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Introduction

The deep Tamian (here and henceforth — 7Tamian) subdialects are spoken in
Northern Kurzeme (as shown on the map — see Figure 1), and these subdialects
belong to the Livonianized dialect, which is one of the three Latvian regional
dialects. Seven subdialects of the Livonianized dialect are studied in the paper:
the subdialects of Pope,, Ziras, Piltene,, Zlekas,, Ance,, Dundaga ., and Ugale,;.
A language analysis is based on the speech materials gathered by interviewing
the speakers (middle and older generation) of these subdialects. All examples
shown in the paper are obtained during the expeditions carried out by the author
(2008-2017; see a list at the end of the paper). A speech of 26 respondents (17
women, 9 men) is analyzed in the paper. Data have been gathered in the way of
conversational interviews in which the informants give authentic speech material
for a research. To elucidate main phonetic and morphological features in the
deep Tamian subdialects a descriptive research method is used in the paper. A
description of the phonetic and morphological features is a traditional approach in
the research of the subdialects of Latvian. In this paper the author uses the phonetic
transcription what is appropriate for a notation of the Latvian dialectal features.
The author also pays attention to the sociolinguistic observations to determine the
viability of the deep Tamian subdialects.

The Livonianized dialect has been evolving, influenced by Livonians and
Curonians (Rudzite 1964, 34, 149). One of the most typical features of
the Livonianized dialect is a use of the masculine gender forms instead of the
feminine gender what is a result of the contacts of Livonians and Latvians resp.
Curonians (see also Endzeltins 1951, 10-11). There are also peculiarities in
the Livonianized dialect which are common to the non-deep Tamian subdialects
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(for example, the reduction of long vowels and diphthongs in word endings and
suffixes), the Vidzeme’s Livonianized dialect (for example, labialization) and the
Curonian subdialects of the Middle dialect (for example, the lengthening of the
vowel in the tautosyllabic position). The author describes mainly the most typical
phonetic and morphological features which are specific to the Livonianized dialect
(including non-deep Tamian subdialects and Vidzeme’s subdialects) and those
which are characteristic exactly to the deep Tamian subdialects of the Livonianized
dialect.

Fig. 1. Researched deep Tamian subdialects

Phonetics

In phonetics, the most characteristic feature of the Livonianized dialect is the
loss of short vowels, especially in final syllables, e. g., mdi (< maja) ‘house’, saiil
(< saule) ‘sun’, up (< upe) ‘river’, lab (< labi) ‘good (adv.)’, atmins (< atminas)
‘memories’. It is seen in the mentioned examples that the loss of short vowels in
the endings can influence a quantity of the vowels and consonants in the root, i.e., if
the vowel is lost after voiced consonant, the vowel is lengthened in the root, but if
the vowel is lost after unvoiced consonant, this consonant is lengthened. Although
this peculiarity is common to the entire Livonianized dialect, this phenomenon has
a tendency to change nowadays even in the deep Tamian subdialects.

In the deep Tamian subdialects the long suffix vowels and diphthongs have
been lost, e.g., in substantives abli§ < dbudlis (< abuolins) ‘clover’, kimlifi téi
(< kumelinu teja) ‘chamomile tea’; in verbs redzt < redzet (< redz&t) ‘to see’, dzifdt
< dzirdet (< dzirdet) ‘to hear’, ddapt < dabut (< dabiit) ‘to get’, dziut (< dzivuot)
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‘to live’, prectes < precetiés (< preceties) ‘to get married’. This dialectal feature is
widespread in all deep Tamian subdialects (sse K rautmane-Lohmatkina
2002, 35-36), but in the speech of the older generation only.

Another typical phonetic feature of the Livonianized dialect is the reduction of
long vowels in word endings or in suffixes, e.g., ddrza (< darza) ‘in the garden’,
vakara (< vakara) ‘in the evening’, krdsni (< krasni) ‘in stove’, pédejais (< pédejais)
‘the last one’. This phenomenon exists in all subdialects of the Livonianized
dialect, but in the deep Tamian subdialects deeper differences from the Standard
Latvian are observable — it is the reduction of monophthongs and diphthongs with
a different quality of the vowels, e.g., ddrze < ddrza (< darza) ‘in the garden’,
vakre < vakare < vakara (< vakara) ‘in the evening’, vakres < vakares (< vakaruos)
‘in the evenings’, krdsna (< krasni) ‘in stove’, ganes // ganas (< ganuos) ‘to put
out to pasture’. Last example shows that parallel forms are used in some Tamian
subdialects.

The reduction of the long vowels can be also observed in the verbs not only
in the substantives. For example, long final vowel can be shortened in such verb
forms as strdde < strada (< strada) ‘works’, duéme // duéme < duoma (< duoma)
‘thinks’, rune // rune < runa (< runa) ‘speaks’. Differences from the Standard
Latvian are observed also in the past tense — dzive < dzivej < dzivuoj (< dzivuoja)
‘lived’, strdde < stradej < stradaj < stradaj (< stradaja) ‘worked’, zine < zinej <
zinaj < zinaj (< zinaja) ‘knew’. These examples show that whole syllables are
lost. Unfortunately, this feature is levelling off nowadays — more often people say:
dzivuoj, stradaj, zinaj, which are more similar forms to the non-deep subdialects
of the Livonianized dialect. Sometimes it is possible to hear such forms as dzwej,
stradej, zinej, but only in the speech of the older generation. Shortened forms dzive,
strdde, zine have been registered very rarely.

The reduction of monophthongs and diphthongs has been observed also in
adjectives, e.g., maze // maza < maza (< maza) ‘little’, vece < veca (< veca) ‘old’,
jatine < jauna (< jauna) ‘new’. This feature has been registered in the subdialects of
Ance and Dundaga only (see also Krautmane-Lohmatkina 2002, 44).

It should be emphasized that in the subdialect of Ance the lengthening of the
final vowel was fixed, e.g., duémé < duoma (< duomaju) ‘[I] think’, runé < runa
(< runaju) ‘[I] speak’, sviné (< svinéja) ‘celebrated (past)’. Such verb forms have
been heard in Ance used only by the speakers of the older generation.

In the subdialect of Ance the lengthening of syllable in the root is registered,
too, e.g., véd (< ved) ‘carries’, piédér (< pieder) ‘belongs’, maz (< maz) ‘few’,
nezin < nezifi (< nezinu) ‘[I] do not know’, atmin < atmii (< atmina) ‘memory’,
upmadle < upmale <upmala (< upmala) ‘at the river’s edge’, apriinatiés < aprunatiés
(< aprunaties) ‘to talk’. This peculiarity has been registered in the subdialect of
Pope,too (see Krautmane-Lohmatkina 2002, 75-76).

Another feature common to the subdialects of Ance and Dundaga is the
shortening of diphthongs ie in front of a tautosyllabic n, e.g., vefis // vefic (< viens)
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‘single’, seis // sefic (< siens) ‘hay’, vilcens (< vilciens) “train’, vefreiz (< vienreiz)
‘once’. This is one of the peculiarities of the Tamian subdialects which can be
heard only in some subdialects nowadays.

A typical phonetic feature of the deep Tamian subdialects is the mono-
phthongization, when in diphthongs ei and ou < au the first component is
lengthened and the second is shortened or lost, e.g., [éS < leis (< leisi) ‘Lithuanians’,
nod < noidid (< nauda) ‘money’, sél < soiil (< saule) ‘sun’ (see also Grauds -
Graudevics 1927,16; Evalde 1940, 38). Nowadays this feature is almost
lost in the deep Tamian subdialects, although it was fixed previously almost
everywhere in Northern Kurzeme (see Rudzite 1964, 166).

The opposite process of the monophthongization is the diphthongization, when
a monophthong ¢ becomes a diphthong ei, e.g., peic (< pec) ‘after’, kapeic (< kapéc)
‘why’, tapeic (< tapec) ‘therefore’, seiz (< s€z) ‘[he] sits’, bleins < bléns (< blenas)
‘nonsense’, eiSan (< éSana) ‘eating’ (see also Grauds-Graudevics 1927,
15; Evalde 1940, 38). This feature is still characteristic to the deep Tamian
subdialects, but only in the speech of the older generation.

In the deep Tamian subdialects the labialization, when a diphthong au shifts to
diphthong ou, is a typical, but endangered feature, e.g., soiil < sauil (< saule) ‘sun’,
brotikt (< braukt) ‘to go, to drive’, doiidz (< daudz) ‘much’, Sodismig < Saiismig
(< Sausmigi) ‘awfully’(seealsoGrauds-Graudevics 1927,16;Evalde
1940, 38), which nowadays exists only in the speech of the older generation.

The shortening of the long vowels ¢, ¢, if they are in one syllable with the
consonant [, /, is widespread in the all area of the Tamian subdialects, e.g., dels
(< dels) ‘son’, vel // vgf (< vel) ‘more’, nedef< nedé‘f (< nedela) ‘week’ (see also
Evalde 1940,39; Rudzite 1964, 168); however, nowadays this feature can
be heard mostly in the speech of the older and middle generation.

A linguistic change is not the same everywhere in the area of the deep
Livonianized subdialects: in the northern part of the deep Tamian subdialects,
especially around Dundaga and Ance, it was fixed that there are preserved more
characteristic features of the deep Livonianized subdialects.

A typical peculiarity of the deep Tamian subdialects observed only in the
subdialects of Ance and Dundaga is the use of the broad sound e instead of literary
i: labeb ‘corn’, bareb ‘food’, taisneb ‘truth’. In the other Tamian subdialects the long
vowel 7 in suffixes is shortened into i, what is a newer form: labib < labib (< labtba),
barib < barib (< bariba), taisnib < taisnib (< taisntba). It was already noted by Milda
Graudina almost half a century ago that ending -ib is used quite frequently than -eb
in the deep Tamian subdialects (Graudina 1972, 154), and it proves that this
feature has become closer to the standard language.

The use of vowels q, ¢, ¢ instead of vowel u in some positions is characteristic to
the deep Tamian subdialects in such words as ugeris (< uguns) ‘electricity’, ceper <
cepuf (< cepure) ‘cap, hat’, dzegez < dzeguz (< dzeguze) ‘cuckoo’, nué sakerm < nuo
sdkur (< nuo sakuma) ‘from the beginning’, véilukters < véilukturs (< véjlukturis)
‘wind lantern’.
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Analogical to the above described feature when vowels q, e, e is used instead of
vowel u in certain positions, the vowel a is observable instead of Standard Latvian
diphthong uo, e.g., dbals < dbuéls “apple’, sipals < sipuéls ‘onion’, valad < valuéd
<valudda ‘language’ (see alsoRudzite 1964, 171).

In the deep Livonianized subdialects the vowel a can be used instead of Standard
Latvian diphthong ie, e.g., pérafis (< périens) ‘flogging’, eidafis (< ediens) ‘food’
(more on thissee Rudzite 1964, 172; LVDA 2013, 49-50, map No. 22).

In the deep Tamian subdialects the insertions of vowels a, ¢ are observable
for the elimination of syllabic liquids and nasals, e. g., pufaf < putr (< putra)
‘porridge’, egel < egl (< egle) “spruce tree’, pufads < putns (< putns) ‘bird’, dziésam
< dziésm (< dziesma) ‘song’, vétar < vétr (< vetra) ‘storm’, stipars // stipers < stiprs
(< stiprs) ‘strong’. This peculiarity is still often used in Dundaga, but in the speech
of the older generation (see also A b e 1€ 1926, 25-26). This feature also has been
registered in Ance (see Endzelin 1922, 56).

It is registered that in the subdialect of Ance between two consonants has
been inserted vowel a and redoubled consonant I, e.g., sallarh < salm (< salmi)
‘straw’, pilskallans (< pilskalns) “hill fort’ (for comparison see Krautmane -
Lohmatkina 2002, 54).

The shortening of the prefix suo- > So- is a typical feature of the deep Livonianized
subdialects, e.g., Sorit (< Suorit) ‘this morning’, Sodién (< suodien) ‘today’, Sovakar
(< Suovakar) ‘this evening’, Sonakt (< Suonakt) ‘tonight’, Sogdd (< Suogad) ‘this
year’ (on this see Rudzite 1964, 168; Krautmane-Lohmatkina
2002, 73). This peculiarity is still prominent in the deep Tamian subdialects of the
Livonianized dialect.

The feature common to the subdialects of Ance and Pope is shortened prefix
par < par: pariét (< pariet) ‘to cross’, parnakt (< parnakt) ‘to come back’, pargulet
(< pargulét) ‘to pass the night’, parcifsl (< parcirsl) ‘cleave’, pafdéu (< pardeva)
‘sold (past)’, pafbaiidii (< parbaudija) ‘verified (past)’ (see also Krautmane -
Lohmatkina 2002, 70).

Some phonetic features are characteristic only to the subdialect of Dundaga
(see Abele 1926, 22; Rudzite 1964, 194-195), for example, unvoiced
consonants become voiced in the definite positions at the end of the word or prefix
, €.g., tirid < tirit (< tirit) ‘to clean’, krid (< krit) ‘falls down’, ndg (< nak) ‘comes’,
vélag (< velak) ‘later’, abrak (< apraka) ‘buried’ (see also Adamovics 1926,
64). Nowadays this feature is used only by few older generation’s speakers in
Dundaga.

Morphology

In morphology, a typical feature of the Livonianized dialect is the use of
masculine gender forms instead of feminine gender forms, for instance, feminine
nouns are used with masculine ending, e.g., mariims (< mamma) ‘mum’, Afins
(< Anna) ‘Anna’. Singular 3" person pronoun vins ‘he’ is used also talking about
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a woman: vi$ < vin$ < vina ‘he and she’. Latvian dialectologist Marta Rudzite has
mentioned that this peculiarity has been influenced by Livonian language because
of the lack of grammatical gender (Rudzite 1964, 205). Also Latvian linguist
Janis Endzelins wrote about this feature shedding light on the causes of that (see
Endzelins 1951, 461-464).

Feminine diminutive forms also have masculine endings, e.g., meitis (< meitin$
(< meitina) ‘daughter (dem.)’, vistis§ < vistin$ (< vistina) ‘hen (dem.)’, kleitis
< kleitins (< kleitina) ‘dress (dem.)’.

Feminine nouns are used with masculine predicates in the deep Tamian
subdialects, e.g., zém i slaps (< zeme ir slapjs ‘slapja’) ‘the ground (fem.) is wet
(masc.)’, rupmaiz i gafSiks (< rupjmaize ir garsigs ‘garSiga’) ‘rye-bread (fem.) is
tasty (masc.)’, siéus i giidr (< sievas ir gudri ‘gudras’) ‘women (fem.) are clever
(masc.)’.

Masculine demonstrative pronouns are used with feminine referents as well,
e.g., tas viét (< tas ‘ta’ vieta) ‘that (masc.) place (fem.)’, tié mais (< tie ‘tas’ majas)
‘those (masc.) houses (fem.)’, tuds zd:ls (< tuos ‘tas’ zales) ‘those (masc.) herbs
(fem.)’.

The feminine substantives are transformed into masculine substantives, e.g.,
taks (< taka) ‘path’, tié liélié talk < tié liclié talki (< tas lielas talkas) ‘that great
joint works’ (more on this peculiarity in: V&vere 2016, 232-236). It should
be noted that those features, which are related to the loss of feminine gender, are
used inconsistently even in the speech of the older generation; it means that this
peculiarity gradually disappears.

Another characteristic morphological feature of the Livonianized dialect is the
generalization of the 3™ person verb forms for the 1% and 2™ person forms, e.g.,
es iét, tu iét, vis iét, més iét, jus iét, vin iét ‘1 goes, you goes, he/she goes, we goes,
you goes, they goes’ (lit.). This feature is still quite widespread in the deep Tamian
subdialects; however, young people started to use the 1* and 2™ person forms, too:
es ei (<es eju) ‘1 go’, tu ei (< tu ) ‘you go’, vis // vin iét (< vins/vina iet) ‘he/she
goes’, and etc.

In the singular 1* person pronoun es ‘I, me’ broad vowel ¢ is used instead of
the narrow e: es. In the plural 1* person pronoun mes ‘we’ broad long vowel e is
used instead of the narrow long vowel é: més. Nowadays dialectal forms of plural
1% person pronoun are used more frequently than singular 1% person pronoun.
Although 1* person pronoun es is characteristic to such deep Tamian subdialects
as Ance, Pope, Dundaga (see Riik e 1940, 89), pronoun es has been fixed just
once in the subdialect of Dundaga (in 2015), pronoun més historically is used in
a wider area of the deep Tamian subdialects, but this peculiarity changes, too. A
contemporary linguistic situation proves that these dialectal forms of the 1% person
pronouns have almost disappeared from the deep Livonianized subdialects.

The shortening of the particles, conjunctions and prefixes has been fixed in
some subdialects: particle jau > ju ‘already’, conjunction vai > vo ‘whether’,
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conjunction lai > le // le. Also prefix lidz ‘to’ can be shortened: /i. Although these
word forms are specific to the deep Tamian subdialects, the usage of them is
diminished nowadays — the shortening of the particles, conjunctions and prefixes
is mainly used in Ance and Dundaga in the speech of the older generation.

The use of the ending -am (or -em) instead of the -iem has been observed in the
dative, genitive and accusative case, €.g., bralam (< bralim) ‘for brother’, kakam //
kakem (< kakim) ‘for cat’, vinams // vinems (< viniems ‘viniem’) ‘them’, murhs
visam (< mums visiemn) ‘for all of us’, us suélam (< uz suoliem) ‘on benches’, a
zifgam (< ar zirgiem) ‘with horses’, vis mé? pill te a zoérarit bi (< visi mezi pilni te
ar zveriem bija) ‘all the forests were full of the beasts here’. This morphological
feature is common to all deep Tamian subdialects; however, it also tends to change
nowadays, because subdialect’s speakers more often use Standard Latvian forms
in these cases.

Conclusion

The analysis shows that the most characteristic phonetic and morphological
features still exist in the deep subdialects of the Livonianized dialect. Many of
these dialectal features are observed only in the speech of the older generation.
Younger speakers increasingly avoid speaking a subdialect due to the migration,
impact of the mass media, and communication with the people from other regions.

Although many of Livonianized dialect’s speakers prefer to use Standard
Latvian forms, there are still several dialectal features to be observed in the speech
of all generations — the loss of short vowels in the endings and the reduction of
long vowels in final syllables. The speakers of the middle and older generation
still use masculine gender forms instead of feminine, including features relevant to
this case, and they still generalize the 3™ person verb forms for the 1* and the 2™
person. Only in the older generation’s speech the long vowels and diphthongs have
been lost in suffixes not just in word endings. And mainly in the old generation’s
speech the monophthongization and the diphthongization is fixed in recent years
during the author’s researches.

Nowadays it is observed that many of linguistic features are used in parallel.
It is a result of the linguistic change. For instance, one person may use dialectal
forms and standardized forms even in one sentence. The usage of parallel forms
shows that subdialects significantly converge to the standard language.

To conclude, the subdialects of Ance and Dundaga, which are located in
northern part of Kurzeme, differ more from Standard Latvian and from other
researched deep Tamian subdialects, because these two subdialects retain more
dialectal forms than others. There are registered several features which are lost
in other subdialects, for example, sound change and vowel insertion in the root
and suffix of a word, the reduction of monophthongs and diphthongs in the word
endings.
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In comparison with other Tamian subdialects, the subdialect of Dundaga has
preserved more archaic dialectal features, but it can be observed that the subdialect
of Dundaga also becomes closer to the standard language. Nevertheless, the
change of the dialects is an inevitable process of the language. Therefore, it is
necessary to preserve the features of the subdialect before they disappear. And
it can be concluded that the viability of the deep Tamian subdialects depends on
the speakers’ attitude towards their vernacular. Future research should therefore
concentrate on the investigation of the dynamics of language change not only
based on the middle and older generation’s speech materials, as it has done in this
paper, but also on the younger generation’s speech data to determine the viability
of the deep Tamian subdialects.
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Pagrindiniai lyviSkosios tarmés giliyju tamnieky patarmiy fonetiniai ir
morfologiniai ypatumai dabartiniais laikais

Santrauka

Pagrindinés savokos: fonetika, morfologija, giliosios tamnieky patarmés, lyviskoji
tarmé, dabartiniai laikai.

Straipsnio tikslas — atskleisti biidingiausiy tarminiy reiskiniy vartoseng dabartinése ly-
viskosios tarmés Kurso giliosiose arba giliosiose tamnieky patarmése. Pagrindinis déme-
sys skiriamas tipiSkoms $iy patarmiy fonetinéms ir morfologinéms ypatybéms bei jy so-
ciolingvistiniams steb&jimams. Nagrinéjami vidurinés ir vyresniosios kartos Puopés, Ziry,
Piltenés, Zléky, Ancés, Dundagos ir Ugalés $nekty vartotojy jrasai. Duomenis autoré yra
surinkusi savo vykdyty ekspedicijy metu (2008-2017).

Daugumoje nagrinéty giliyjy tamnieky patarmiy vis dar stebimas lyviskajai tarmei bi-
dingas trumpyjy balsiy praleidimas ir ilgyjy balsiy sutrumpéjimas galiniuose skiemenyse.
Nors tai yra tipiskiausios lyviskosios tarmés fonetinés ypatybés, buidingos visy karty kal-
bétojams, jos linkusios kisti net giliosiose KurSo tamnieky patarmése ir ne tik jaunosios
kartos kalbétojy kalboje. Viduriné ir vyresnioji karta pradeda savo kalboje jy vengti, teikia
pirmenybe bendrinés kalbos formoms. Dabartinés bendrinés kalbos poveikj vis labiau pa-
tiria biitent vyresniosios kartos kalbai biidingos ypatybés, t. y. ilgyjy balsiy ir dvibalsiy pra-
leidimas tiek galiniuose, tick priesaginiuose skiemenyse, monoftongizacija, diftongizacija
ir kiti fonetiniai reiskiniai, budingi kaip tik giliosioms tamnieky patarméms.

Vienas tipiskiausiy giliyjy tamnieky patarmiy morfologijos bruozy yra vyriskosios gi-
minés formy vartojimas vietoj moteriskosios giminés. Si ypatybé vis dar plagiai paplitusi
ne tik giliosiose tamnieky patarmése, bet ir negiliosiose Kurso ir Vidzemés lyviskosiose
tarmése. Antra daznai pastebima lyviskosios tarmés ypatybé yra veiksmazodzio tre¢iojo
asmens formos vartojimas vienaskaitos ir daugiskaitos pirmojo ir antrojo asmens formoms
reiksti. Abi Sios ypatybés dazniau pasitaiko vidurinés ir vyresniosios kartos vartotojy kal-
boje. Jaunesnioji karta ima jy vengti, savo kalboje vartoja bendrinés kalbos formas.

Kaip matyti i§ nagrinétos tarminés medziagos, Siaurés Kurzeméje vis dar galima is-
girsti giliosioms tamnieky patarméms buidingy fonetiniy ir morfologiniy ypatybiy. Taciau
jvertinant tai, kad S$iy ypatybiy vartosena per pastargjj Simtmetj, kai buvo atlikti iSsams
latviy tarmiy tyrimai, yra gerokai pakitusi, dabartiniais laikais ypa¢ svarbu imtis kalbos
rei$kiniy dinamikos tyrimy.
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The present research aims at showing the usage of the most characteristic dialectal
features in the deep Tamian subdialects of the Livonianized dialect nowadays. Main focus
is on the typical phonetic and morphological features and the sociolinguistic observations
of these subdialects. Analysis is based on the middle and older generation’s speech data
gathered by recording the subdialects of Pope, Ziras, Piltene, ZIekas, Ance, Dundaga, and
Ugale. The data analyzed in this paper gathered in the expeditions carried out by the author
(2008-2017).

In the majority of the researched deep Tamian subdialects the loss of short vowels
and the reduction of long vowels in final syllables is still observed. Although these are
the most typical phonetic peculiarities of the entire Livonianized dialect and are used
by all generations’ speakers, those also tend to change even in the deep subdialects of
Kurzeme not only in the speech of the younger generation’s speech, but also middle and
older generation’s speakers begin to avoid using those, preferring standard language forms.
Nowadays there are also several features in the deep Tamian subdialects which are used
in the speech of the older generation only and which change under the influence of the
standard language, for example, the loss of long vowels and diphthongs in suffixes and
endings, the monophthongization and diphthongization, and other phonetic changes which
are specific to the deep Tamian subdialects.

One of the most prominent morphological features of the deep Tamian subdialects
is the use of masculine gender forms instead of feminine which is still widespread and
often used feature not only in the deep Tamian subdialects, but also in the Kurzeme’s
non-deep subdialects and Vidzeme’s Livonianized subdialects. Another typical and often
used morphological peculiarity is the use of the 3rd person verb forms in all persons and
numbers. Both features appear more rarely in the speech of the younger generation than
in the speech of the middle and older generation, because younger people are avoid using
those, introducing the standard language forms instead of the dialectal forms.

As the gathered materials show, it is still possible to hear typical phonetic and
morphological features in the researched deep Tamian subdialects, but as it is clear that
these features have changed since the last century, when extensive dialectal researches
on Latvian dialectology were made, it is particularly important to study the dynamics of
dialect phenomena nowadays.
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