fully synthetic, word-like structures.
Three loans contravene this tendency and exhibit two adjustment mechanics: the replacement of
u [u] by i [y]/[¥] and suffixation with native morphemes (e.g. - and -nok). The same three
particles are also the only ones that exhibit clear dialectal origin, attesting to mazurzenie and
dialectal pronunciation of o [0] as u [u], or drawing on inherently dialectal lexemes. Accordingly,
the presence of adaptive mechanisms correlates with a more evident dialectal origin, which may
in turn suggest an earlier time of the transfer of these three loanwords. Only three pragmatic
particles are borrowed from Polish. They are formally identical to their Polish sources with no
obvious features that would suggest their dialectal or standard-language foundation. They make
no use of adaptive mechanisms, the only change is, as in the other class, their more profound
morphologization. Other types of particles include the question particle, the caesura particle, the
empty filler, as well as — albeit to a very limited extent — the negative particle of which the use is
restricted to idiomatic expressions, being otherwise unproductive. Among the particles of this
type, the only one that suggests a dialectal origin is the question particle, attesting to mazurzenie
or, alternatively, the alveolo-palatal and palatalo-alveolar pronunciation of a postalveolar
affricate. None of these particles exhibit adaptive phenomena.

The lexical class of interjections has been heavily affected by contact with Polish, attesting to a
considerable extent of both matter and pattern borrowing. This larger extent of Polish influence
on interjections, than was the case with connectors and particles, is likely related to the fact that
interjections are not a canonical functional category. With regard to the borrowing of matter, 36
interjections have been transferred. The four main semantic types of interjections are represented
among such loanwords, i.e. emotive, cognitive, conative, and phatic. However, the respective
contributions of these types is uneven. The impact of Polish is significant in emotive and conative
interjections, whereas it is more limited in cognitive and phatic interjections. Similarly, the
transfer of both primary and secondary interjections is attested. Emotive interjections — and, in
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particular, expletives — also attest to most cases of pattern borrowing. The majority of interjective
loanwords are identical to their Polish sources with no typical phonological adaptations. A few
cases of the replacement of u [u] with # [y]/[¥] and o [o] with (i)d(e) [@]/[Yoce] are attested, as is
the realization of nasals as oral vowels with a nasal consonant. The dialectal foundation is often
evident and transpires in: the pronunciation of the pochylone vowels d and é as [0] and [9],
respectively; the labialization of o; the plosive realization of [x]; the pronunciation of
postalveolar fricatives and affricates ([z] and [ts]) as alveolo-palatals ([z] and [te]) or palatalo-
alveolars ([3] and [ﬁ]); and the realization of nasal vowels as oral vowels with a nasal consonant
— these last two traits are also typical of colloquial Standard Polish and/or assimilating
mechanisms.

With regard to pronouns, the only cases of borrowing concern patterns, whereby the uses of two
lexemes have been remodeled in analogy to the usage of equivalent words in Polish, with the
Polish influence sometimes converging with language-internal and typological processes. The
use of the interrogative and relative adverb wu ‘where’ has been extended to a relative pronoun,
while the use of the reflexive accusative 3"-person zejh/zih ‘himself, herself, itself® has been
extended to all persons and numbers, as well as to the dative. Additionally, in analogy to reflexive
verbs in Polish, the reflexive zejh/zih has been introduced to native verbs that were originally
non-reflexive. Often, both the original non-reflexive and the analogical reflexive variants coexist.

Similar to pronouns, the borrowing of prepositions is exceptional. Only one productive
preposition has been transferred from Polish — the comparative preposition niby ‘as, like, as if’.
The use of other Polish prepositions is restricted to idioms, which can be of two types:
constructions formed by verbs and prepositional phrases, and prepositional phrases (including
those forming parts of larger clauses) in which the native preposition is followed by a Polish
preposition. This latter type constitutes a less canonical example of hybrids or loanblends. All
prepositions are identical to their Polish sources, with no overt dialectal traits and adaptive
mechanisms being present.

10.1.4 Morphology

The transfer of Polish features to the morphological system of Wymysorys is less substantial
than was the case with borrowing in the content and functional vocabulary. Although
quantitatively limited, the qualitative influence of morphological loans is nevertheless
considerable and has relatively profound bearings on the overall structure of the derivational
and inflectional systems of Wymysorys.

The Polish impact on the derivational morphology of Wymysorys is visible in all lexical classes
that make (productive) use of affixes, namely nouns, verbs, adjectives, adverbs, as well as
interjections. However, the relevance of morphological loans in these five lexeme types is
uneven. It is the highest in the nominal system, rather limited in the adjectival, adverbial, and
verbal systems, and marginal in the interjective system.
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The lexical class of nouns attests to the largest number of derivational bound morphemes
borrowed from Polish — all of them suffixes, except one. Eleven morphemes
(i.e. -0k, -ka, -na, -¢ki, -ek>'* -(ii)s(ii), - (1i)2(ii), -(60)¢(0), -$(a), -2(a), and -¢é(a)) are at least
minimally productive, being used with Polish and native stems or roots. The majority of these
affixes are diminutives, and all affixes generally preserve the functions associated with their
Polish inputs. Many other morphemes are non-productive, having been reanalyzed as more or
less inalienable parts of roots or stems (e.g. -0z, -of, -ek, -nec, -stwo, and -sko, as well as the
only prefix, the negative morpheme re-). Several affixes exhibit dialectal features: the
pronunciation of the pochylone a as [0] and the realization of postalveolar sibilants and
affricates as alveolo-palatals and palatalo-alveolars. They also attest to adjustment tendencies:
apart from the palatalo-alveolar realization of sibilants and affricates, this includes the
replacement of u [u] with @i [y]/[Y]. Crucially, the incorporation of the feminine suffix -ka has
more global effects on the nominal system of Wymysorys. It has led to the grammaticality of
feminine nouns ending in the singular -a, which was previously disallowed, the ending -a being
historically restricted to masculine and neuter nouns.

Polish influence on the derivational morphology of adjectives is more limited and surfaces in two
phenomena. First, two Polish diminutive suffixes, -iisik and -ii¢ik, have been borrowed and used
productively, although these were probably accompanied by the native adjectivizer -ik thus
attesting to loanblends. Second, Polish adjectival suffixes and endings (i.e. -y
in -n-y, -t-y, --y, -w(y), and -m(y)) have merged with native Wymysorys suffixes (i.e. -ik
or -is/-ys), yielding the blended morphemes -rnik, -tik, -wik, -tik, -mis, and -/is, the first of which
is homophonous with the native Wymysorys adjectivizer -7ik. The adaptive mechanism whereby
u [u] is replaced with # [y]/[ Y] and the postalveolars are rendered as alveolo-palatals and palatalo-
alveolars (which is also a feature linking these morphemes to Polish dialects) are attested.

The quantitative impact of Polish on the morphology of Wymysorys adverbs is less than is the
case with adjectives. Only one true adverbial suffix has been borrowed from Polish, i.e. -re/-ce.
Although this suffix is never employed productively with native bases, in some borrowed
lexemes, it does function as a genuine adverbializer rather than an inalienable part of a root
holistically used as an adverb. More crucially, the transfer of -7e/-¢e has had bearings on the
global structure of the lexical class of adverbs, leading to the formation of a new adverbial
class, i.e. adverbs ending in -rie/-ce. The remaining adverbial morphemes borrowed from
Polish, e.g. -m or -¢, are preserved as parts of the root/stem rather than (productive) suffixes.

Similarly, the Polish influence on the derivational morphology of Wymysorys verbs is limited
and is only quantitatively visible in two phenomena: the adoption of d-type verbalizers and the
use of the morpheme Ze. Despite this quantitative marginality, the effects of the borrowing of
these two morphemes are profound. The various types of the morpheme -d- (i.e. -d-, -'a-, -ja-
and -owd-) constitute one of the most productive verbalizers used currently in Wymysorys:
they serve as typical means of deriving new verbs from Polish verbal and non-verbal bases,

314 This includes the “secondary” readjusted form -i.

272



and from native roots and stems. Even more critically, as mentioned in section 10.1.1, the
borrowing of the d-type verbalizers has had three more systemic effects on the verbal system
of Wymysorys: it has led to the formation of a new inflectional class of verbs, upgraded the
status of all -a- verbs, and contributed to the visibility of -z infinitives. The suffix -Ze, typically
fused to verbs and — less frequently — to interjections (and which can also be used as a clitic
added to a wider range of lexical classes), is a broadly understood emphatic (focal) and
politeness morpheme — the latter function being a new meaning extension which is central in
Wymysorys but marginal in Polish. The suffix -Ze also exhibits a more advanced
grammaticalization profile than its Polish source, attesting not only to agglutination but also
fusion. Overall, -Ze is fully productive, being compatible with all types of lexemes, whether
native or borrowed from Polish. Furthermore, it exhibits the typical realization of the original
postalveolar as an alveolo-palatal and palatalo-alveolar — a feature typical of both dialectal
pronunciation and adaptive strategies.

The borrowing of Polish inflections is much more limited than is the case with derivations. In
a further contrast to derivations, it is pattern borrowing that predominates in inflections,
whereas matter borrowing is residual. Overall, only the inflectional morphology of nouns and
verbs has been affected by contact with Polish whereas that of adjectives and pronouns has
remained generally unaltered.

The most evident cases of inflectional borrowings — both of the matter and pattern type — are
found in the nominal system. Apart from the common preservation of the Polish nominative-
singular case marking, the genuine borrowing of Polish inflections into Wymysorys surfaces
in four phenomena. First, by analogy to the Polish inflectional system, Wymysorys has
developed the morphological category of vocative and marked it with native material, i.e. [y],
a probable successor of the common hypocoristic suffixes -i and/or -e. However, both the
vocative category and its marking are unproductive, being limited to a few — mostly native —
nouns. Second, the Polish vocative form has been preserved and reanalyzed as part of the
root/stem and is used in all the cases in the singular, i.e. vocative, nominative, accusative, and
dative. Third, some Polish plural morphemes have been preserved as components of hybridized
pluralizers, and subsequently reanalyzed as parts of roots/stems in the singular. The most
relevant class of Wymysorys nouns that have preserved the plural marking of their Polish
sources are loanwords, the plural form of which ends in Wymysorys in -kja. Fourth, other
morphological cases and their markings, especially the locative, have been preserved in
prepositional phrases in idioms. However, such endings are unproductive and their use even
with Polish loanwords outside the borrowed idioms is ungrammatical.

Verbal inflections have been affected by contact with Polish to a lesser extent than the inflections
of nouns. The only category in which borrowing is attested is aspect — a semi-inflectional and
semi-derivational category in both the donor and recipient language. The predominant type of
borrowing related to aspect is pattern borrowing, whereby the Polish aspectual system and its
encoding strategy have been copied to Wymysorys and reconstructed with the native material.
On the one hand, Wymysorys has replicated the aspectual contrast permeating the Polish verbal
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system, i.e. imperfective vs. perfective. On the other hand, it has replicated the very encoding of
this contrast, with unprefixed verbs functioning as imperfective and prefixed verbs as perfective.
However, the prefixation itself typically draws on native material. That is, native derivative
prefixes which have previously (and still can) profiled the lexical meaning of a verb as well as
its Aktionsart (e.g. as completion or termination) have been reanalyzed as a grammatical,
aspectual — specifically perfectivizing — device. While this imperfective-perfective opposition
between prefixed and unprefixed forms and thus the perfectivizing effect of prefixation is
grammaticalized most evidently in borrowed lexemes, it is also patent with native verbal bases.
In contrast, the matter borrowing of aspectual marking, i.e. of Polish perfectivizing prefixes, is
extremely rare, being confined to (a few) borrowed lexemes.

10.1.5 Morpho-syntax

The Polish influence on Wymysorys morpho-syntax is relatively limited, at least in
quantitative terms. As far as grammatical constructions are concerned, only three cases of
borrowing are attested — all of them of the pattern type — namely: the formation of the bfajn
passive, the future III, and the conjunctive perfect III. As far as lexical constructions are
concerned, there are nine cases of borrowing of a pattern, matter, or mixed matter-pattern
type. Despite their quantitative marginality, morpho-syntactic borrowings — especially the
grammatical ones — have important systemic effects on the Wymysorys language,
particularly its passive, future, and conjunctive modules.

Both the form and meaning of the bfdjn passive has emerged under the influence of Polish.
On the one hand, Wymysorys has replicated the structure of the Polish passive construction
with its own native material. On the other hand, it has copied fairly faithfully the semantic
potential of that donor construction. As a result of the development and stabilization of the
biajn passive, the original bipartite passive system built around the opposition between the
dynamic (actional or processual) passive and the statal passive has been altered. This system
has been expanded to a tripartite system and reorganized around a triangular system of
oppositions with a new distinction added, i.e. perfectivity, which is overtly encoded by the
biajn passive. It is thus not only the specific passive form that is a replica of a Polish
construction — the entire passive system is also a replica of the Polish system.

Similar to the bfdjn passive, the future III makes use of genuine Wymysorys components to
replicate the form and meaning of a construction found in Polish, namely participial future tense.
Nevertheless, rather than exclusively constituting a contact-induced phenomenon and a bottom-
up reconstruction of the Polish structure through native elements, the emergence of the future I11
also results, at least to some extent, from the recombination of similar constructions (both
formally and semantically) that have been available in the language and the reorganization of
their components. As in the case of the bfajn passive, the borrowing of the future III has led to —
or results from — the replica of the entire system of analytical Polish futures, in which two
synonymous futures are used: a participial future and an infinitival future. In other words, an
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infinitival-participial formal distinction found in the future system of Polish has been copied into
Wymysorys with futures I and III constituting participial and infinitival variants, respectively.

Comparable contact phenomena characterize the conjunctive perfect III. This gram replicates
the form and, to an extent, the meaning of the Polish past conditional. Although Polish
influence has been decisive, the development of the conjunctive perfect III has also been
fostered by the existence of native constructions that, due to contact with Polish, have been
adjusted in a top-down manner to the foreign pattern through the recombination of their own
components. During the formation of the conjunctive perfect I11, this top-down mechanism has
operated more robustly than was the case of the future III. In further similarity to the future III,
the borrowing of the conjunctive perfect III resulted in — or was driven by — the copying of the
entire system of analytical conditionals found in Polish: one infinitival and the other participial.

Lastly, contact with Polish has led to the transfer of a number of phrasal idioms that copy Polish
patterns and often contain Polish matter as well. These borrowings are of three types: pattern
borrowings in which a Polish construction is replicated entirely with Wymysorys material;
pattern borrowings in which the replica makes use of both Wymysorys and Polish material;
pattern borrowings in which the material used is entirely Polish. This joint contribution of
Wymysorys and Polish matter is the most evident in cases where the prepositional idea present
in an idiom is expressed twice, first in Wymysorys and then in Polish. Overall, phrasal idioms
are not constrained to a specific syntactic type. On the contrary, the syntactic structures attested
are diverse despite the relatively small number of examples and include prepositional phrases,
verbs governing prepositional phrases, reflexive verbs, verbs governing objects, and non-
verbal utterances. The borrowing of phrasal idioms has a further, no less important, effect on
the language structure of Wymysorys. It has contributed to the presence of Polish prepositions,
negators, and case endings which, although not adopted as autonomous and/or productive
elements, constitute inalienable parts of contemporary Wymysorys.

10.1.6 Syntax

Contact with Polish has had profound bearings on Wymysorys syntax, particularly its word
order rules or the configurations of its constituents, the syntactic properties of negations, the
use of tenses in subordinate clauses and their dependency on main-clause tenses, as well as the
presence (or absence) of referential subject pronouns with finite verbs. Given the ubiquity of
the various syntactic phenomena related to word order, negation, subordinate-clause verbs, and
pronominal subjects, the effects of such contact-induced changes on the overall language
structure of Wymysorys are profound. Indeed, some of the abovementioned phenomena have
altered, or at least affected, the typological classification of Wymysorys.

The generalization and stabilization of (relatively) free — or pragmatically driven — word order
as a fully-fledged option in Wymysorys, and in fact its preference in non-prescriptive
discourses, is primarily due to contact with Polish. However, the foundations of this
phenomenon are native and lie in the inbuilt variability of syntactic structures in any given
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language as well as the diversity of patterns found, even in rigid-syntax languages. The
following syntactic phenomena related to free word order — which concern the linear
configurations of constituents, mostly finite and non-finite verbs — developed as a result of
Polish influence: the non-V2 configuration (or the violation of the V2 rule); the spontaneous
V1 in main-clause declaratives; the absence of main-clause verbal braces or the placement of
non-finite verbs in a non-final position in main clauses; the lack of asymmetry between the
main clause and subordinate clause and, in particular, the non-final placement of finite verbs
in subordinate clauses. Additionally, the pre-verbal position of the negator which, although not
necessarily an exponent of syntactic freedom, is often correlated with free word order has been
acquired by replicating the syntactic pattern found in Polish. Overall, Wymysorys allows for a
word order system that, from a typological perspective, is radically different from the other
inherited one which still exists in the language as a prescriptively favored alternative.

Polish influence has also been crucial for the development of poly-negation, even though poly-
negation, understood as a general grammatical strategy, has always been present to at least
some degree in closely related dialects and languages. Therefore, similar to free word order,
both language-/family-internal and contact mechanisms have contributed to the development
and stabilization of poly-negation in Wymysorys, having operated simultaneously during the
history of this language. While the poly-negative strategy is in essence an inherited syntactic
device, its retention and fully systemic use in Wymysorys are areal phenomena resulting from
convergence with the Polish negative system. Again, these changes have caused the
simultaneous presence of two typological systems in Wymysorys: a mono-negation system
(which is entirely language-/family-internal) and a poly-negative system (which, as previously
explained, results from both internal and external forces).

The lack of compliance with the principle of consecutio temporum —i.e. the selection of different
tenses in main and subordinate clauses and/or the dependence of the tenses used in subordinate
clauses on the tenses used in main clauses — is also, at least partially, attributed to Polish
influence. However, rather than a result of direct pattern borrowing, contact with Polish has
contributed to the spread and generalization of one of the syntactic strategies that might have
been available at the earlier diachronic stages of the language. In any case, the system with a
sequence of tenses is more original and etymological, while the system with no tense agreement
— especially in its current extent — is a posterior, mostly contact-induced development.

Lastly, the (variant of the) pro-drop rule that operates in Wymysorys — i.e. the omission of
referential pronominal subjects with finite verbs and thus a pronoun-less usage of verbs under
certain conditions — can similarly be attributed, at least in part, to contact with Polish. Although
most of the cases of pro-drop in Wymysorys can be explained as the retention of the strategies
available at earlier diachronic stages, the magnitude of this retention and its widespread
grammaticality are contact-induced phenomena developed under the pressure of Polish.
Nevertheless, this external influence has not been critical, as Polish has been unable to trigger
a typological change in this part of the Wymysorys language system. That is, Wymysorys (still)
exhibits a partial pro-drop system rather than a canonical pro-drop system as the case in Polish.
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10.2  Evaluation — Responding to research questions

In this section, I evaluate the principal findings of my empirical research within the adopted
framework. I also explain how my conclusions contribute to the debates permeating
Wymysorys scholarship, thus determining the views that are positively corroborated, the views
that, although in essence are correct, need to be nuanced, and the views that may be regarded
as falsified and should therefore be abandoned. First, I will provide answers to the main
research question (10.2.1). Subsequently, I will respond to the two groups of subsidiary
enquiries identified at the beginning of my study (10.2.2).

10.2.1 Responding to the main research question

The main research question that has prompted and guided my research is the determination of
the quantitative and qualitative extent of Polish borrowing in Wymysorys. In other words: How
profound is the Polish influence on the Wymysorys language system? Is it highly significant,
moderately significant, or perhaps insignificant?

The evidence provided in chapters 3-9 and succinctly captured in section 10.1 above enables
me to conclude that Polish has influenced Wymysorys to a large extent, both in quantitative
and qualitative terms. Polish influence on Wymysorys is thus highly significant.

The quantitative impact of Polish is visible in the number of linguistic elements affected by
contact with Polish, whether sounds, lexemes (free morphemes), bound morphemes, phrase-
and clause-level constructions, or rules. To be exact:

- Polish has had some type of influence on nearly 1000 elements of the Wymysorys
language system.

- It has influenced 20 to more than 40 sounds, i.e. between 15 and some 35 consonants
(if palatal and (non-)aspirated consonants are included), and maximally 7 vowels.

- It has influenced around 900 morphemic elements, i.e. approximately 870 free morphemes
(Ilexemes) —some 800 content words and 70 function words — and between 25 and 35 bound
morphemes, as well as 12 morpho-syntactic and syntactic constructions.?!

- It has influenced 12 grammatical rules, of which four govern the Wymysorys sound
system and a further nine govern syntax.

The qualitative impact of Polish on Wymysorys is even more evident, more so than the
quantitative bearing. It is visible in the wide range and immense diversity of language modules,
lexical classes, and semantic and morpho-syntactic types of elements affected. To be exact:

315 The numbers provided in this section should be viewed as gross approximates. That is, they should be
interpreted as exponents of general tendencies rather than precise numerical quantities. This stems from the fact
that the quantification of both pattern borrowings and various systemic changes affecting the sound system is
complicated, allowing for more than one result. In morphology, the number of borrowings varies depending on
whether all loan morphemes are counted or only those that are productive.
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Polish has influenced all modules of the Wymysorys language, including:
o the sound system
o the lexicon

o and grammar — i.e. a (deep) language structure.

Within the Wymysorys sound system, the impact of Polish is ubiquitous:

o Polish permeates the phonetics, phonology, phonotactics, and prosody of the

Wymysorys language.
It permeates consonants, vowels, and semi-vowels/approximants.

It permeates rules governing the sound system, some of which are critically

relevant.

Within Wymysorys lexicon:

o The impact of Polish is visible in both content and functional types of lexica.
o Alllexical classes — with the exception of numerals — found in Wymysorys have
been affected, i.e. nouns, verbs, adjectives, adverbs, ideophones, interjections,

connectors, particles, pronouns, and prepositions.

o Inalllexical classes except pronouns and prepositions, no (significant) semantic
restrictions are found that would impede borrowing. On the contrary, lexemes
are usually borrowed irrespective of their specific meaning. To be exact,

borrowing is attested in:

all semantic types of nouns, i.e. tangible and non-tangible, concrete and
abstract, common and proper;

all semantic types of verbs, i.e. verbs denoting activities that are concrete
and abstract, rural and urban, physical and mental (cognitive), secular
and religious, as well as in verbs expressing bodily reflexes, actions and
states, and speech acts;

several types of adjectives, i.e. adjectives with human, animal, inanimate,
and abstract referents; adjectives denoting physical and psychological
properties, as well as positive and negative characteristics;

most types of adverbs, i.e. adverbs of manner, time, and degree;

all types of interjections, i.e. emotive, cognitive, conative, and phatic;
the two types of ideophones that are available for transfer from Polish,
i.e. those imitating sound and those imitating motion;

various types of connectors, i.e. coordinating, causal, comparative, and
temporal conjunctions, as well as complementizers;

and most types of particles, i.e. modal, focal, pragmatic, interrogative,
and caesura particles, as well as empty fillers.
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* In the case of pronouns and prepositions, the semantic variation of
borrowings is less extensive. Contact with Polish has influenced two
types of pronouns (relative and reflexive) and three types of prepositions
(comparative niby ‘as, like, as if’, locative na ‘on, at’, and locative-
temporal po ‘behind, after’).

- With regard to grammar, Polish has had a significant impact on the morphology,
morpho-syntax, and syntax of Wymysorys. This influence may concern individual
forms or, more critically, global rules.

o Within morphology, Polish has influenced the derivational and inflectional
systems of Wymysorys, donating or altering both suffixes and prefixes.

o Within morpho-syntax, Polish has influenced lexical constructions (e.g.
specific idioms) as well as grammatical constructions (whether tenses, moods,
and/or voices).

o Within syntax, Polish has influenced word-order rules in main and subordinate
clauses, the placement and structure of negation, the use of pronominal subjects,
and the choice of tenses in subordinate clauses.

The extent of Polish influence is such that the Germanic essence of Wymysorys can be viewed
as compromised to a degree, with the language (or at least some parts of it) drifting towards a
blended Germanic-Slavonic profile. That is, since a large number of diverse properties (i.e.
sounds, vocabulary, or grammar) are identical or at least similar to Polish, Wymysorys has
considerably approximated the structure of its Slavonic donor. Indeed, in some discourses and
for some speakers, the convergence of the Wymysorys language structure with that of Polish
may be extreme, with Wymysorys sounds, lexicon, and grammar being nearly identical to Polish
ones. Nevertheless, in many other instances, especially if various types of Polonisms are
(artificially) avoided, Wymysorys exhibits a neater Germanic character (see section 10.3 below).

As a result, the present study concords with the views expressed more than a century ago by
Latosinski (1909) as well as those formulated more recently by Zak (2013; 2016) and myself
and Krél in our earlier publications (Andrason 2014c; 2015a; Andrason & Krol 2016a),
according to which the overall impact of Polish on Wymysorys is profound and thus
Wymysorys-Polish borrowing is heavy. In contrast, Kleczkowski’s (1920; 1921) and Ritchie’s
(2012) claims that Polish influence is minor, constituting a secondary feature of Wymysorys,
especially as far as core grammar is concerned, are less accurate. In particular, contrary to
Mtynek (1907), for whom the Wymysorys sound system remains mostly “German”, and
contrary to Kleczkowski (1920; 1921) and — to a degree — Ritchie (2012), for whom
Wymysorys morphology, morpho-syntax, and syntax have been affected by Polish only
minimally — or remained virtually unaffected — my research demonstrates that borrowing found
beyond the lexicon is both quantitatively and qualitatively substantial.
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10.2.2 Responding to the subsidiary research questions

Having answered the main research question and demonstrated that Polish borrowing in
Wymysorys is significant, I will respond to the subsidiary inquiries. The first class of inquiries
has emerged from the framework adopted in my study and is oriented towards the recipient
language and/or the endpoint of the contact process. These sub-questions concern the types of
borrowings (i.e. matter and/or pattern), their hierarchy (i.e. susceptibility to the borrowing of
different elements), and contribution to the resultant system (i.e. the complexifying or
simplifying effects of borrowing). To be exact: (a) Are both matter and pattern borrowing types
attested and, if so, what is their respective share in the totality of Polish influence on the
Wymysorys language? (b) What types of hierarchies of matter and pattern borrowing emerge
in Wymysorys-Polish language contact? And thus, what is their tendency to occur in different
lexical classes and morpho-syntactic types? (c) What is the proportion of additive, negative,
and neutral types of borrowings? And thus, is borrowing an enriching or impoverishing
phenomenon? As will be evident from the discussion below, the responses provided to these
three inquiries further demonstrate the depth and extent of Polish influence on Wymysorys and
Wymysorys-Polish borrowing.

Matter and pattern borrowing

The evidence provided in the empirical chapters of this dissertation demonstrates that both
matter borrowing and pattern borrowing are well attested in Wymysorys. While borrowing of
pure matter is unattested — matter is always transferred with some content — two types of pattern
borrowing are found, namely borrowing of semantic and structural patterns. Overall, the
visibility of matter and pattern borrowing is dissimilar, as both types differ in quantitative and
(certain) qualitative aspects.

- Matter borrowing is much more noticeable than pattern borrowing from a quantitative
perspective.

o The instances of matter borrowing ascend to 860/870 cases.
o The instances of pattern borrowing account for more than 30 cases.>!¢

- Similarly, matter borrowing is somewhat more visible than pattern borrowing from a
qualitative perspective:

o Matter borrowing permeates the Wymysorys language:

= This type of borrowing is found in nearly all lexical classes and modules,
namely nouns, verbs, adjectives, adverbs, ideophones, connectors,

316 Again, these numbers are gross approximates as it is sometimes difficult to determine what constitutes a single
instance in pattern borrowing. It should be noted that changes taking place in the sound system of Wymysorys are
excluded from these statistics and from the discussion on matter and pattern borrowing in this section.
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particles, interjections, morphology (both derivational and inflectional),
and morpho-syntax.

= [t is only absent in pronouns (as well as numerals for which borrowing
is generally unattested). It is also by definition excluded from syntax
while, in morpho-syntax, it is limited to phrasal idioms, thus being
absent in grammatical constructions.

o Pattern borrowing is slightly less visible across the various language modules.

* In contrast to matter borrowing, pattern borrowing is absent in
ideophones, adverbs, particles, and derivational morphology.

= Furthermore, it is residual in adjectives; in interjections, it is virtually
limited to their expletive type; in nouns and verbs, as well as in
connectors, it is much less common than matter borrowing.

= Nevertheless, pattern borrowing is the only type of borrowing affecting
pronouns, syntax, and morpho-syntax (if phrasal idioms are ignored).
With regard to inflectional morphology (in particular, aspect and
vocative), while matter borrowing is rare and largely dispreferred,
changes caused by pattern borrowing are pervasive and fully
grammatical.

Overall, the evidence demonstrates that, despite its more limited attestation, the transfer of
patterns has critical bearings on the Wymysorys language system that are no less important than
the transfer of matter. Indeed, some types of pattern borrowing have significant systemic effects
as they concern rules governing larger language modules, e.g. the nominal system (i.e. inflections
and gender) or the verbal system, whether TAM (i.e. passives, futures, and conditionals) or voice
and reflexivity. The transfer of patterns related to word order, negation, and the pro-drop rule has
the most profound and wide-ranging consequences for the Wymysorys language system, being
able to alter its (entire) typological profile. Therefore, the impact of matter and pattern borrowing
on Wymysorys can be viewed as fully comparable, although resulting from two distinct causation
mechanisms: bottom-up and top-down. That is, matter borrowing has affected the global
structure of the language through a plethora of individual cases of transfer. Pattern borrowing
has affected myriad individual items (words, morphemes, constructions, phrases, clauses, and
sentences) through the transfer of a few global rules.

Consequently, the above results provide systematic evidence-based support for the ideas that
have thus far been expressed implicitly (cf. Andrason 2014c¢; 2015b; Andrason & Krol 2016a)
or formulated in impressionistic terms and with no empirical substantiation (Mtynek 1907),
according to which Polish influence on Wymysorys is significant not only with regard to matter
but also structural patterns. Inversely, views that minimize or negate the possibility of the
transfer of Polish grammatical patterns to Wymysorys — especially morphological, morpho-
syntactic, and syntactic ones (see Kleczkowski 1920; 2012) — may be deemed incorrect.
Overall, my study draws attention to pattern borrowing in Wymysorys, demonstrating that it is
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significantly more common than suggested thus far (see Latosinski 1909; Wicherkiewicz
1998a; 2003; Zak 2013; 2016), without questioning the relevance of matter borrowing on
which scholars have traditionally focused.

Hierarchies of borrowing

The evidence provided in this dissertation reveals several hierarchies encapsulating the
borrowability of different linguistic elements. I will consider three types of hierarchies
separately: those related to matter, pattern, and sounds.

- As far as the borrowing of matter is concerned, from the most coarse-grained
perspective, the content lexicon is more borrowable (785 items) than the functional
lexicon (53/55 items), which is in turn more borrowable than morphological items
(maximum 29 items; see Figure 1 below).

- With regard to the lexical classes of the transferred items (see Figure 2 below), the
following dependencies can be observed:

o Globally,

= Nouns are the most borrowable (594 items) and occupy the highest
position in the hierarchy.

= Verbs are lower and are nearly six times less borrowable than nouns
(115 items).

= Interjections (37 items) and adjectives (36 items) are approximately
three times less borrowable than verbs.3!’

= Adverbs (27 items) and ideophones (24 items) are approximately four
times less borrowable than verbs.

= Particles (16 items) are located lower in the hierarchy, followed by
connectors, which are even less borrowable (4 items).

= Within the lexical classes that attest to borrowing, prepositions (1/3
item(s)) are least propitious for transference.

= There are no cases of the transfer of pronouns and numerals.

o As far as the borrowability of lexemes belonging to a particular lexical class is
concerned, the following hierarchical dependencies can be identified:

317 However, the instances of interjective loans may be slightly exaggerated, in some cases reflecting the formal
convergence of typologically common, “natural” interjections, rather than resulting from language contact sensu
stricto. Therefore, the realistic position of interjections on the hierarchy may be more similar to that of adverbs
and ideophones.
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Within adverbs, adverbs of manner are more borrowable than adverbs
of time and degree, which are in turn more borrowable than (unattested)
locative adverbs.

Within connectors, causal conjunctions (3 items) are more borrowable than
the remaining types of linking items (1 negative coordinating conjunction).
Within particles, modal particles (9 items) are more borrowable than
pragmatic particles (3 items). The negative (answer) particle (1 item) is
more borrowable, albeit to a very limited extent, than positive answer
particles, the latter being unattested.

Within interjections, emotive and conative interjections are more
borrowable than phatic and cognitive interjections.

- With regard to morphology, the evidence reveals the following hierarchies:

o Globally:

Derivational morphemes (minimally 18 items) are at least six times
more borrowable than inflectional morphemes (maximum of 3 items, all
of them peripheral; see Figure 3.1 below).

Only inherent context-autonomous inflections (plural, semantic case,
and aspect markers) are attested, while matter borrowing of contextual
inflections is unattested (or only occurs in idioms).

o Taking into consideration the lexical classes of the elements hosting bound
morphemes, two further — and virtually parallel — dependencies may be proposed:

Within derivational morphology, nominal morphemes are more
borrowable (11 productive items) than verbal morphemes (4 productive
items). The borrowability of adjectival (2 productive and 7 non-
productive) and adverbial (1/2 semi-productive and 2 non-productive)
morphemes is the lowest (see Figure 3.2 below).

Within inflectional morphology, nominal morphemes are again more
borrowable than verbal morphemes. Within verbal inflections, only
one aspectual marker has been transferred, itself being attested in only
two verbs. The borrowing of adjectival inflections is unattested (see
Figure 3.3 below).
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As far as pattern borrowing is concerned, its semantic and structural types yield two distinct —

in fact, opposite — hierarchies:

- With regard to semantic pattern borrowing (or polysemy copying):

O

Its presence is equally visible in the content lexicon (9 items) than in the
functional lexicon (10 items).

If specific lexical classes are considered, pattern borrowing is the most common
in verbs (6 times) and (expletive) interjections (6 items). It is less common in
nouns (2 items), connectors (2 items), and pronouns (2 items). It is the least
common in adjectives (1/2 item). No cases of polysemy copying of adverbs and
ideophones are attested. Similarly, canonical examples of polysemy copying are
unattested in morphology (see Figure 4 below).

- With regard to structural pattern borrowing:

O

The subtype related to individual forms, or idioms, typically involves
prepositional phrases and verbs governing prepositional phrases or objects.
Non-verbal utterances are the least common.

The borrowability of proper structural patterns seems to decrease from larger
units to smaller units, or from clausal to phrasal structures and then to
morphology and lexicon.

To be exact, syntactic (clausal) patterns are more borrowable (9 items) than
morpho-syntactic (phrasal) patterns (3 items, excluding the individual idioms).
The borrowability of morphological structural patterns is even lower (2 items;
see Figure 5 below).

content lexicon — morphology

functional lexicon

Figure 4: Hierarchy of semantic pattern borrowing

syntax

— morpho-syntax — morphology

Figure 5: Hierarchy of structural pattern borrowing
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As far as the sound system is concerned, the evidence reveals the following hierarchies of
borrowability:

- With regard to sound types, consonants are much more borrowable than vowels.
Between 15 and 35 consonantal sounds have been transferred or affected by contact
with Polish.3!® The number of borrowed vowels oscillates between 3 and 7.31°

o As for consonants (excluding palatalized and nasalized sounds):
=  With regard to the manner of articulation:

e Fricatives ([¢], [z], [s], [z], [x]) and (corresponding) affricates
([te], [dz], [ts], [dz]) are the most borrowable.

e Sonorants — i.e. nasal [n], liquid [r], and semi-vowel [w] — are
less borrowable.

= With regard to the place of articulation:

o Alveolo-palatals ([¢], [z], [te], [dz], [n]) are the most
borrowable;

e Postalveolars ([s], [z], [ts], [dz]) are somewhat less common;

e Alveolars and velars (i.e. [r] and [x], respectively) are the least
common.

= In general, all consonants that were available for transfer have been
borrowed.

o With regard to vowels:

= Only a central vowel ([9]) and nasal vowels ([3], [€], [1], [a], [Ti], and [3])
have been transferred.
= All vowels that were available for transfer have been borrowed.

o With regard to the phonology and phonetics of consonants and vowels:

* The unaltered incorporation of a new phoneme in particular lexemes is
more common than a separate, unaltered incorporation of the donor-
language phoneme. In other words, phonological features are more
borrowable in loanwords than as independent phonemes. Therefore, most

consonantal and vocalic phonemes are only typical of loanwords.??°

313 There are at least 35 if palatalized and (non-)aspirated consonants are included.
319 There are seven if all nasal vowels are included.
320 For example, the semi-phonemic status of sibilants and affricates is limited to loanwords.
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= Phonetic/allophonic features are more borrowable than phonemic
features. That is, more sounds have been borrowed as allophonic variants
of native sounds than as true phonemes. For instance, one vocalic
phoneme has been transferred, while there are six borrowed allophones.

* Thus, the primary change in the sound system is the increase in the
allophonic variation of consonantal phonemes.

- As far as phonological rules are concerned:

o Voicing (i.e. a voice-voiceless distinction) is more evident than palatalization,
which is in turn more evident than nasalization.

o Phonological rules affecting consonants are more borrowable (two such rules
have been transferred and both are central) than those affecting vowels (only
one peripheral rule has been transferred).

- As far as phonotactics and prosody are concerned, the following dependencies can be
formulated:

o The borrowing of phonotactic features (consonant clustering) is less prominent
than the borrowing of sounds, the former being virtually limited to loanwords.
Nevertheless, the number and diversity of borrowed clusters is considerable and
constitutes a recognizable property of Wymysorys.

o The borrowing of prosodic features (accent) is limited to loanwords. Inversely,
the accentuation rules of the native lexicon (Germanic or non-Germanic) have
not been altered.

- All dependencies presented above can ultimately be combined in two global
hierarchies:

o Consonants are more borrowable than vowels. Jointly, consonantal and vocalic
sounds are more borrowable than phonotactic features, which are in turn more
borrowable than prosodic features (see Figure 6.a).

o Allophonic features are more borrowable than phonemic features. Phonemic
features in loanwords are more borrowable than entire phonemes. Phonemes are
more borrowable than deep phonetic modifications (e.g. fortis-lenis > voiced-
voiceless) (see Figure 6.b).
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6.a

consonants — sonorants — vowels — phonotactic  — stress
sibilants liquids
sib. affricates semi-vowels

palatal nasals

6.b

allophones — phonemes — phonemes — phonological
in loans structure

Figure 6: Hierarchy of borrowability in the sound system of Wymysorys

To conclude, the traditional, commonly adopted view whereby content vocabulary —
specifically nouns and, albeit less so, verbs —has been the most affected module of the language
system, significantly more so than functional vocabulary, morphology, morpho-syntax, and
syntax (Kleczkowski 1920; 1921; see also Waniek 1880; Mtynek 1907, Latosinski 1909,
Wicherkiewicz 1998a; 2003, Ritchie 2012, Zak 2013; 2016; 2019), may be regarded as
corroborated. My study provides robust empirical quantitative and qualitative support for this
far more intuitive than evidence-based hypothesis, which is also far more precise, detailed, and
accurate than what was offered in my earlier studies (Andrason 2014c; Andrason & Krol
2016a). Nevertheless, the present study demonstrates that the above hierarchy mainly applies
to matter borrowing and, to an extent, semantic pattern borrowing. As far as structural pattern
borrowing is concerned, the hierarchy is reversed, with syntax being the most influenced
module. This discrepancy in the hierarchies characterizing matter and pattern borrowings has
remained undiscovered until now. Additionally, contrary to Waniek’s (1880:20) claim, the
borrowing of Polish numerals is unattested in Wymysorys.

Additive and negative borrowing — Complexity

The evidence provided in this dissertation shows that the proportion of additive, negative, and
neutral types of borrowings is highly uneven.

- The vast majority of changes are additive, of which two main types are attested:
o new distinctions, i.e. semantic, functional, and structural categories earlier
absent, have been included in the linguistic repertoire of Wymysorys;
o new manners of encoding the categories that had previously existed in Wymysorys

have been introduced, leading to the (near-)synonymy of several items.

- Additive changes are visible in all lexical classes and language modules:
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o In the content lexicon, most cases of the borrowing of nouns, verbs, adjectives,
and adverbs are incremental, thus enriching the native vocabulary by new
lexemes and near/full synonyms.

o Inthe functional lexicon, the borrowing of conjunctions, particles, interjections,
and even prepositions is additive: entirely new lexemes are transferred (e.g. a
question particle that did not previously exist in the language) or relatively close
synonyms are added to the native equivalents (see the conjunction bo that has
expanded the set of native causal conjunctions such as den and wadf).

o In morphology, the borrowing of derivations and inflections is regularly additive:

=  With regard to derivations, new encoding manners involve diminutives
in nouns, adjectives, adverbializers, verbalizers, and a focal/emphatic
marker. The development of a new class of feminine words and a new
gender-ending pairing also constitutes an incremental change.

= With regard to inflections, additive changes involve both new
distinctions and their encoding manners, e.g. vocative case and plural
marker for nouns, and aspect for verbs. The transfer of Polish nouns and
verbs has also resulted in the formation of new inflectional paradigms.

o The three cases of morpho-syntactic borrowing are additive in that new
distinctions and/or encoding manners have been added, namely the future tense,
conditional mood, and passive voice.

o Borrowing in syntax is regularly additive, with new rules accompanying the
existing ones. To be exact, the following additions have been made: free word-
order systems have been added to the system of rigid word order; a non-V2 rule
has been added to the V2 rule; the absence of braces has been added to the
principle of braces; the rule of word-order symmetry in main and subordinate
clauses has been added to the rule of word-order asymmetry; the principle of
poly-negation has been added to mono-negation; the lack of observance of
consecutio temporum has been added to the rule of consecutio temporum; and a
semi pro-drop rule has been added to the non-pro-drop rule.

o Most cases of borrowing in the sound system are also additive:

= New consonants and vowels have been added, often as alternatives to
native sounds.*?!

= New rules have been acquired or the range of the rules that was
originally limited has been expanded.

= New combinations of consonant clusters have become grammatical.

= A new position for the accent has been introduced.

321 Borrowing from Polish would be responsible for both the maintenance of the native series of sibilants and
affricates ([J], [3], [t/], and [d3]) and their eventual complexification by means of the two Polish series ([¢], [2],
[te], [dz] and [s], [z], [ts], [dz]).
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o In some cases, the additive change consists of enhancing and stimulating a
phenomenon that, although present earlier, was residual and/or operated in an
unsystematic way.

- The effect of a number of other changes is neutral:

o The transfer of content lexemes in domains from which Wymysorys has gradually
been excluded (e.g. terminology related to religion and church) may be neutral,
with loans having replaced the original native words. Arguably, this neutral effect
would itself have resulted from first an additive change (new lexemes added) and
then a negative change (the subsequent loss of native lexemes).

o The neutral effect of borrowing is pervasive in ideophones, where loans have
typically replaced native expressions.

o Neutral borrowing is also attested in the sound system, e.g. the replacement of
a fortis-lenis system by a voiced-voiceless system; the labialization of [] to [w]
(this specific change was first incremental, with both variants being available,
and then negative, as [t] was lost); and the apical alveolar trill pronunciation of
[r]. The maintenance of consonantal length may also be an example of the
neutral effect of Polish influence.

- Negative changes are extremely rare:

o The most visible negative change is the loss of aspiration as a result of the
replacement of a fortis-lenis system by a voiced-voiceless system.

o Outside the sound system, the only negative change is the partial simplification
of the variation of reflexive pronouns in that one pronoun (zejh/zih) can be used

instead of the four others.322

Given the evident prevalence of an additive type of borrowing in all language modules of
Wymysorys, borrowing can be regarded as a principally enriching phenomenon rather than an
impoverishing one. Therefore, contact with Polish significantly contributes to the
complexification of Wymysorys instead of triggering its simplification. The major meta-
principle operating in Wymysorys-Polish contact and borrowing is to preserve the original
native system of distinctions and encoding manners, and to expand this system with the
distinctions and encoding manners transferred from the external donor system, thus ultimately
enriching and complexifying the sound, lexicon, and grammar of Wymysorys. The most
evident cases of complexification involve three phenomena. First, the development of three
strategies in lexicon, where native, borrowed, and hybridized lexemes coexist. Second, the
grammaticality of three partially equivalent series of sibilants and affricates, one inherited and

322 This replacement and thus simplification can be viewed as partial, given that the old native system with five
different reflexive pronouns may still be used. This means that two systems are currently used, which in turn
implies an overall complexification.
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two borrowed. Third, the access to two systems of word order, negation, consecutio temporum,
and — to an extent — pro-drop rules: one native and the other imported from Polish.

Overall, the results of the present research corroborate my earlier claims regarding the
relationship between language-contact and the complexity of Wymysorys (Andrason
2015a:78-79; forthcoming (b); Andrason & Krol 2016a:130). To be exact, I show that the
contact-driven complexification of Wymysorys, thus far empirically demonstrated only in the
sound system (Andrason forthcoming (b)), also typifies the remaining modules of the language,
namely lexicon, morphology, morpho-syntax, and syntax. Additionally, I provide more
systematic evidence of the neutral and negative changes effected by Polish on Wymysorys,
suggested impressionistically by Ritchie (2012) and implicitly by myself in earlier publications
(Andrason 2014c; forthcoming (b)). Accordingly, I have expanded the scope of borrowings
traditionally observed in scholarly literature from those more easily identifiable, additive
changes (see Mtynek 1907; Latosinski 1909; Kleczkowski 1920; 1921; Wicherkiewicz 1998a;
2003; Andrason 2014c; Andrason & Krél 2016a; Zak 2013; 2016; 2019) to more “concealed”,
neutral, and negative modifications.

Having answered the three subsidiary research questions that are oriented towards the recipient
language and/or the endpoint of the contact process and which concern the various types of
borrowings (whether matter or pattern, occurring in the sound system, lexicon, or core
grammar, and whether additive, neutral, or negative in nature), I will respond to three further
sub-questions. The enquiries of this group are more oriented towards the donor language and/or
the beginning of the contact process and concern the specific source of borrowing, and its
motivation for and possible adaptation during transfer. To be exact: (a) Do the borrowed
elements draw on Standard Polish or on Polish dialects? (b) What are the motivations for the
borrowing of Polish elements in Wymysorys? (¢) Do elements transferred from Polish tend to
preserve their donor-language characteristics or do they lose them in order to fit into the
recipient-language system?32?

Standard and dialectal Polish sources

According to the evidence presented, borrowings found in Wymysorys may draw on Standard
Polish and local Polish dialects. From a quantitative perspective, both types of origin are
equally common, with a large number of examples illustrating each of the two possibilities.
From a qualitative perspective, features suggesting standard or dialectal provenance are also
equally common, with both types of loans appearing in the various lexical classes, morpheme
types, and language modules. The availability of the two sources of borrowing is most evident
in cases where a loan exhibits two equally grammatical variants that each reflect a different
origin of transfer, i.e. standard or dialectal. Consequently, the contribution of Standard Polish
and the Polish dialects to Wymysorys — at least in its current form, as attested in the 21 century
— can be viewed as comparable.

323 As explained in section 3.3, this last research question is evidently related to the donor and recipient code, and
concerns the beginning and endpoint of the borrowing process.
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Features that demonstrate the dialectal provenance of loans are principally related to phonetics.

Additionally, in some instances, the very lexeme or morpheme being transferred attests to a
dialectal origin. All such features suggest the western part of Lesser Poland and eastern Upper
Silesia — or the Silesian and Lesser Polish borderline — as the dialectal zone of influence.

As far as free morphemes are concerned, the dialectal origin of loanwords transpires in the
following relatively common phonetic properties:

The pronunciation of pochylone vowels:

o da surfaces as o [0] (attested in nouns, verbs, adjectives, adverbs, and
interjections);

o e surfaces as y [9] after hard and soft consonants (attested in nouns, verbs,
adjectives, and interjections);

o and o surfaces as o [0] or as (i)d(e) [@]/[yece] (attested in nouns and rarely in
adjectives).

The labialization of back vowels (attested in nouns, interjections, and rarely adverbs).
The plosive realization of the Standard Polish ¢/ [x] as & [k] (attested in nouns, verbs,
and interjections).

The pronunciation of postalveolar and alveolo-palatal fricatives and affricates:

o The realization of postalveolar fricatives and affricates ([s], [z], [t:s], [(j;]) as
alveolo-palatals ([¢], [z], [te], [dz]), which suggests siakanie (attested in nouns,
verbs, adjectives, adverbs, ideophones, particles, and interjections).

o The realization of postalveolar and alveolo-palatal fricatives and affricates (i.e.
[s], [z], [ts], [dz] and [¢], [z], [te], [dz] respectively) as palatalo-alveolars ([f],
[3], [tf], [d3]), which suggests sziakanie (attested in nouns, verbs, adjectives,
adverbs, ideophones, particles, and interjections).

The preservation of the nasal feature of nasal vowels and their pronunciation as an oral
vowel and a nasal consonant (attested in nouns, verbs, adjectives, adverbs, ideophones,
and interjections).

The simplification of consonant clusters (attested in nouns, verbs, and adverbs). It
should be emphasized that the last three phenomena converge with adaptive
mechanisms, while the treatment of nasality and consonant clusters is also typical of
colloquial Standard Polish.

Other dialectal features are much less pervasive, being limited to a few, mostly nominal lexemes:
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- The voicing of intervocalic -k- [k] to -g- [g] (attested in two cases in nouns).

- The pronunciation of ch [x] as f[f] after ¢ (attested in one case in nouns).

- Lack of the vowel mutation of ‘e to ’o (attested in one case in nouns).

- Szadzenie (attested in two cases in nouns).

- Mazurzenie (attested in three instances: one case in nouns and two cases in particles).

Additionally, several lexemes draw on forms that are mostly or only found in dialects. This is
attested in nouns, verbs, and adjectives.

Overall, nominal loanwords are the lexical class in which the dialectal component is the most
evident. The presence of dialectal features in verbs, adjectives, adverbs, and interjections is
also visible, although somewhat less so than in nouns. Ideophones and particles attest less
clearly to a dialectal foundation. Lastly, no overt dialectal traces can be identified in the
borrowed connectors and prepositions — their sources may be both standard and dialectal.
The greater visibility of dialectal components in nouns in comparison with the other lexical
classes is arguably related to the fact that nominal loans are significantly more common,
amounting to around 70% of all cases of borrowing of free morphemes. Therefore, borrowed
nouns may allow for more dialectal features to be exhibited. However, the same imbalance
in the dialectal foundation of loans belonging to distinct lexical classes may also stem from
another phenomenon. As nouns are most borrowable, a larger amount of them may have been
fully incorporated into Wymysorys in the 19" and early 20" centuries, i.e. at the time when
the presence of Polish dialects in Wilamowice and its neighboring areas was substantial,
while that of Standard Polish was more limited. Such nouns would have resisted readjustment
to Standard Polish during the post-war period, where the use of Standard Polish expanded
greatly and that of dialects diminished. In contrast, connectors and prepositions are the least
borrowable. Their pre-war entrenchment in Wymysorys was probably less significant than
that of nouns. After the war, when the influence of Standard Polish drastically increased, the
pronunciation of these lexemes could have been readjusted more easily to Standard Polish.
All loans transferred after the war — whether nouns, connectors, or prepositions — more likely
draw on Standard Polish rather than the Polish dialects, given the abovementioned change in
the visibility of Standard Polish and Polish dialects in Wilamowice.

Dialectal features are also visible in morphological loans. As was typical of lexemes, the
dialectal origin of bound morphemes surfaces in phonetics and in the particular form being
transferred. The typical phonetic features are:

- The pronunciation of the pochylone d as [2] (attested in nominal morphology).
- The realization of postalveolar fricatives and affricates as alveolo-palatals, and the
additional realization of those two series as palatalo-alveolars, which suggests siakanie

and sziakanie, respectively (attested in nominal, verbal, and adjectival morphology).**

324 As explained above, these features converge with the adaptive strategies operating in the transfer.
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Additionally, the pervasive use of the suffix -Ze in Wymysorys may be regarded as an
indication of dialectal influence since Ze (although used as a clitic) is particularly common in
Polish dialects, including Lesser Polish and Eastern Upper Silesian.

Apart from being identifiable in the form of the individual borrowed morphemes, whether free
or bound, Polish dialectal features are also recognizable at a more systemic level, namely in
the sound system of Wymysorys. This dialectal foundation is visible in two phonetic
phenomena that have already been mentioned above:

- The prevalence of alveolo-palatals over flat postalveolars reflects the dialectal
foundation of transfer, specifically the phenomenon of siakanie.

- The use of native palatalo-alveolars as the most common realization of sibilants and
affricates — and the maintenance of the native palatalo-alveolars in the language — may
reflect the phenomenon of sziakanie. 3%

With regard to the specific dialectal variety that underlies Polish borrowings in Wymysorys,
the evidence suggests the following: the dialectal component in Polish loans tends to reflect
Western Lesser Polish, although sharing a large number of similarities with Eastern Upper
Silesian. In other words, most dialectal traits comply with the transition area of the Lesser
Polish-Silesian border and are comparable to the dialect of Pisarzowice recorded more than
100 years ago. To be exact, as far as the most regular dialectal features exhibited in Polish
borrowings are concerned, the realization of the pochylone vowels coincides with their
pronunciation attested in peripheral (Southwestern) Lesser Polish, Cracovian and
Pisarzowice dialects, and Eastern Upper Silesian, as is also true of the plosive realization of
the Standard Polish ch [x] as k [k], the simplification of consonant clusters, and the
preservation of the nasal feature of nasal vowels and their realization as an oral vowel with
a nasal consonant (cf. Kosinski 1891:2-8, 13; Nitsch 1939; ; Kucata 1957; Urbanczyk 1962;
Dejna 1973; Dubisz, Kara$ & Kolis 1995).32¢ In contrast, the labialization of back vowels is
typical of Lesser Polish, Cracovian, and Pisarzowice, generally being absent in Upper
Silesian (Dejna 1973). The phenomenon of siakanie is attested in some parts of Lesser Poland
including Pisarzowice, especially in foreign loanwords and/or as an alternative strategy to
mazurzenie (Kosinski 1891:101; Nitsch 1939; Dejna 1973). In contrast, sziakanie only
typifies the Silesian variety of Cieszyn (Dejna 1973:106-107). The less consistent dialectal
features found in Polish borrowings in Wymysorys also coincide with Western Lesser Polish:
the voicing of intervocalic -k- [k] to -g- [g], the pronunciation of ck [x] as f[f] after ¢ [t], and
mazurzenie are attested in Lesser Polish, including the westernmost parts of Pisarzowice,
rather than in Silesian Polish (Kosinski 1891:4, 7, 11-12; Dejna 1973). Szadzenie, which may
be an indirect result of mazurzenie, was attested in Pisarzowice (Kosinski 1891:10). The lack
of vowel mutation of ’e to o is typical of both Lesser Polish (including the Cracovian and
Pisarzowice regions) and Upper Silesian (Kosinski 1891:3; Dejna 1973). Similarly, the

325 These two phenomena may also result from adaptive processes.
326 Although nasalization is lost in many variants of Lesser Polish, it still persists in Cracovian and peripheral
western varieties.

294



lexical loans principally draw on Western Lesser Polish, including Cracovian and
Pisarzowice (see the common use of the particle Ze, the verbal infix -owa- instead
of -iwa/ywa-, and the verb kida¢ ‘sprinkle, spill’), as well as Eastern Upper Silesian (see the
common use of the suffixes -orz and -ok, and the noun familijo ‘family’; cf. Kosinski
1891:11, 24; Zargba 1969-1989; Dejna 1973; Kwasnicka-Janowicz 2010).

Nevertheless, since loans may draw equally on Standard Polish, in various cases, the
abovementioned features are absent, with the Standard Polish component being prevalent. To
be exact, the pochylone vowels d, é, and ¢ are realized as [a], [€], and [u] (or [y]/[Y] after
adaptation), respectively; back vowels are not labialized; c/ is realized as [x]; postalveolar ([s],
[z], [ts], [dz]) and alveolo-palatal ([¢], [z], [te], [dz]) fricatives and affricates are realized as
such; nasal vowels are realized as pure nasal vowels or resolved into an oral vowel with a nasal
vocoid or approximant; and consonant clusters are not simplified.*?’

Overall, the present study corroborates the relevance of the dialectal components of Polish
loans in Wymysorys, which has widely been recognized in scholarly literature (see
Kleczkowski 1920; Wicherkiewicz 1998b; 2003; Andrason 2014c; 2015a; Andrason & Krol
2014a; 2016a; Zak 2013; 2016; 2019). However, the proposed evidence equally demonstrates
a substantial contribution by Standard Polish to borrowing — a phenomenon that has also been
suggested by Kleczkowski (1920) and myself in my previous publications (Andrason & Kroél
2014a; 2016a:114; Andrason 2015:82). According to this dissertation, both sources of Polish
borrowings — i.e. dialectal and standard — are similarly important, whether qualitatively or
quantitatively. As for the exact dialectal variety that underlies loans, I propose a conciliatory
view whereby the dialectal component reflects a transitional Lesser Polish-Silesian zone, thus
mixing properties typical of Western Lesser Polish (cf. Kleczkowski 1920; Wicherkiewicz
1998:207, Andrason 2014c; Andrason & Krol 2016a) with those characterizing eastern Upper
Silesia (cf. Wicherkiewicz 2003:403).

Motivations for borrowing

My research suggests two classes of motivations for the borrowing of Polish elements and
features. One class is related to needs, whereas the other relates to language processing.

A significant amount of the items and properties adopted from Polish has been transferred due
to need. The first group of such borrowings has emerged because of lexical or grammatical
gaps that Wymysorys speakers must have encountered in their own language. The gaps
concern(ed) distinctions or categories that existed in Polish but were absent in the inherited
component of the Wymysorys language system. Lexical concepts related to technological
inventions, Polish culture and politics, as well as activities, objects, and instruments typical of
western Lesser Poland — all typically nouns and verbs — are the most evident examples of gaps
which have been filled by the transfer of Polish matter. For such concepts, Wymysorys may

327 Furthermore, the mutation of ’e to ‘o, typical of Standard Polish, is widely attested.
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have always lacked precise native equivalent concepts — i.e. words denoting them had never
been developed — such that direct borrowing from Polish seemed a satisfactory solution. The
other class of gaps is related to grammatical categories present in Polish but absent in the
German variety (or varieties) from which Wymysorys has evolved. The most patent examples
are vocative, imperfective-perfective aspectual distinction, perfective dynamic passive, as well
as all consonants and vowels borrowed from Polish.

The second group of items that have been transferred due to need includes lexemes for which
borrowing has been motivated by loss of functionality, i.e. the gradual removal of Wymysorys
from certain facets of life. In such cases, concepts that had existed in the language have ceased
to be expressed through native lexemes and have been replaced with Polish material. The two
most evident types of loan lexica transferred due to functional reduction are words — again,
typically nouns and verbs — related to the religious sphere of life, i.e. church and faith.

However, borrowing from Polish has also affected parts of the Wymysorys language in which
gaps — be they lexical or grammatical — had not existed, and/or is visible in domains in which
functional reduction has never occurred. In such cases, need seems an unlikely reason for
transfer, borrowing instead being motivated by language processing phenomena.

One type of item that certainly used to have its native equivalents and thus did not require
borrowing is kinship terms and nouns referring to months. These original lexemes have been
replaced entirely by Polish loans. Similarly, most ideophones transferred from Polish have
probably supplanted native, more original, equivalents.

Another type of element that did not necessitate borrowing includes loans of which the transfer
has not resulted in the loss of the original native words. Instead, a Polish element, typically a
lexeme, has been added to a native element that has also remained in use. As a result, a large
set of near-synonyms has been developed. The most numerous class of referents for which two
alternative lexemes are currently available — the one original and native, and the other imported
from Polish — involves abstract concepts. Although full synonyms are attested, in most
instances the loan and the native lexeme differ at least minimally. These semantic differences
may surface in three main phenomena: the semantic potential of the loanword is narrower than
the corresponding inherited lexeme; the functional scope of the loan is more restricted, e.g. its
usage being limited to nicknames; and the semantic potential of the loan includes additional
senses or shades of meaning absent in the native lexeme, e.g. a word yields pejorative
connotations. Similar, relatively synonymous doublets are also typical of adjectival and
adverbial loans, as well as connectors, particles, and prepositions transferred from Polish
(compare with the distinct behavior of ideophones mentioned above). It also characterizes
derivational morphology, e.g. diminutives.

Overall, irrespective of its final outcome (i.e. whether triggering the loss of a native equivalent

or the development of synonymous pairs), these types of borrowings are likely motivated by
optimality exploration, whether specificity, transparency, or precision. That is, speakers
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employ a form that, in their view, expresses a given meaning or function in the most accurate
— efficient, economical, and precise — manner.

In light of the above results, the views regarding the motivations for Polish borrowing in
Wymysorys expressed in my earlier studies (Andrason 2015a; Andrason & Krol 2016a) —
which constitute the only publications that have thus far treated this issue explicitly — need to
be revised and nuanced. Although some Polish features may indeed have been introduced in a
conscious and creative manner due to expressive needs — for instance, to mark ethnic identity
(Andrason 2015a:79-80; Andrason & Krol 2016a:129) — many others have stemmed from
semantic gaps and the reduction of functionality of the language in determined domains of life.
Thus, freedom in drawing on the Polish component and the creativity of this process may be
lesser than proposed earlier.

Adaptation of loans

The evidence provided in this study demonstrates that elements borrowed from Polish tend to
be relatively well adapted to the Wymysorys language system, even though the extent of this
adaptation may vary considerably. Four types of adaptations are attested, which are related to
phonetics, morphology, gender, and syntax.

- With regards to phonetics, the following mechanisms are used to adapt the donor
language’s elements to the recipient system:

u [u] and ¢ if borrowed from Standard Polish are realized as i [y]/[Y].
o [0] and ¢ if borrowed from dialects are realized as (i)o(e) [o]/[Yoce].
The stress of loanwords is (occasionally) adjusted to native accentuation rules.

O O O O

Postalveolar and alveolo-palatal fricatives and affricates (i.e. [s], [z], [ts], [dz]
and [e], [z], [te], [dz] respectively) are realized as palatalo-alveolars ([[], [3],
(/1. [d3]).

Nasal vowels are resolved into oral vowels and nasal consonants.

Consonant clusters are occasionally simplified.??

The oldest loans exhibit two further changes: b [b] is reflected as w [v] (in an
intervocalic position) and 7 is lost (in a position before a consonant) — these two
changes stem from language-internal phonetic developments that took place
earlier in Wymysorys and widely affected the native lexicon.

- Phonetic adaptations are uneven in the different lexical classes and morpheme types:
o The above adaptations are common in nouns, verbs, adjectives, and adverbs,

which all tend to be adjusted accordingly to the native sound system.
Nevertheless, many exceptions to the adaptations listed above are also attested.

328 These last three features converge with tendencies found in Polish dialects. The realization of nasal vowels and
consonant clusters is also typical of the colloquial pronunciation of Standard Polish.
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In such cases, loanwords are incorporated with the donor-language phoneme(s)
remaining unaltered. In several instances, two variants co-exist: an adjusted one
and an unadjusted one.

o In contrast, ideophones, interjections, and especially particles, connectors, and
prepositions tend to be unadjusted. However, a few exceptions which concord
with the adaptive mechanisms presented above are attested.

o Phonetic adaptation of morphological loans is typical of nominal bound
morphemes, which are also present in a few adjectival morphemes and one verbal
morpheme. The typical change is the replacement of u [u] with i [y]/[v] and the
palatalo-alveolar realization of postalveolar and alveolo-palatal fricatives and
affricates.

o Sometimes, the presence of adaptive mechanisms is correlated with a more
evident dialectal origin, which may, in turn, suggest the earlier transfer of
certain lexemes.

- With regard to morphology, adaptation may involve four types of phenomena:

o The original derivational suffix of a loanword is adjusted to the morphological
rules of Wymysorys:

= Feminine nouns tend to lose their suffix -a and a few (original) neuter
nouns lose -o.

= Nominal loans are accompanied by native derivational suffixes, especially
the diminutive morpheme -#a/-la and the nominalizers -yj and -yn.

= The verbal loans derive their participles by means of the suffix -# and
rarely the prefix gy-.

= Original reflexive verbs may lose or introduce the reflexive feature in
analogy to the equivalent native verbs.

= Adjectives are accompanied by one of the native adjectival suffixes -ik,
-i/ys, or (less likely) -nik, with the Polish suffix being reinterpreted as
part of new hybridized suffixes (see below).

» A few particles host native suffixes (e.g. -§ and -nok).>*

o The loanword is inflected according to the rules of the Wymysorys language
system, thus exhibiting native inflectional endings:

* Nominal loans are regularly inflected in number by means of the native
endings -a or -n.
= Polish plurals ending in -ki (including those found in pluralia tanta) are

expanded by the native pluralizer -a.>*°

329 Additionally, the borrowed verbalizer -d- and its varieties -d-/-jd- and -owd- are analogically extended to other verbs
which are not a verbs in Polish. Accordingly, the borrowed suffix has expanded to nearly all cases of verb transfer.
330 Subsequently, singular forms are derived as backformations from these new plurals.
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= [f morphologically possible, nominal loans exhibit an overt marking in
the dative plural (i.e. -a or -n) typical of native nouns.

= All borrowed verbs are integrated in the inflection of Wymysorys. They
can be conjugated in all tenses, moods, and non-finite categories,
typically following a weak inflectional pattern.

= Polish prefixed verbs and the entire prefixation strategy marking
perfective aspect is adapted through the use of inherited prefixes.

= All borrowed adjectives can be inflected according to the rules of the
adjectival system of Wymysorys, thus taking on specific case, gender, and
number endings, both in the weak and strong declensional paradigms.

If applicable, loans tend to exhibit a more grammaticalized status, thus
advancing along the grammaticalization cline:

» The morpheme -Ze is used as a suffix rather than a clitic and attests not
only to agglutination but also fusion.

= Original prepositional phrases are morphologized into fully synthetic,
word-like particles.

Additionally, borrowed elements may be accompanied by native elements,
yielding hybridized compounds or loanblends. The following hybrids are found:

= The adjectival suffixes -tik, -wik, and -fik, which consist of the Polish
elements -#y, -wy, and -fy and the native -ik.

» The adjectival suffix -xik (used in loanwords), which consists of the
Polish element -ny and the native adjectivizer -ik (homophonous with
the native, but infrequent, suffix -nik).

= The adjectival suffix -mis, which consists of the Polish elements -my and
the native is.

» The adjectival diminutive suffixes -zisik and -iic¢ik which consist of the
reflexes of the Polish suffixes -usi/uski and -uczki and the
Wymysorys -ik.

» The plural ending -kja, which consists of the Polish and Wymysorys
pluralizers -ki and -a, respectively.

» The form cudzozZjymca ‘foreigners’, which combines the Polish plural
stem cudzozjymc- and the Wymysorys plural ending -a.

= [terative uses of prepositions in idioms, first in Wymysorys and then
in Polish.

= Nouns such as kapeliishiit composed of two lexemes: a Polish one and a
Wymysorys one.

= The arrangement of native and borrowed components in hybrids is
invariably: Polish element + Wymysorys element, which is also the case
for morpho-syntactic blends involving prepositions.
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Overall, as far as morphology is concerned, nouns, verbs, and adjectives are
well adjusted to the Wymysorys language system. In contrast, the
morphological adaptation of adverbial loans is less patent, with no true
adjustment to the adverbial system of Wymysorys taking place.

- With regard to gender, nominal loans may exhibit the following adjustments:

o Feminine nouns may modify their gender to the masculine if the suffix -a — that
is typical of feminine nouns in Polish, but disallowed according to the native
rules — is not lost during transfer.

o Polish feminine nouns with -4i plurals (adjusted to -kja in Wymysorys) modify
their gender to masculine.

o Polish neuter nouns may change their gender to feminine in analogy to the
native synonyms.

- With regard to syntax, all types of free morphemes, irrespective of their lexical class,
are well integrated into the phrasal, clausal, and sentence grammar of Wymysorys.

o In particular, ideophones can be integrated syntactically in an overt manner by
means of native verba dicendi (typical of sound ideophones) and verba facendi
(typical of motion ideophones). In such cases, the TAM of ideophones — which
are not an inflectional lexical class in Polish and Wymysorys — is encoded on
the introductory verb.

Nevertheless, most of the abovementioned adaptive mechanisms may equally be absent, so
much so that loans that contravene the native rules of the Wymysorys language — especially
with regard to phonetics and morphology, including form-gender pairing — are widely attested.
These loans are, in turn, the sources of deeper systemic changes that have altered the sound
and morphological systems of Wymysorys.

The results of my research grosso modo corroborate the previous hypotheses regarding
adaptive mechanisms found in Polish borrowings in Wymysorys (Kleczkowski 1920; 1921;
Zieniukowa & Wicherkiewicz 1997; Wicherkiewicz 1998a; Andrason 2014c; 2015; Andrason
& Krol 2016a; Zak 2016), while offering a more systematic and comprehensive analysis. To
be exact, several adaptations identified in this dissertation concur with changes acknowledged
earlier in scholarship. First, with regard to phonetics of the loan: the replacement of u [u] with
i [yl/[y] and o [0] with (i)d(e) [@]/[vece], the simplification of consonant clusters, and
modifications of accentuation (Kleczkowski 1920:173-174; Andrason 2014c; Andrason &
Krol 2016a:122; Zak 2016:141). Second, with regard to the morphology of loans: the loss of
the ending -a in the feminine singular and -o in the neuter singular; the replacement of
masculine and feminine forms ending in -ek and -ka with -ki in the singular; the use of the
native nominal derivative suffixes -yn, -)j, and -la/-fa; the use of the native pluralizers -a and
-n; the use of native adjectival suffixes with borrowed adjectives and as part of the hybrid
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adjectivizer -nik; the use of native prefixes (including gy- in the participle) and the infinitive
endings with verbal bases; changes in reflexivity of the verb; and, in general, the inflection of
borrowed verbs according to Wymysorys paradigms (Kleczkowski 1920:174-176;
Wicherkiewicz 1998a:209-210; Andrason 2014c; 2015a:73; Andrason & Krol 2016a:121-124,
128; Zak 2016:141-142). Third, with regard to hybridization: compound nouns such as
kapeliishiit, the plural -kia, the morphemes -rik, -ik, and -is (when used with loans) (Andrason
2015a:73; 2015b; Andrason & Krol 2016a:128). Fourth, with regard to gender: the gender
adjustment of some loanwords to the Wymysorys form-gender pairing rules (Kleczkowski
1920; Andrason & Krol 2016a:121-124).

In addition to these adaptive mechanisms recognized previously, I identify a number of new
ones, whether in phonetics (e.g. the treatment of nasal vowels) or morphology (e.g. the
hybridization of the suffixes -uisik and -iicik, and forms such as cudzozjymca ‘foreigners’),
some of them expanding beyond the content lexicon (see the use of native suffixes with some
particles). I also propose alternative explanations of several adaptations (e.g. the backformation
of -ki from the adjusted plural -kja). Furthermore, I detect changes in the grammaticalization
of certain lexemes and syntactic adjustments typifying ideophones. Even more significantly,
contrary to Kleczkowski (1920:174) for whom adaptive morphological changes are very rare
(“bardzo rzadkie”) in their totality, the evidence provided in this study demonstrates that
adaptations (both phonetic and morphological) are as common as the maintenance of the intact
Polish loans. Significantly, the extent of such adaptations may depend on the lexical class of
the item, its standard or dialectal foundation, as well as (as suggested by Kleczkowski 1920)
the time of its borrowing.

10.3  Implications

After responding to the main research question and the six sub-questions, I will discuss the
further implications of my study. Although related to my principal inquiry, these implications
lie beyond the narrow scope of the research questions. To be exact, I will show how some of
my explanations of particular cases of borrowing advance scholarly debates; I will identify
phenomena and patterns thus far ignored; and, lastly, I will formulate original theoretical
hypotheses and suggest possible avenues for future research. All such novelties offered by my
study may concern the Wymysorys language (section 10.3.1) or the general theory of
borrowing (section 10.3.2). I will end my discussion by explaining the limitations of my
research (section 10.3.3).

10.3.1 Implications for Wymysorys scholarship
The findings of my study have several, relatively critical implications for Wymysorys scholarship.
All such implications can be grouped into four clusters: novel explanations of specific borrowing

cases; the recognition of multi-causality in most instances of the transfer of sounds and patterns;
the understanding of the Wymysorys language as a fluid combination of the native and borrowed
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systems; and the identification of similarities — as well as differences — with Polish and/or Slavonic
borrowing in two closely related languages, namely Aljzneri$ and Yiddish.

Apart from distinguishing a much larger set of loans than has been done in scholarly literature
thus far, the direct and probably most obvious implication of the present research is its
contribution to a number of debates and issues related to specific cases of Polish borrowing in
Wymysorys. Four subtypes of such contributions may be discerned. First, my study provides
further evidence supporting the meticulous and well-argued explanations of contact phenomena
that have been proposed by Wymysorys scholars, particularly the change of [1] to [w] (see Zak
2019).33! Second, I provide arguments demonstrating the Polish origin of features that, although
claimed in scholarly literature, have never been supported by robust areal and comparative
evidence. This includes the borrowing of a number of sounds such as: the alveolo-palatal and
postalveolar fricatives and affricates ([¢], [2], [te], [dz] and [s], [z], [ts], [dz]), as well as other
palatal sounds and palatalization more generally (which are suggested by Latosinski 1909,
Kleczkowski 1920, Wicherkiewicz 2003, Andrason 2014c, and Zak 2016); the voiceless velar
fricative [x] in word-initial position (which is recognized by Kleczkowski 1920, Andrason 2014c,
and Andrason & Krél 2016a); the vowel [9] (which is mentioned by Wicherkiewicz 1998:207,
2003, and Andrason 2014c); and nasalization (which is implied by Kleczkowski 1920 and
Mojmir 1930-1936). With regards to lexicon and morphology, I offer arguments for the pattern
borrowing of the connectors do ‘that’ and wi ‘as’, as well as the relative pronoun wu ‘who, that,
which’ (which is suggested by Wicherkiewicz 1998, 2003, Andrason 2014c, and Andrason &
Krol 2016a), the development of the vocative case category (the areal origin of which is
mentioned by Andrason 2014c, Andrason & Krél 2016a, and Zak 2013; 2016), and the transfer
of some adjectival suffixes, e.g. -iisik and -iicik (which is proposed by Kleczkowski 1920 and
Wicherkiewicz 1998, 2003). I also provide a more in-depth explanation for another case of
pattern borrowing where native prefixes are used with borrowed verbs (Kleczkowski 1920), and
demonstrate the link of this strategy with the category of grammatical aspect. Third, some
findings lead to the rejection of several claims — or, at least, to more or less radical changes in
the hypotheses formulated in scholarly literature. In particular, I propose the native origin of the
palatalo-alveolar sibilants and affricates ([f], [3], [ﬂ], and [d%]) instead of tracing them to the
Silesian variety of Cieszyn, as argued by Zak (2016); I view the lack of aspiration and the
presence of the voiced-voiceless contrast in plosive consonants as principally contact-induced
phenomena rather than language- or family-internal ones as suggested by Kleczkowski (1920); 1
analyze the plural morpheme -kia as a Polish-Wymysorys hybrid, and its singular counterpart as
backformations, contrary to Kleczkowski (1920), who derives these forms from Polish genitives.
Fourth, my research clarifies certain debates that permeate Wymysorys scholarship,
demonstrating the accuracy of one of the hypotheses while refuting the other. Specifically, I show
that the presence of free word order and poly-negation, as well as the lack of the rule of agreement
for tenses are principally contact-induced phenomena as postulated — although without
substantiation — by Latosinski (1909), Wicherkiewicz (1998a; 2003), Andrason (2014c),

331 Qee Ritchie (2012:39), Andrason (2014c), and Andrason & Krol (2016a), where the use of [w] is classified as
borrowing but without being demonstrated.
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Andrason & Krél (201a6), and Zak (2016), thus rebutting Kleczkowski’s claim (1920) that these
phenomena are, in essence, language- or family-internal.

The present study also indicates that, for a large group of features, borrowing has co-existed with
language- or family-internal phenomena. In other words, contact with Polish has, more or less
decisively, stimulated, enhanced, or advanced processes and/or features that have been inherited
or are typologically common. Therefore, they are, usually to a significantly reduced extent,
visible in Modern Standard German, East Central German varieties, and Middle High German.
Contact with Polish was also one of the decisive forces that prevented the loss of native features.
This two-source origin — i.e. both language-internal and -external — is common in the sound
system and involves: the phonemization of /3/, /d3/, and /t[/; the generalization of the alveolo-
palatal nasal [1]; the presence of the velarized alveolar lateral approximant [1] and its subsequent
development into the labialized velar approximant [w]; the apical alveolar trill realization of
[r]; the replacement of the fortis-lenis system of plosives and affricates by a voiceless-voiced
system and the elimination of aspirated plosives and affricates in prominent positions; the
palatalization of consonants; and the presence of consonantal length. In morphology, the two-
source origin may be attributed to the establishment of the vocative case category and the use of
prefixation for aspectual purposes, and thus the development of an imperfective-perfective
aspectual distinction. In morpho-syntax, the two-source origin concerns the emergence of the
future I1I and especially of the conjunctive perfect I1I. Lastly, it is widely attested in syntax where
the following features stem from external and internal pressures: the V2 rule, spontaneous V1
word order in main-clause declaratives; the lack of braces and the contiguous placement of all
the components of a verbal complex in the main clause; the non-final position of verbs in
subordinate clauses and thus main-clause subordinate-clause symmetry; the development and
stabilization of poly-negation; the violation of the principle of consecutio temporum; and the
partial pro-drop profile.

The evidence provided in this dissertation suggests that Wymysorys — at least, in its form attested
in the 21% century — can draw on two types (or clusters) of systems, namely native systems and
borrowed systems. The former are inherited and/or language-internal, while the latter are contact-
induced and draw heavily on Polish. This access to both systems is clearly visible in syntax where
Wymysorys speakers may operate according to native rules (i.e. V2, main-clause braces, verb-
final position in the subordinate clause and thus asymmetry between main and subordinate
clauses, postverbal placement of the negator, mono-negation, consecutio temporum, and pro-
drop avoidance) or according to contact-induced rules similar to those operating in Polish (i.e.
absence of V2, main-clause braces, and consecutio temporum; symmetry between main and
subordinate clauses; the pre-verbal position of the negator; poly-negation; and preference for pro-
drop). Similarly, in morpho-syntax, one may make use of native systems (i.e. a bipartite system
of passives and the absence of future III and conjunctive III in the future and modal systems) or
contact-induced systems (i.e. a tripartite passive system and the future and conditional systems
with future III and conjunctive III). In morphology, one may adhere to various contact-induced
systems (e.g. the system of perfective prefixation and nominal, adjectival, adverbial, and verbal
suffixations, e.g. -uisik and -iicik, -nik, -ne/ce, -ze, and -('/j)a-/-owa-) or, by avoiding all such traits

303



entirely, employ the “pure” native system. Lastly, in lexicon, one may make significant use of
Polish loans — whether of the content or functional type — or exploit mainly native vocabulary,
thus largely eschewing Polish borrowings.

Instead of constituting mutually exclusive organizations, these two systems, or rather their
clusters — i.e. the native systems and the contact-induced ones — should be imagined as
connected extremes of a continuum within which speakers can operate by employing features
typical of one of the systems’ clusters. That is, the two systems constitute only two possibilities
within a broad range of realistic usages. Speakers can travel along the continuum, from one
extreme to the other, by intermingling such native and borrowed properties and rules. The
actual types of Wymysorys used by individual speakers — or their “Wymysoryses” — form such
a flexible or fluid composition of the two systems’ clusters instead of being of either the native
or the borrowed type. In such cases — which can be represented as transitory zones on the
continuum — the two systems are mixed, and the Wymysorys language used approaches one of
the ideal prototypes but only to a certain extent. Overall, even though some speakers exhibit a
predisposition towards a cluster of native systems (or a particular native system), while others
show a tendency towards a cluster of borrowed systems (or a particular borrowed system), no
speaker adheres exclusively to the native or borrowed clusters. In other words, similar to no
speaker using a “pure” Wymysorys without a substantial degree of Polish borrowings, no
speaker uses all such borrowings consistently either. Therefore, the system of borrowings
presented in this dissertation is maximal in the sense that no person instantiates all its features
in all of their conversations.?*> These results and the view of the contact-induced component
in Wymysorys as one of the two prototypes on which speakers may draw in their speech
comply with my previous research on Wymysorys word order (Andrason 2020a) and
Wymysorys conversations in general (Andrason & Kroél 2014a). Similar to the present
understanding of the native and borrowed components, I have depicted Wymysorys word order
and conversational strategies as networks confined between two prototypes, namely native
(Germanic) and borrowed (Slavonic).

Lastly, the present research reveals a number of similarities — and differences — with other
closely related colonial East Central German varieties heavily influenced by contact with
Polish, specifically Aljzneri$ and Yiddish.

As far as Aljzneris$ is concerned, the cases of Polish borrowings reported by Dolatowski (2017)
generally coincide with the most critical contact-induced changes in Wymysorys. In the sound
system, this includes the borrowing of alveolo-palatals, especially [te] and [¢], the use of [9] (in
Dolatowski’s notation [i]) instead of [9], and the palatalization of consonants, e.g. [1]. In the
lexicon, there is a preference for the transfer of content lexemes, particularly nouns. In the
functional lexicon, the attested changes are the pattern borrowing of the connectors vi(%) ‘how’
and vo ‘what, which’, as well as of the preposition no(#) ‘after’, and the matter borrowing of the
causal conjunction bo ‘because’ and the particle (no) fo ‘so then’. In morpho-syntax, the most

332 Furthermore, some properties are more common in discourses and/or across the population while others are
less frequent (see section 10.3.3 dedicated to limitations).
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visible type of transfer is the pattern borrowing of idiomatic expressions, while in syntax it is the
pro-drop rule (especially with the 3™-person plural and 2"-person singular) and poly-negation.
The most patent difference between Wymysorys and Aljzneri$ lies in the extent of Polish
influence on the respective systems of these two languages. The comparison of the evidence
provided in this dissertation with the analysis offered by Dolatowski (2017) suggests that Polish
borrowing in Wymysorys is significantly greater than in Aljzneris, both in quantitative and
qualitative terms.

Similarly, most Slavonic borrowings introduced into Yiddish discussed in the literature (see
Uriel Weinreich 1953; 1955; 1958; Wexler 1963; 1971; 1987; 1991; 2002; Geller 1993;
1994; 1999; 2010; Jacobs, Prince & van der Auwera 1994; Prince 1998; Jacobs 2005; Harbert
2007; Max Weinreich 2008; Hansen & Birzer 2012; Kahn 2015; Arkadiev 2017; van
Oostendorp 2020, whose proposals have been mentioned in the evidence chapters of this
dissertation) coincide with Polish loans attested in Wymysorys. To elaborate briefly, the
following phenomena occur in the sound system: the increased presence and phonemization
of the palatalo-alveolar sibilants and affricates [[], [3], [ﬁ], and [d}], the phonemization of
[n], the use of [x] in all positions; the distinction between [I] and [1]; the lack of initial
aspiration and the replacement of the fortis-lenis system of plosives and affricates by a
voicing-based system; the presence of palatal(ized) consonants and an extensive use of
palatalization; the grammaticality of nasalization; and an increased presence of onset
consonant clusters. In the lexicon, the borrowing exhibits a similar hierarchy with content
lexemes, with nouns being more borrowable than functional lexemes. With regard to function
words, the most typical are connectors (the form or meaning of which can be transferred from
Slavonic) and modal particles, including the interrogative ci (cf. Wymysorys ¢y/cy). As in
Wymysorys, the transfer of prepositions is rare (see jakbe ‘as if’, similar to niby in
Wymysorys) and that of pronominal matter is unattested. The pattern borrowing of pronouns
is also similar to Wymysorys: the interrogative pronoun vos is reanalyzed as a general relative
pronoun compatible with non-human and human referents, and the reflexive zix has been
extended to all persons and numbers as well as to originally non-reflexive verbs. In
morphology, most borrowed derivational suffixes match those transferred to Wymysorys,
e.g. the nominalizer such as -ak and many diminutive morphemes, adjective morphemes such
as -at- and -evat-, the verbal morpheme -ev- (cf. -ow- in Wymysorys), as well as the use of
Ze with the imperative (or as a clitic with pronouns). As in Wymysorys, the transfer of
derivative nominal and adjectival prefixes is rare in Yiddish. With regard to inflectional
morphology, Yiddish has borrowed the vocative category and marking, and exploited native
prefixation as an aspectual (or aspectoid) strategy. Similar to Wymysorys, while the pattern
borrowing of Slavonic verbal prefixation is common, the borrowing of actual Slavonic
prefixes is exceptional. In further resemblance to Wymysorys, the contact-induced changes
in morpho-syntax involve the development of a conditional built around woltn and the past
participle (similar to the conjunctive III in Wymysorys) and the pattern borrowing of several
phrasal idioms. The syntactic borrowings are also comparable and involve: V1 word order in
main-clause declaratives, the lack of main-clause braces, the symmetrical configuration of
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main and subordinate clauses, poly-negation, the lack of the rule of consecutio temporum,
and the considerable grammaticality of null subjects and a wide range of the pro-drop rule.

Despite the above correspondences between Polish/Slavonic borrowings in Wymysorys and
Yiddish, a few important differences can also be discerned. The first class of differences
suggests a greater extent of borrowing and Polish influence in Wymysorys. To be exact,
contrary to Wymysorys, the original alveolo-palatals and postalveolars transferred into Yiddish
have merged entirely with palatalo-alveolars, even in the borrowed lexicon; palatalization is
virtually limited to Slavonic loanwords; the transfer of interjections is marginal; and the
perfectivizing effect of prefixation is less grammaticalized. The second class of differences
suggests a greater extent of borrowing and Polish influence in Yiddish: the transfer of the
positive coordinator i...i... ‘both ... and’, the productive use of the suffix -nik and its feminine
variant -nica, and the borrowing of the adjective morpheme -sk. The third class corresponds to
different solutions to similar types of borrowing. The most evident example involves the
relative clauses introduced by the pronoun vu in Yiddish and wu in Wymysorys. In Yiddish,
these types of relative clauses require the presence of a resumptive pronoun, while this is not
necessary (and in fact avoided) in Wymysorys.

Overall, it seems that both in qualitative and quantitative terms, the Polish influence on
Wymysorys is comparable to that exerted by Slavonic languages on Yiddish. The Slavonic
impact on Yiddish is regarded as “very deep” and “strongly restructuring” (Geller 1999:85-
96; Weinreich 2008). It extends beyond “a simple linguistic borrowing” and attests to a
systematic, structural, typological convergence (ibid. 86). The same holds true for
Wymysorys, the language structure of which can be viewed as semi-Slavonic (cf. Andrason
2015a; Andrason & Krol 2016a).

The implications presented above — especially those related to the multi-causal emergence of
features (i.e. both contact-induced and language-/family-internal), accessibility to the clusters
of systems (i.e. native ones and borrowed ones), and similarities and differences in contact with
Wymysorys, on the one hand, and Aljzneri$ and Yiddish, on the other hand — enable me to
propose original hypotheses and/or new research questions. Regarding the multi-causality of
changes: can some of the changes identified in Wymysorys also draw on contact with Modern
Standard German (especially its Austrian version) and other East Central German dialects?
Regarding, the bi-systemic composition of realistic Wymysorys(es): which contact-induced
features are common in conversations and texts, and which are rare? This would establish the
token frequency of the borrowings, not only their type frequency as has been done in this
dissertation. In other words, the question could be posed as to what types of native-borrowed
combinations are typical. Regarding the similarity with Aljzneri$ and Yiddish: an in-depth
comparative study between a Slavonic component in Wymysorys and other colonial varieties
of East Central German is needed that would determine if the similarities and differences
attested are more systematic, and whether Wymysorys is the most Polonized or Slavicized
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Germanic language.®** Furthermore, in relation to the first question, given that Modern
Standard German and Yiddish were also spoken in Wilamowice (Krol p.c.) and Wilamowians
have regularly travelled to Austria, Germany, Netherlands, and Flanders, a study dedicated to
other Germanic sources of borrowing in Wymysorys seems necessary. This research could
establish the range of the changes that draw on contact with West Germanic and East Central
German varieties.

10.3.2 Implications for linguistic theory

Apart from advancing Wymysorys scholarship, the results of my research also contribute to
the broader theory of borrowing. The various contributions can be grouped into three classes
that concern: the properties of the major types of borrowing and their mutual relationships;
links between borrowing and code-switching; and the hierarchies of borrowings.

With regard to the properties of major borrowing types (matter and pattern as well as additive,
neutral, and negative) my research suggests the following: First, as expected in a situation of
persistent contact, such as in the case of Wymysorys and Polish, both the borrowing of matter
and pattern (whether of a structural or semantic type) are attested. In further agreement with
linguistic theory (see Aikhenvald & Dixon 2001:16; Matras 2009:236), while matter borrowing
predominates quantitatively (there are simply many more instances of borrowed matter), the
effects of pattern borrowing (the number of which is much less substantial) are equally or even
more significant. Pattern borrowing has altered large parts of the Wymysorys language
structure, ultimately being responsible for its considerable structural convergence with Polish.
This occurs because pattern borrowing operates in a top-down manner: it directly affects the
structure of the language through the transfer of a few rules that, due to their global reach,
impact a plethora of individual items. Matter borrowing, on the other hand, affects the global
language system in a bottom-up manner through the accumulation of an increasingly larger
number of individual cases of transfer (compare with a similar relationship between the
borrowing of free morphemes and structures postulated by Winford 2005). Second, although
additive borrowing (where new elements and distinctions are combined with those that already
exist), neutral borrowing (elements and distinctions previously in place are replaced,
restructured, or retained), and negative borrowing (previously existing elements and
distinctions are eliminated; cf. Curnow 2001; Aikhenvald 2006) are attested in Wymysorys,
the first type is considerably more common than the others. Significantly, both neutral and
negative borrowings often result from borrowing that was originally additive. That is, an
element or distinction is first added to the existing one; subsequently, the inherited feature is
lost, thus triggering a neutral outcome. Third, in several instances, especially those involving
sounds and morphological, morpho-syntactic, and syntactic patterns, the influence of Polish
has substantially modified the frequency of phenomena already existing in Wymysorys.
Usually, a feature or distinction that was originally uncommon and/or peripheral, has become

333 An excellent starting point would be Siatkowski’s (2015) monograph.
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frequent and central due to contact with Polish. This corroborates Thomason’s (2015:43)
hypothesis that changes in frequency play an important role in borrowing.

The findings of my research generally support the view that borrowing originates from code-
switching. To be exact, an idiolectal, conscious, and stylistically-motivated use of larger
structures and/or referent-specific elements in their original form and with original content
cedes place to a panlectal and default presence of single-referent non-specific foreign elements
that are fully integrated phonologically, morphologically, and syntactically, and devoid of
particular stylistic effects (Myers-Scotton 1993; Matras 2009; Velupillai 2015). This origin of
borrowing in code-switching and a gradual transformation of switches into loans are visible in
two phenomena. First, the older the transfer of a Polish item is — especially of Polish matter
transfer — the more integrated the loan is in the Wymysorys language system as far as its
phonology and morphology are concerned. Therefore, recent loans are typically less adjusted
than older loans, which can, in turn, be almost indistinguishable from native elements as they
have partaken in phonetic and morphological processes affecting native vocabulary. Second,
several cases of borrowing that continue to be uncommon or peripheral in the Wymysorys
language system, are (more) typical and frequent in Wymysorys-Polish code-switching.
Therefore, 1 propose that acceptability and frequent occurrence in code-switching is a
precondition for (gradual) grammaticality in the language. In order words, by entrenchment,
patterns that first constitute common instances of code-switching become stable parts of the
language. This developmental link between borrowing and code-switching in Wymysorys is
demonstrated by: (a) lexical hybrids and double prepositions which are rare as borrowings but
feature commonly in code-switching; (b) the use of Polish prefixes with native verbs to mark
perfective aspect which is virtually unattested outside of code-switching; (c) the regular
presence of the hybrid ending -kia on all Polish nouns ending in plural -ki during code-
switching; (d) and the much more productive use of the verbalizers -('/j)d- and -owd- in code-
switching than in the Wymysorys language.

The results of my research enable me to verify the validity of several hierarchies of borrowing
that have been postulated in scholarly literature. Some hierarchies are corroborated by the
evidence provided in this dissertation, others require minor modifications, and still others could
be questioned in light of my findings.

With regard to matter borrowing, my study fully corroborates the global hierarchy of borrowing
according to which free morphemes are more borrowable than bound morphemes (cf.
Moravcsik 1978; Curnow 2001; Matras 2009). Furthermore, in compliance with linguistic
theory, the content lexicon is more borrowable than the functional lexicon (cf. Moravscik 1975;
1978; Muysken 1981; 2000; Thomason & Kaufman 1988; Field 2002; Matras 2007; 2009) and
derivational morphology is more borrowable than inflectional morphology (cf. Matras 2009;
2015; Gardani, Arkadiev & Amiridze 2015).%3

334 With regard to the borrowing hierarchy of “semantic fields” (Tadmor 2009:64), all semantic fields are attested
in Polish loans in Wymysorys. The domains of religion, belief, and clothing, which occupy the highest position
in the hierarchy, according to Tadmor (ibid.), play an important role in the borrowed lexicon of Wymysorys.
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The implications of my research for the borrowing hierarchy of lexical classes is more
complex. Overall, my findings corroborate Matras’ (2009) hypothesis that nouns are the most
borrowable (which is widely recognized by most language-contact scholars) while pronouns
are the least borrowable. In further similarity with Matras’ (2007:24; 2009:157; see also
Tadmor 2009) views, verbs are the second most borrowable class in Wymysorys and are
significantly more borrowable than the remaining lexical classes, similar to the observations
conducted by Hekking & Bakker (2007) for Quechua and Guarani. In Wymysorys,
adjectives/interjections and adverbs occupy adjunct positions in the hierarchy of borrowing,
which is also similar to their position in Matras’ model, where they appear contiguously (i.e.
adjectives — interjections — adverbs) after verbs but before other lexical classes.**> My data
suggest that adjectives are slightly more borrowable than adverbs, in agreement with Curnow’s
view (2001:417) and the distributions identified by Hekking & Bakker (2007) in Quechua and
Guarani but contrary to Hekking & Bakker’s (2007) study on Otomi. Furthermore, the
borrowability of adjectives is substantially lower than that of verbs (contra Muysken 1981;
2000 and Field 2002). Wymysorys particles (whether pragmatic, modal, or of other types)
occupy the fourth position in the hierarchy, which, although not identical to Matras’ (2007;
2009) proposal, is relatively comparable.’*¢ Connectors appear in the fifth position in the
hierarchy of borrowing in Wymysorys. This roughly complies with their position in Muysken’s
(1981; 2000) model (where they are placed after nouns, adjectives, and verbs) but differs from
their position in Matras’ (2007; 2009) hierarchy (where they are located at the beginning of the
scale together with nouns). Prepositions and especially pronouns and numerals are the least
borrowable lexical classes in Wymysorys. This fact harmonizes with the models proposed by
Matras (2007; 2009) and, to an extent, Muysken (1981; 2000), in which these three types of
lexemes occupy the lowest position in the following order: adpositions — numerals —
pronouns. My data also corroborate the hierarchy proposed by Thomason & Kaufman (1988),
according to which prepositions are overall less borrowable than other function words.
Contrary to Matras (2007:57; 2009), who locates discourse markers higher in the hierarchy
than other particles, in Wymysorys the opposite is true. That is, modal particles are more
borrowable than any other particles, including pragmatic ones.*3’

As far as morphology is concerned, apart from supporting the widely recognized higher
borrowability of derivational morphology over inflectional morphology (see above; cf.
Moravscik 1975; 1978; Thomason & Kaufman 1988; Matras 2007; 2009; Gardani, Arkadiev
& Amiridze 2015; Gardani 2020), my study confirms that inherent or context-autonomous
inflections are more borrowable than contextual inflections (Matras 2007:43; Gardani 2008;

However, the domains of kinship, body, spatial relations, and sense perceptions are also well represented in the
vocabulary transferred to Wymysorys despite being the least borrowable according to the theory (ibid.).

335 Except for conjunctions and discourse markers (see further below).

336 Compare with Matras’ (2007; 2009) hierarchy: verbs — discourse markers — adjectives — interjections —
adverbs — other particles.

337 This mismatch may, however, result from differences in terminology and the theory-laden classification of an
element as a particle or an adverb. Overall, my research corroborates the validity of (most of) the hierarchies
formulated by Matras (2007; 2009) for lexical classes.
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2012; Gardani, Arkadiev & Amiridze 2015; Gardani 2020). In agreement with Matras’ (2007
43-44;2009:218) hypothesis, I demonstrate that the markers encoding plurality and diminutive
are the most borrowable among all bound morphemes, while case markers are the least
borrowable. Furthermore, as proposed by Matras (2009:211), nominal derivations are more
borrowable than non-nominal derivations. Additionally, the evidence provided suggests that,
among all non-nominal derivations, verbal derivational morphemes are slightly more
borrowable than adjectival and adverbial ones.*3® According to my data, a similar hierarchy for
inflections can be proposed, i.e. nominal inflections are more borrowable than verbal
inflections, with adjectival inflections being the least borrowable.

With regard to the hierarchies of pattern borrowing, the data suggest that the borrowing of
semantic patterns is rare (contra to Matras 2009:245) in the situation of contact in which there
are no institutional or ideological restrictions on matter borrowing, leading to unconstrained
access to loanwords and loan-morphemes. Bilingual speakers seem to prefer transfer of the
meaning with its form rather than adapting the meaning of the native form to the lexemes and/or
morphemes of the model language. When it takes place, polysemy is equally borrowable in the
content lexicon and in the functional lexicon, being the least borrowable in morphology.
Furthermore, with regards to structural patterns, my evidence corroborates the hypothesis that
the hierarchy of its borrowability proceeds from top to bottom, i.e. from larger to smaller units,
or from inter-clausal structures to phrase and morphology (Stolz & Stolz 1996:112; Aikhenvald
& Dixon 2001:17; Matras 2007:17-18; 2009:244). In Wymysorys, syntactic patterns are more
borrowable than morpho-syntactic ones, which are, in turn, more borrowable than morphological
patterns. My research also confirms that inflectional patterns are significantly more borrowable
than inflectional matter (cf. Matras 2009:258-260; 2015). Overall, as predicted by the theory
(Ross 2001:145-146), metatypy has primarily and heavily affected the syntax of Wymysorys
(sentences and clauses), which exhibits a blended Germanic-Slavonic character.

Lastly, as far as the borrowability of sounds is concerned, the present study corroborates the
view that consonants are more borrowable than vowels, with semi-vowels and liquids
occupying an intermediate position in the hierarchy (cf. Matras 2007:37; 2009:232). As
observed by Matras (2009:232), this higher susceptibility of consonants to borrowing may be
a mere epiphenomenon of the fact that “the inventory of consonants in any given phonological
system is usually larger than the inventory of vowels”. Wymysorys-Polish contact fully
confirms this view. The lower position of vowels when compared with that of consonants may
be apparent. In fact, all vowels and all consonants that were available for transfer have been
borrowed. The ultimate difference in the number of the transferred sounds stems from the
larger set of “transferable” consonants — the number of consonants that existed in Polish but
were absent in Wymysorys was much larger than that of vowels. Furthermore, my research
suggests a different position of stress in the hierarchy, much lower than that proposed by Matras

338 However, Gardani’s (2020) hypothesis that prototypical derivations (e.g. verbal nouns, denominal adjectives,
de-adjectival nouns) are more borrowable than non-prototypical derivations (e.g. agentive nouns, action nouns,
and diminutives) is not corroborated by my evidence, as diminutives constitute the largest class of borrowed
affixes in Wymysorys.
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(2009:232). Indeed, Wymysorys reveals a hierarchy that is opposite to the one proposed by
Matras (ibid.) for Romani (cf. prosody — stress — vowels — semi-vowels and liquids —
consonants). This mismatch does, however, resonate with Matras’ (ibid.) observation that a
global hierarchy of sound borrowability may be cross-linguistically erratic. My research
corroborates two other commonly accepted hierarchies. First, the borrowability of
phonological features in loanwords is greater than the borrowability of independent
phonological features (cf. Matras 2007:39). Second, minor phonological features are more
borrowable than entire phonemes, which are, in turn, more borrowable than distinctive
phonological features, with deep phonetic modifications being the least transferable (cf.
Thomason & Kaufman 1988:74-75; Matras 2009:156). Overall, in agreement with what has
been observed across languages, the introduction of allophonic variation of a consonantal
phoneme — especially in loanwords themselves — seems to be the most common sound change
in the situation of contact (see Matras 2007:38).

In light of the theoretical implications explained above, three clusters of new research questions
and hypotheses can be formulated. First: how often is negative as well as neutral borrowing
preceded by additive borrowing? Perhaps, as suggested by the Wymysorys data, true cases of
negative and even neutral borrowing — i.e. in which the loss of a native feature is not the result
of the previous incorporation of foreign features — are uncommon across languages, and speakers
prefer adding new distinctions and encodings to the available native ones rather than abandoning
inherited distinctions and encodings due to language contact. It seems that specificity and
transparency play a more important role in borrowing than economy (cf. Field 2002). Second:
are all types of borrowing identified in Wymysorys definitely more visible and more acceptable
in Wymysorys-Polish code-switching? Given the above results, which indicate that rare and
peripheral types of borrowing are always more common in code-switching, a comprehensive
study of code-switching in Wymysorys should confirm this tendency for all borrowed features.
Furthermore, Wymysorys-Polish code-switching should attest to mixes that are (still)
ungrammatical in the Wymysorys language. Even more generally, the study of code-switching
could be employed to identify the most probable changes that will take place in contact languages
—including Wymysorys — during their subsequent development, should the contact persist. Third:
can the structures of all hierarchies of borrowing be (to some extent) epiphenomena of the
quantitative differences in the sizes of their respective components, as is the case with consonants
and vowels? Perhaps the highest position of nouns and the second-highest position of verbs result
from the fact that any given language system (or the vast majority of them) contains more nouns
than verbs, and the type frequency of nouns and verbs is jointly greater than that of adjectives,
adverbs, connectors, particles, pronouns, interjections, and ideophones (cf. Wohlgemuth 2009).
Similarly, the following direction of the commonly accepted hierarchy of matter borrowing, i.e.
lexicon (free morphemes) — morphology (bound morphemes), may stem from the size of these
morpheme types in the languages on which this hierarchy draws. If this is the case, the number
of non-nominal loans should increase in contact situations involving donor languages in which
non-nominal lexical classes are more numerous.**

339 For example, in contact with Xhosa as a donor language — a language in which ideophones are the third most
numerous lexical class, with nearly 3000 items (Andrason 2020a) — a recipient language is expected to borrow
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10.3.3 Limitations

All research has some limitations, and my study is not devoid of them. Three types of broadly
understood limitations can be distinguished. Although these limitations do not invalidate or
question the results of my dissertation, it is necessary to identify such shortcomings explicitly
so that any scholar who may, in future, draw on my findings in his or her own research may be
aware of them.

First, in my analysis, I have only dealt with one quantitative aspect of borrowing, namely the
type frequency of loans or the number of different lexemes, morphemes, sounds, or patterns
borrowed from Polish into Wymysorys. In contrast, I have not discussed the token frequency of
borrowings, i.e. how common determined loans are in texts and/or conversations. Token
frequency may be significant for proposing more accurate hierarchies of borrowing, especially
in the case of pattern borrowing, where the impact of changes rather than their number is crucial.
Second, the estimation of the total extent of matter borrowing and pattern borrowing, and the
comparison of their respective contributions to the Wymysorys language system are approximate
and presented in a narrative form. No attempt at a more precise quantification of (the relevance
of) matter and pattern borrowing, especially in numerical terms, has been proposed. Crucially —
and in relation to the first limitation explained above — the only objective aspect suggesting the
higher or lower relevance of matter and pattern borrowing has drawn on type frequency. The
contribution of token frequency to the respective significance of matter and pattern borrowing
for the Wymysorys language system, and the very probable inverse outcomes of token frequency
in these two borrowing types, have merely been assumed by recognizing the global top-down
effect of pattern borrowing. Third, the number of loans included in different lexical classes, as
well as the number of morpheme and construction types, consonants, semi-vowels, and vowels
heavily depend on the linguistic theory chosen in this study. For instance, the definition of a
particle, adverb, connector, and interjection, as well as the understanding of the distinction
between morpho-syntax and syntax or inflection and derivation, inevitably condition the
potential number of loans included in each of these categories. Again, this has subsequent
bearings on the structure of the hierarchies of borrowings proposed.

The first limitation mentioned above can be eliminated by a quantitative corpus study in which
the token frequency of loans is examined in Wymysorys texts and conversations. This will make
it possible to determine which contact features are frequent and play a key role in language use,
and which are scarcely attested, thus being less critical. One of my future research activities will
be dedicated to such a corpus-driven examination of Polish borrowings in Wymysorys. The other
two limitations are virtually unavoidable in linguistic studies, especially in those that deal with a

more ideophonic lexemes than traditionally assumed; substantially more than if the donor language was an Indo-
European language such as Polish. This partially resonates with Wohlgemuth’s (2009:291-292) claims discussed
in section 3.2.1. Wohlgemuth views the dependency of borrowability on the lexical class of a borrowed element
as indirect. To be exact, the dissimilar positions of the different lexical classes on borrowability hierarchies —
especially the higher position of nouns than verbs — results from the distinct “discourse frequencies” (ibid. 292)
exhibited by the lexical classes found in a language.
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language in its totality. Therefore, they do not constitute an objection to my study per se, but
rather to linguistics and — as far as the third limitation is concerned — science, in general. There
may be no solution to the commensuration problem, i.e. how to compare matter borrowing with
pattern borrowing, or the borrowing of lexemes with that of morphemes, as one is dealing with
essentially different entities and phenomena. Nevertheless, a corpus-driven analysis of the token
frequency of loans will substantially enhance the (always approximate) estimation of the
relevance of matter and pattern borrowing. Given the more global reach of pattern borrowing,
especially of its structural type — which I have recognized in my dissertation rather axiomatically
— the study of the token frequency of loans should reverse the imbalance between matter and
pattern borrowing from the perspective of type frequency. Lastly, similar to the commensuration
problem, the issue of theory-dependence is generally unavoidable in any branch of science,
including linguistics. I have already mentioned these two problems — i.e. commensuration and
theory-dependence — in two articles dedicated to the complexity of Wymysorys (Andrason
forthcoming (b); Andrason, Sullivan & Olko forthcoming). There I have explained that, rather
than “solving” these issues, one should “spell them out” overtly in order to be aware of theoretical
biases and presuppositions.
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PART V

CONCLUSION






CHAPTER ELEVEN

11. Conclusion

The present chapter concludes this dissertation — my scientific journey across different
languages, different epochs, and different linguistic phenomena. I will travel through my
research explaining what I aimed to achieve, how I proceeded to accomplish my goals, what I
discovered, and where my findings ultimately took me to. I will start from the very beginning
of my adventure where I determined my topic, appraised scholarly literature, designed my
framework, and formulated my research questions (see section 11.1). Subsequently, I will
review my empirical study of Polish borrowings in Wymysorys (section 11.2) and recall its
principal findings: the answers I provided to my research questions and further contributions
to Wymysorys and language-contact scholarship (section 11.3). I will finish my journey by
looking towards the future and suggesting possible avenues for future research (section 11.4).

11.1  Aspirations

I launched my research in chapter 1 by determining its broad topic — formal aspects of Polish
borrowing in 21%-century Wymysorys. To be able to ask relevant research questions, I first
needed to identify the gaps in Wymysorys scholarship concerned with issues of borrowing as
well as the debates that permeate this type of scholarly literature. Therefore, in chapter 2, I
carefully reviewed the literature dedicated to Wymysorys-Polish language contact, including
borrowing, that was published before the Second World War (Waniek 1880; Mlynek 1907;
Latosinski 1909; Kleczkowski 1920; 1921; Mojmir 1930-1936) and after it (Lasatowicz 1992;
Zieniukowa & Wicherkiewicz 1997; Wicherkiewicz 1998a; 1998b; 2003; Ritchie 2012;
Andrason 2014; 2015a; 2015b; 2016; 2020a; forthcoming (b); Andrason & Krol 2014; 2016;
and Zak 2016; 2017; 2019). At the end of this appraisal, I discerned a number of limitations
and controversies. The limitations included: that discussions of Polish influence on
Wymysorys occupy a peripheral position in most scholarly works; that scholars adopt atomic
perspectives, focusing on borrowing found in separate modules and individual phenomena,
rather than offering a global and systemic picture of Polish borrowings in Wymysorys; that
studies are descriptive rather than explanatory and fail to be developed within a theory of
borrowing; that studies are incomplete — they do not include comprehensive inventories of
borrowings, and provide unreliable evaluations of the extent of the impact of Polish on
Wymysorys, with the quantitative assertions proposed thus far being empirically unsupported;
that scholars focus on the lexicon, with grammatical phenomena being analyzed residually;
that the adaptation of loans is seldom discussed; and that the analysis of loans with regard to
their dialectal provenance is superficial. The disagreements that permeated Wymysorys
scholarship were no less significant and the following issues remained controversial: the extent
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to which Polish has influenced the Wymysorys language system; the specific language modules
that have experienced borrowing and their respective susceptibility to Polish influence; the
determination of the exact dialectal variety that underlies the loans; and the origin of a number
of particular features, i.e. whether they are indeed contact-induced or rather language-/family-
internal phenomena.

Having discerned lacunae in the knowledge and the debates that characterize Wymysorys
scholarship, I recognized that, in the attempt to first avoid the shortcomings discerned, I needed
to frame my research within a robust and up-to-date theory of borrowing. Therefore, in chapter
3, I designed a comprehensive, synthetic, and original framework that would be the most
suitable for my research. In this design, I took into consideration the linguistic and socio-
linguistic dynamics of borrowing, its main types, and their respective synchronic and
diachronic properties. I drew on the most recognized and most satisfactory approaches to
borrowing currently available in linguistic scholarship (Aikhenvald & Dixon 2001; Ross 2001;
2006; 2020; Field 2002; Heine & Kuteva 2003; 2006; Aikhenvald 2007; Matras 2007; 2009;
2011; 2015; Sakel 2007; Gardani 2008; 2020; Tradmore 2009; Wohlgemuth 2009; Gardani,
Arkadiev & Amiridze 2015), offering their original synthesis.

In light of the limitations and controversies identified, and equipped with a systematic theoretical
approach, I was prepared to narrow my topic to specific problems and thus to formulate main
and subsidiary research questions. My main research question — How profound is Polish
influence on the Wymysorys language system: highly significant, moderately significant, or
rather insignificant? — centered my study on the determination of the quantitative and qualitative
extent of Polish borrowing in Wymysorys. This warranted two clusters of subsidiary inquiries.
The first cluster of sub-questions was oriented towards the recipient language (i.e. Wymysorys)
and/or the endpoint of the contact process, and directly reflected the adopted framework. These
inquiries concerned the major categories of borrowing (Are both matter and pattern borrowing
types attested and, if so, what is their respective share in the totality of Polish influence on the
Wymysorys language?), their hierarchy (What types of hierarchies of matter and pattern
borrowing emerge in Wymysorys-Polish language contact? And thus, what is their tendency to
occur in different lexical classes and morpho-syntactic types?), and the ultimate contribution to
the resultant system (What is the proportion of additive, negative, and neutral types of
borrowings? And thus, is borrowing an enriching or impoverishing phenomenon?). The other
cluster of sub-questions was oriented more specifically towards the donor language (i.e. Polish)
and/or the beginning of the contact process, and directly engaged with the debates and knowledge
gaps characterizing Wymysorys scholarship. These inquiries concerned specific sources of
borrowings (Do the borrowed elements draw on Standard Polish or on Polish dialects?), their
motivations (What are the motivations for the borrowing of Polish elements in Wymysorys?),
and possible adaptations during the process of transfer (Do elements transferred from Polish tend
to preserve their donor-language characteristics or do they lose them in order to fit into the
recipient-language system?).
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11.2  Investigations

With the research questions clearly formulated and the research strategy in hand, I proceeded
to present my evidence. This evidence drew on the data collected during the many years of my
empirical studies and frequent fieldwork activities in Wilamowice that resulted in hours of
audio recordings and hundreds of pages of notes and questionnaires.

I began the presentation of the evidence by describing the impact of Polish on the Wymysorys
sound system. In chapter 4, I examined the influence of Polish on the phonetics, phonology,
and phonotactics of Wymysorys. I reviewed the contact phenomena affecting consonants (i.e.
[¢]. [2]. [te], [de]. [s]. [2], [is]. [dz]. [3]. [ds], [4f]. [n]. [R}/[W]. [r], and [x], as well as several
others, if palatalization, aspiration, and nasalization are taken into consideration) and vowels
(i.e. [9], [3], and [£], as well as — albeit rarely — [1], [2], [{i], and [3]). I studied the changes in
phonetic and/or phonological rules (i.e. the phonemization of certain sounds; the loss of
aspiration of the plosives and affricates, and the replacement of their fortis-lenis opposition by
a voiceless-voiced contact; the transfer of nasalization; the spread of palatalization; and the
maintenance of consonantal length), phonotactics (i.e. the transfer of complex consonant
clusters in onsets), and prosody (i.e. the placement of accents in a root-/stem-penultimate
syllable). Overall, I noticed that the impact of Polish was visible in: the introduction of new,
previously absent features; the enhancement or propagation of features that had originally
existed in the language; the preservation of inherited features that had been lost in related
languages; and, conversely, the elimination of certain features.

From the Wymysorys sound system, I then moved on to the lexicon or free morphemes. First,
in chapter 5, I studied borrowing that had taken place in the content vocabulary of Wymysorys,
i.e. in nouns, verbs, adjectives, adverbs, and ideophones. For each lexical class, I provided a
comprehensive inventory of cases of matter borrowing, i.e. a complete list of words transferred,
as well as the available examples of pattern borrowing. Furthermore, I described the different
semantic types of loanwords; determined their origin in Standard and/or dialectal Polish;
analyzed the adaptive mechanisms that had operated during the transfer; and discussed the
impact of the borrowed words and their features on the nominal, verbal, adjectival, adverbial,
and ideophonic language modules. Overall, I observed that loanwords and contact-induced
features in the lexical classes of nouns and verbs were quantitatively and qualitatively
substantial, with hundreds of cases and a great semantic variety of loans being attested. In
contrast, borrowing taking place in adjectives, adverbs, and ideophones was less abundant,
with only a few dozen examples attested in each lexical class. I also noticed that the cases of
matter borrowing were significantly more common than those of pattern borrowing.

Second, in chapter 6, I examined the impact of Polish on the functional vocabulary of Wymysorys,
specifically, connectors (i.e. backward and forward causal conjunctions, coordinating conjunctions
of joint denial, complementizers, and comparative conjunctions), particles (i.e. modal and
pragmatic particles, question and caesura particles, the empty filler, and a negative particle),
interjections (i.e. emotive, cognitive, conative, and phatic interjections), pronouns (i.e. relative and
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reflexive pronouns), and prepositions (comparative and locative prepositions in idioms). Again, I
provided comprehensive lists of the borrowed lexemes, discussed their matter and pattern types as
well as semantic classes, analyzed their origin in Standard or dialectal Polish, and identified
adaptive mechanisms that had operated during the transfer. I noted that although Polish influence
on functional vocabulary was noticeable, its extent was less than was the case with content lexicon.
Interjections were heavily affected by Polish, connectors and particles were less affected,
prepositions and pronouns were minimally affected, and numerals were entirely unaffected.

Having presented Polish borrowings in the lexicon, I examined the extent to which Polish
has influenced Wymysorys grammar. First, in chapter 7, I studied the influence of Polish on
the derivational and inflectional morphology of Wymysorys. With regard to derivations, I
observed that Polish had impacted all lexical classes that make use of derivative affixes:
nouns (i.e. -ok, -ka, -na, -cki, -ek, -(i)s(ii), -(¢)Z(ii), -(#)¢(ii), -$(a), -Z(a), and -¢(a)), verbs
(i.e. -a, -'ja, and -owd, as well as -Ze), adjectives (i.e. -tisik and -ii¢ik, and the blended
morphemes -nik, -tik, -wik, -tik, -mis, and -lis), adverbs (i.e. -ne/-¢e), as well as interjections
(i.e. -ku and -cu). With regards to inflections, Polish influenced the morphology of nouns
(i.e. the vocative category and its encoding, plural morphemes as components of hybridized
pluralizers, and locative marking of prepositional phrases in idioms) and verbs (i.e. aspect).
In contrast, the inflections of adjectives and pronouns — two other inflectional lexical classes
in Wymysorys — remained unaltered. Subsequently, in chapter 8, I described the three main
changes affecting the morpho-syntax of Wymysorys. I noticed that all of these changes
pertained to verbal phrases (i.e. the bldjn passive, which has led to a partial restructuration
of the system of passive voice; and the development of two novel TAM constructions — the
future III and the conjunctive perfect III). Additionally, I studied idiomatic phrasal
expressions that had copied Polish patterns, sometimes also preserving matter from the donor
language. Lastly, in chapter 9, I presented the syntactic changes that had taken place in
Wymysorys due to contact with Polish. I studied the Polish influence on the various types of
word-order configurations in Wymysorys (i.e. free word order, which concerns the linear
arrangements of constituents — mostly finite and non-finite verbs; the non-V2 configuration
or the violation of the V2 rule; the spontaneous V1 in main-clause declaratives; the absence
of main-clause verbal braces or the placement of non-finite verbs in a non-final position in
main clauses; the lack of asymmetry between the main clause and the subordinate clause and,
in particular, a non-final placement of finite verbs in subordinate clauses), the syntactic
properties of negation (i.e. poly-negation and the pre-verbal position of the negator), the
selection of tenses in subordinate clauses or the lack of compliance with the principle of
consecutio temporum, and the omission of referential subject pronouns with finite verbs —
the partial pro-drop rule. Similar to my approach to the lexicon, I paid attention to the
dialectal or Standard Polish origin of the grammatical borrowings, their adaptation to native
phonology, and the effect of changes on the respective language modules.
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11.3  Answers

Having described the various pieces of evidence, I was now prepared to answer my research
questions and to formulate other generalizations or implications for my study.

Responding to the main research question, I concluded that Polish has influenced Wymysorys to
a highly significant extent, both quantitatively and qualitatively. The quantitative impact surfaces
in the high (type) frequency of linguistic elements that have been borrowed — around 1000
sounds, free morphemes (lexemes), bound morphemes, phrase- and clause-level constructions,
and other kinds of grammatical rules. The qualitative impact is equally evident and transpires in
the wide range and diversity of parts of the language being affected, whether in the sound system
(Polish has affected phonetics, phonology, phonotactics, and prosody, in addition to consonants
and vowels), lexicon (Polish has affected nearly all lexical classes, both content and functional,
and most of their sub-types), and grammar (Polish has affected morphology (both derivational
and inflectional), morpho-syntax, and syntax). The extent of Polish influence is such that the
typological profile of Wymysorys and its Germanic essence or metatypy could be viewed as
compromised, to a degree, as the language shifts towards a blended Germanic-Slavonic profile.

In answering the first cluster of sub-questions — those oriented towards the recipient language
of borrowing and/or the endpoint of the transfer — I reached three conclusions. First, both matter
borrowing and pattern borrowing, whether semantic or structural, are well attested in
Wymysorys. However, their visibility is quantitatively and qualitatively dissimilar. From a
quantitative perspective, matter borrowing clearly predominates. It is also somewhat more
visible from a qualitative perspective, being attested in nearly all lexical classes (except
pronouns) as well as language modules and their parts (except syntax). Although the
quantitative and even qualitative visibility of pattern borrowing is lower (it is absent in
ideophones, adverbs, particles, and derivational morphology, being residual in adjectives; and
furthermore, the type frequency of all such cases is much lower than that of matter borrowing),
pattern borrowing has critical bearings on the language structure of Wymysorys. It is the only
type of borrowing that has significantly affected pronouns, inflectional morphology, syntax,
and morpho-syntax. Second, Wymysorys-Polish language contact reveals a number of
hierarchies of borrowing. As far as matter borrowing is concerned, three major hierarchies were
constructed: (a) with regard to morpheme types: content lexicon — functional lexicon —
morphology; with regard to lexical classes: nouns — verbs — interjections/adjectives —
adverbs/ideophones — particles — connectors — prepositions — pronouns/numerals; (b) with
regard to morphology: derivational morphology — inflectional morphology; inherent context-
autonomous inflections — contextual inflections; (c) with regard to morphology and lexical
classes: nominal morphology — verbal morphology — adjectival and adverbial morphology.
I also proposed a few minor hierarchies, e.g. for adverbs: manner — time/degree — locative;
for connectors: causal — coordinating — others; for particles: modal — pragmatic — others;
negative answer particle — positive answer particle; and for interjections: emotive/conative —
phatic/cognitive. As far as pattern borrowing is concerned, its semantic and structural types
yielded two opposite hierarchies, i.e. for semantic pattern borrowing: content lexicon /
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functional lexicon — morphology; for structural pattern borrowing: syntax — morpho-syntax
— morphology. As far as the sound system is concerned, my data revealed two types of
hierarchies: (a) consonants (sibilants and sibilant affricates) — sonorants (liquids, semi-
vowels, palatal nasals) — vowels — phonotactics — stress; and (b) allophones — phonemes
in loans — phonemes — phonological structure. Third, I observed that most changes triggered
by borrowing are additive. Additive changes — whether concerning distinctions or manners of
their expression — are visible in all language modules, lexical classes, and morpheme types.
Neutral changes are much less common, while negative changes are extremely rare. As a result,
I viewed Polish borrowing in Wymysorys as a principally enriching, rather than impoverishing,
phenomenon that contributes to the complexification of Wymysorys instead of its
simplification.

Responses to the other cluster of sub-questions — those oriented towards the donor language
and/or the beginning of the transfer process — yielded three further conclusions. First, Polish
borrowings in Wymysorys draw, equally commonly, on both Standard and dialectal Polish.
The dialectal origin of loanwords transpires in the following relatively pervasive phonetic
properties: dialectal pronunciation of pochylone vowels, labialization of back vowels, plosive
pronunciation of [x], the realization of postalveolar fricatives and affricates as alveolo-palatals
and the realization of postalveolar and alveolo-palatal fricatives as palatalo-alveolars, the
preservation of the nasal feature (albeit as a nasal consonant) of nasal vowels, and the
simplification of consonant clusters. Significantly less common dialectal features are: voicing
of the intervocalic [k], pronunciation of [x] as [f], szadzenie, mazurzenie, and the lack of vowel
mutation. Additionally, several lexemes draw on forms that are (only) typical of Polish dialects.
All such dialectal features are most common in nouns but the least infrequent in connectors
and prepositions. Overall, the dialectal component attested in Polish loans may be traced to the
Lesser Polish-Silesian border: these dialectal loans are mostly compatible with Western Lesser
Polish, yet share a considerable degree of similarity with Eastern Upper Silesian as well.
Second, I identified two classes of motivations for the borrowing of Polish elements, namely
needs and language processing. The first type includes: (a) loans that filled in lexical or
grammatical gaps that existed or appeared in Wymysorys (e.g. concepts related to
technological inventions and the reality of (western Lesser) Poland, as well as grammatical
categories absent in the German variety (or varieties) from which Wymysorys had evolved);
and (b) loans that were necessitated as a result of the loss of functionality of Wymysorys and
its gradual removal from certain facets of life (e.g. church and faith). The other type includes
loans for which the transfer was motivated by optimality exploration, whether specificity,
transparency, or precision. I distinguished between two sub-classes of this type of borrowing:
loans that had replaced the native equivalents (e.g. kinship terms and nouns referring to
months) and loans that had been added to native equivalents yielding a large number of
relatively close synonyms (e.g. abstract nouns). Third, I established that elements borrowed
from Polish tended to be well adapted to the Wymysorys language system, although the extent
of this adaptation varied significantly. I distinguished between four types of adaptations. With
regard to phonetics: u [u] / (Standard Polish) 0 — i [y]/[Y]; o [0] / (dialectal) 6 — (i)o(e)
[o]/[Yoce]; adjustment of stress; the realization of postalveolar and alveolo-palatal fricatives
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and affricates as palatalo-alveolars; the pronunciation of nasal vowels as sequences of a
corresponding oral vowel and nasal consonant; occasional simplification of consonant clusters;
and, in the case of the oldest loans, the realization of the intervocalic b [b] as w [v] and the loss
of the pre-consonantal ». With regard to morphology: a loan may host a native derivational
suffix typical of the specific lexical class to which it belongs; the loanword may be inflected
according to the rules of the Wymysorys language system, thus exhibiting the appropriate
native inflectional endings; and the loanword may be accompanied by native elements, yielding
hybridized compounds or loanblends. With regard to syntax, all types of free morphemes,
irrespective of their lexical class, are integrated into the phrase, clause, or sentence grammar.
And lastly, borrowed nouns adjust their gender to fit into the native form-gender pairing.
Phonetic adaptations are common in nouns, verbs, adjectives, and adverbs, while ideophones,
interjections, and, especially, particles, connectors, and prepositions tend to be unadjusted.
Morphological adaptations are common in nouns, verbs, and adjectives, whereas the
adjustment of adverbial loans is less patent. Most of the adaptive mechanisms identified may
be absent, which is the source of deeper systemic changes in the sound and morphological
systems of Wymysorys.

After answering all the research questions, I discussed further implications of my study which,
although related to, lay beyond the narrow scope of my principal inquiry. These implications
concerned Wymysorys scholarship and/or the theory of borrowing.

Regarding the implications relating (more closely) to Wymysorys scholarship, my study first
provided evidence that: (a) supports the few empirically-based explanations of concrete cases of
borrowing proposed thus far; (b) demonstrates the Polish origin of multiple features that,
although claimed in scholarly literature, have never been supported by areal and comparative
evidence; (c) allows us to reject several claims postulated in scholarship; and (d) clarifies certain
debates demonstrating that one of the proposals was accurate while the other(s) was/were
erroneous. Second, I demonstrated a common multi-causal emergence of features, i.e. their
simultaneous contact-induced and language-/family-internal origin. Third, I established that
Wymysorys drew on two clusters of systems, namely native systems and borrowed systems.
Instead of constituting mutually exclusive organizations, these two clusters of systems should be
imagined as connected extremes of a continuum within which speakers might operate by
employing features typical of one of the clusters. Fourth, I discerned a number of similarities
(and differences) with Aljzneri$ and Yiddish — two closely related, colonial East Central German
varieties that had been heavily influenced by contact with Polish. Polish borrowing in
Wymysorys is significantly greater than in Aljzneris, but roughly comparable, both in qualitative
and quantitative terms, to the impact exerted by Slavonic languages on Yiddish.

Regarding the implications relating (more closely) to the theory of borrowing, I concluded the
following: first, in light of the distinct quantitative and qualitative profiles exhibited by matter
borrowing and pattern borrowing, I proposed that such differences resulted from the opposite
mechanisms associated with these two borrowing types. Matter borrowing operates in a
bottom-up manner: it affects the global language system through the accumulation of an
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increasingly larger number of individual cases of transfer. In contrast, pattern borrowing
operates in a top-down manner: it directly affects the structure of the language through the
transfer of a few rules that, due to their global reach, affect a plethora of individual items.
Therefore, although matter borrowing tends to predominate quantitatively, the effects of
pattern borrowing are equally or even more significant. Second, given the substantial
disproportion of additive, neutral, and negative borrowings in Wymysorys and given the fact
that neutral and negative types are more advanced stages of a transfer that was in principle
additive, I proposed that most — perhaps all — cases of borrowing would originally be additive.
Third, my study showed that language contact might substantially alter the frequency of
existing phenomena, ultimately being responsible for the modification of the typological
profile of a language. Overall, changes in frequency play important roles in borrowing. Fourth,
I demonstrated that borrowing might often originate from code-switching. On the one hand,
the older the transfer of an item is — especially of the donor’s matter — the more integrated the
loan is in the recipient language system, as far as its phonology and morphology are concerned.
On the other hand, borrowings that continue to be uncommon or peripheral in the recipient
language system is (or should be) more typical and frequent in code-switching. Fifth, I verified
the validity of several hierarchies of borrowing that had been postulated in scholarly literature.
Most hierarchies, especially those proposed by Matras (2007; 2009), were corroborated by my
findings. A few others required minor realignments or more radical modifications.**°

11.4  Prospects

With the research questions answered, and further implications stated, I realized that what
seemed to be the endpoint of my journey was in fact a beginning of many new adventures.
These new adventures emerged naturally as I reflected upon the unavoidable limitations of my
study and arrived at landscapes that had originally lain beyond the narrow field of my enquiry.

Six prospective research activities appeared the most urgent to me. First, given the certain range
of similarities between language-contact phenomena attested in Wymysorys and those
experienced by Aljzneri$ and Yiddish, a systematic comprehensive qualitative-quantitative
comparative study of the Slavonic component in all (or most) colonial varieties of East Central
German is needed. This study should determine the tendencies operating in Slavonic-Polish
contact and should verify whether, as hypothesized in this dissertation, Wymysorys is the most
Slavicized East Central German language. Second, given the multi-causality of changes
observed and the fact that Modern Standard German and Yiddish were also spoken in
Wilamowice, a study dedicated to other sources of borrowing in Wymysorys is necessary. This
study should establish if some of the changes identified as Polish-sourced may additionally
draw on the contact with Modern Standard German and/or other East Central German varieties
e.g. Yiddish. Third, given that true cases of negative and neutral borrowing are uncommon in

340 For instance, there is a significantly lower number of cases of semantic pattern borrowing than of matter
borrowing, which suggests that bilingual speakers prefer transferring meaning with its form; the borrowability of
pragmatic particles is lower than that of modal particles; and the borrowing hierarchy in the sound system of
Wymysorys is (in parts) opposite to that proposed by Matras (2009) for Romani.
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Wymysorys, a study on the early stages of borrowings seems unavoidable. This study should
determine whether speakers of the recipient language — be it Wymysorys or other contact
varieties — indeed prefer adding new distinctions and encodings from the donor code rather
than eliminating or replacing those already existing in the recipient code, and thus whether, as
postulated, specificity and transparency are the key factors in the early stages of language
contact. Fourth, given that all types of borrowing identified in Wymysorys — especially those
that are peripheral and semi-grammatical — are more visible, more common, and more
acceptable in Wymysorys-Polish code-switching, a comprehensive study of code-switching in
Wymysorys is suggested. This study should identify uses of Polish elements that are
ungrammatical in the Wymysorys language and should definitely confirm (or disprove) the
hypothesis of the code-switching origin of borrowing. Fifth, given the possible dependency of
borrowability on the donor language’s properties — in particular, the size of lexical classes,
morpheme types, and constructions available for transfer — a study dedicated to the donor
language and its “availability for borrowing” should be designed. This study should reveal
whether the structures of the hierarchies of borrowing are genuine language-contact tendencies
or whether they are instead epiphenomena of the quantitative differences in the sizes of certain
lexical classes, morpheme types, and other grammatical categories of the language involved.
Lastly, and perhaps most importantly, given the fact that [ have only dealt with one quantitative
aspect of borrowing, i.e. the type frequency of borrowings, a study of their token frequency is
necessary. This study should establish how common particular loans are in texts and/or
conversations. This could, in turn, have important bearings on the hierarchies of borrowing,
especially those related to pattern borrowing, and may assist scholars in a more objective
determination of the respective relevance of matter and pattern borrowing given their inverse
causation mechanisms, i.e. top-down and bottom-up.

Indisputably, the aim to provide satisfactory solutions to some of the above-mentioned
problems will guide my research activities in the near future. In particular, the study of the
token frequency of loans seems critical given its potential bearings on both Wymysorys
scholarship and the theory of borrowing. I plan to engage in such a study because, for the
first time in the history of Wymysorys studies, large corpora are available as a number of
texts have been written, published, and transcribed by me and my colleagues, specifically
Tymoteusz Krol and Andrzej Zak.
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POSTFACE

Two and a half years have passed since I boarded my ship, and now that journey is completed.
The coast is close, and the sails can be rolled up. Look! The masts are already naked. The long-
shore current is strong enough to propel my boat towards the harbour — there is no need for
winds and oars.

What a journey! I have seen places, I have met people, I have learned languages. But is this
all? Was this the purpose of me roaming across oceans of books, continents of recordings, and
skies of ideas?

I initially thought I was telling a story of a language and its life-long relationship with another
linguistic system. I thought that this is someone else’s story. I was only halfway through when
I realized that this journey was truly mine and the story was about me. It was about my
oberschlesisch grandmother who taught me German and so often recounted her extraordinary
life during World War II when, as a little girl living in Schoppinitz near Kattowitz, she
navigated between German and Polish kindness as well as cruelty. It was about my
neiderschlesisch mother, who introduced me to multilingualism and multiculturalism and, born
in Breslau, romantically tied me to this magical city forever. It was about that westschlesisch
boy who, while strolling in Sagan, spoke Polish but thought in German, and never really knew
whether he was Slavic or Germanic.

It was about myself understanding that all countries are my country and all languages are my
language. It was about discovering Camko, the hyper-multilingual global nomad — a free but
solitary traveller.

Now I know what I aimed to discover, or perhaps what I wanted to (re)construct. “What is it?”
— the boy asks. “It is my own Heimat” — 1 answer. “Our Heimat” — he whispers — “Ours”. |
look in his eyes — “Yes, our Heimat. How could I forget?”. “Everyone does” — he nods sadly.

“So, have you found it?” — the boy asks again. I fear to respond and quietly answer with a
question — “Have 1?”. He takes my hand and says — “You have,

Elle est retrouvee.
[...] — L Eternité.
C’est la mer mélée

9]

Au soleil.

U'“It is recovered. / [...] Eternity. / In the whirling light / Of the sun in the sea” (translation of Arthur Rimbaud’s
“Alchimie du Verbe” by Paul Schmidt 1976).

329



This journey is dedicated to you
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ADDENDUM ONE

The list below introduces the native speakers of Wymysorys whose language has been
documented in the corpus comprising the data for this dissertation. This list is arranged
according to the birth date of the speakers and provides their names, surnames, and nicknames.

Franciszka Bilczewska fum Frycki (1913-2012)
Kazimierz Grygierczyk fum Bieriinjok (1913-2010)
Anna Danek fum Pejtela (1916-2015)

Zofia Danek fum Stancéu
Franciszek Mosler fum Mozler
Helena Danek fum Kwaka

Jan Biba fum Tiima-Jaski

Anna Schneider fum Pejter
Elzbieta Mynarska fum Sideba
Helena Biba fum Pta¢nik
Elzbieta Babiuch fum Poiikner
Anna Fox fum Prorok

Elzbieta Kacorzyk fum Piitrok
Elzbieta Schneider fum Pejter
Anna Zejma fum Liift

Elzbieta Matysiak fum Hala-Mockja
Anna Danek fum Kiipsela
Helena Gasidto fum Bideznjok
Waleria Brzezina fum Cepok
Rozalia Kowalik fum Potiermin
Jan Formas

Katarzyna Balcarczyk fum Karol
Stanistaw Fox fum Liift

Elzbieta Formas fum Mozler
Stanistaw Rak

Katarzyna Nowak fum Toby$
Rozalia Hanusz fum Linkii$
Anna Korczyk fum Kotodzej
Anna Janosz fum Hala-Frana-Jaskja
Elzbieta Gasiorek fum Anta
Elzbieta Figwer fum Boba

Anna Fox fum Liift

Kazimierz Schneider fum Pejter

(1917-2012)
(1918-2011)
(1919-2012)
(1920-2011)
(1920-2012)
(1921-2014)
(born 1922)
(1923-2010)
(1923-2011)
(born 1923)
(1923-2020)
(1923-2010)
(1924-2014)
(born 1924)
(1924-2014)
(1925-2013)
(1925-2016)
(1925-2016)
(1925-2013)
(born 1926)
(1926-2019)
(1926-2014)
(1926-2010)
(1926-2009)
(1927-2015)
(1927-2015)
(born 1927)
(1927-2018)
(born 1927)
(1927-2011)
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Ingeborg Matzner-Danek

Helena Nowak fum Holec¢kla

Jan Balcarczyk fum Sideba
Bronistawa Pyka

Helena Rosner fum Boba-Lojzkia
Emilia Biesik fum Racek

Jozef Gara fum Toter

Elzbieta Merta fum Hala-Frana-Jaskja
Katarzyna Nowak fum Pejtela
Elzbieta Nycz fum Slezok

Helena Dobroczynska fum Osie¢an
Elzbieta Gandor fum Baranta
Zofia Koziet fum Siibert

Anna Biba-fum Kii¢tik

Anna Kowalczyk fum Toby$

Hilda Kasperczyk fum Cioe
Eugenia Fox fum Broda

Rozalia Danek fum Mjyra-Winca
Elzbieta Nikiel fum Linkii$
Rozalia Wegrodzka fum Gadla
Stanistaw Zejma

Stefania Kuczmierczyk fum Jonkla
Anna Nowak fum Hala-Mockja
Emilia Danek fum Bidezniok
Kazimierz Fox fum Baranta

Anna Kuczmierczyk fum Zelbst
Anna Schneider fum Pejter
Barbara Tomanek

Elzbieta Schneider fum Freslik
Stanistaw Merta fum Hala-Frana-Jaskia-Hala
Janusz Brzezina fum Urbon
Tymoteusz Krol

(1928-2016)
(1928-2017)
(1928-2013)
(1928-2017)
(1928-2015)
(1929-2013)
(1929-2013)
(1929-2014)
(1929-2019)
(1929-2007)
(1929-2012)
(1930-2017)
(1930-2016)
(1930-2009)
(born 1930)
(1930-2005)
(born 1930)
(born 1931)
(born 1931)
(born 1931)
(1931-2015)
(born 1932)
(1932-2011)
(1933-2020)
(1934-2020)
(1934-2018)
(1934-2014)
(born 1935)
(born 1938)
(1955-2011)
(born 1956)
(born 1993)
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ADDENDUM TWO

The chart below presents the main pronunciation rules of the standardized Wymysorys
orthography.

Consonants
Plosives: Fricatives:
P [p] f [f]
b-/-b- [b] w-/ -w- [v]
b [p] W (f]
t [t] s [s]
d-/-d [d] z-/-z [z]
d [] -z [s]
k (k] $ U1/ (el
g-/-g- (g] z-/-z- [31/[2]
-g (k] - [/ [e]
Kj / -ik [c] -/ -2- [31/[2]/[2]
gj 7] -z [1/1el/[s]
h [x]/[h]/[¢]/[e]
Nasals: Liquids:
m [m] r [r]
n [n] 1 (1]
n [n]
ng [n]
Affricates:
c [ts] dz-/ -dz- [d3] / [dz]
¢ [t/]/ [te] / [ts] -dz [t/]/ [te]
cz [t/]/ [te] / [ts] dz-/ -dz- [d3]/ [dz] / [dz]
dz- / -dz- [dz] -dz [t]/ [te] / [ts]
-dz [ts]
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Approximants:

Vowels

Monophthongs

Diphthongs
Y

¢j
ou

Triphthong:

16e

(w]

[ai]
[ei]

[eey]

[SHEA S =t 1

0j
i0

Jy

[i]
[io]
[19]
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